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MR. RICHLER:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to the stakeholder conference for EB-2024-0067, the consultation on Enbridge Gas Inc.'s 2014 annual update to its 5-year gas supply plan or GSP.

My name is Ian Richler, and I am counsel with the OEB.  I am joined by Arturo Lau, the case manager; Lindsay Wright, the manager of the natural gas team and, Tiara Fearon, the hearings advisor.  There may be others from OEB Staff who listen in from time to time.

As the first order of business, Ms. Fearon is going to recite the land acknowledgment.
Land Acknowledgement


MS. FEARON:  Thank you, Ian.  The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishinaabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat Peoples.  This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit, and Métis Peoples.  We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.

We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land, and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of it.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  In a moment, I'm going to take appearances, and then I'm going to hand things over to Enbridge Gas.  But, first, let me provide some very brief context.  The OEB's letter of April 15th, 2024 which initiated this consultation made provision for stakeholders to file written questions for Enbridge and for a two-day stakeholder conference to address these questions, but it looks like we should be able to get through it in one.

You all will have seen the agenda circulated by Enbridge Gas late last week, along with its compendium, and we're going to try to follow that agenda.  A reminder that, after the stakeholder conference, stakeholders will have an opportunity to submit written comments on the GSP update by July 17th and Enbridge Gas will then have an opportunity to file a response, including, if it wishes, any revisions to it plan by July 31st.

The initiation letter specified that, as part of their written comments, stakeholders and Enbridge Gas are invited to provide observations on how the GPS framework and the process it established are working now that we're at the 5-year mark.  Afterwards, OEB Staff will prepare a report with recommendations on the annual update and the OEB will decide whether a hearing is required.

A few quick administrative matters:  First, this stakeholder conference is being transcribed and the transcription will be posted on our website.  I believe we are recording today's session only for the benefit of the reporter, so the recording will not be posted.

Second, while the chat function is enabled, nothing said in the chat will be recorded or appear in the transcript of this stakeholder conference.

And, third, I would ask that if you have not already done so, you add who you represent under your name in Zoom by clicking on the three dots in the corner.

We can now proceed with appearances, starting with Enbridge Gas.  Mr. Stevens, can I ask you to introduce yourself and your team, please.
Appearances


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Ian.  Good morning, everybody.  Thank you for joining us.  My name is David Stevens, and I'm counsel with Enbridge Gas for this matter.  With me in the room today, which is named "Chatham KIEL, 3001" -- unfortunately, we can't rename ourselves with the technology in the room, but this is the Enbridge panel that you see.

With me immediately to my right on the screen is Richard Wathy, technical manager; and then we have Dave Janisse, who is the manager of gas acquisition; Amy Mikhaila, director of gas supply; and Steve Dantzer, supervisor, gas supply planning.

Also on the call today from Enbridge are Bonnie Adams -- a big thanks to Bonnie, who is going to be projecting the slides and pulling up things as they need to be referred to -- and also I believe there is at least one Enbridge representative watching.  I believe it may be Julie Radner, but, if there are any other Enbridge names who show up amongst the participants, they are here as observers.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  Next, I will do a roll call of stakeholders, starting with Building Owners and Managers Association.

MR. LI:  Good morning, everyone.  Clement Li representing BOMA.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  Consumers Council of Canada.

MR GLUCK:  Good morning.  Laurie Gluck on behalf of Consumers Council of Canada.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  Energy Probe?

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, everyone.

MR. LADANYI:  Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.

MR. RICHLER:  Environmental Defence.

MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Kent Elson, external counsel for Environmental Defence.

MR. RICHLER:  The Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario.

MR. QUINN:  Good morning.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I will be leaving my camera off for most of the day as the Internet has been somewhat spotty here, so thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Pollution Probe.

MR. DeVENZ:  My name is John DeVenz, and I am representing Pollution Probe today, and I am covering for Mike Brophy, who is away on vacation.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  School Energy Coalition.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Hi, Good morning.  Mark Rubenstein, counsel for the School Energy Coalition.

MR. RICHLER:  Six Nations Natural Gas Company Limited.

MS. WAINEWRIGHT:  Good morning.  Linda Wainewright on behalf of Six Nations Natural Gas.  I do have one point.  I have to step away from 11:00 to 12:00 today.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, thanks.  Three Fires Group and Minogi Corp.

MR. DAUBE:  Hi, it's Nick Daube here for Three Fires and Minogi.

MR. RICHLER:  TransCanada PipeLines Limited.

MS. ANTONY:  Hi, my name is Albin Antony, on behalf of TransCanada PipeLines Limited.

MR. RICHLER:  Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.

MR. GARNER:  Mark Garner on behalf of VECC.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  That is everyone I have on my list.  Have I missed anyone?  Okay, terrific.  So let's hand that over to you, Mr. Stevens.  You can take it away, please.
STAKEHOLDER CONFERENCE INTRODUCTION
Conference Scope, Format & Approach


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Ian.  Good morning again, everybody.

On Thursday afternoon, Enbridge sent out a compendium and a cover letter setting out its presentation for today.  As explained in the cover letter, Enbridge is aiming to address all of the stakeholder comments in the course of its presentation today, except for those stakeholder comments which fall beyond the scope of what is being considered in this 2024 annual update to the 5-year gas supply plan.

We've provided an agenda setting out how we hope the day can go in terms of the topic areas and in terms of the timing.  Our general plan, as we've done in the past, is to present on related topics and then answer questions as they may arise from various interested parties.  We will do everything we can to answer the relevant questions as they come along.

If necessary, if the question is early in the day and it's something that we can get an answer to quickly but we don't have it at hand, we'll see what we can do.  But, as in the past, it's not our intention to provide undertakings and take things away and answer them later.  But, as I say, we've done everything we can to get the answers together for the relevant questions that have already been asked.

With that, I'm going to turn it over to our team to begin the presentation.
2024 Highlights & Agenda

MS. MIKHAILA:  Thanks, Steve.  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Amy Mikhaila, and I'm the director of gas supply at Enbridge Gas, as Dave has mentioned.

In this first section of our presentation, I have a few introductory slides to go through in order to set the agenda and process for today.  Next slide, please.

I will first start with a quick -- reading a quick quote from the OEB's framework to help illustrate the purpose and intent of not just the gas supply plan, but also the annual update process itself.

The framework states that a principle based approach to gas supply planning and is an effective means of guiding the distributor's approach to develop a gas supply plan.

It goes on zero to stay that in assessing a gas supply plan the OEB will focus on determining whether or not a distributor has successfully balanced all of the guiding principles.  And this is found on page 7.

In other words, the focus of the annual update is to talk about what is significantly different from the original 5-year plan and the previous updates and how those changes align with the OEB's guiding principles.

This is why the annual update is to be read in conjunction with a 5-year gas supply plan.  The 5-year gas supply plan includes additional items that are not repeated with each annual update.  The 2024 annual update is no different than what you've seen in previous annual updates.  Our goal today is to walk through the presentation and answer questions as they relate to the materials.  As a reminder, costs of the gas supply plan are reviewed outside of the annual plan proceeding.  We did receive a large volume of questions.  The responses to the questions that are in scope for this consultation process will be addressed from today's presentation where we will focus our slides on those answers.

In the past we've provided some general information slides which, in some cases, are a summary of what was stated in the annual report itself.  Given that this is our fifth annual update and third stakeholder conference, our approach to this year's conference is to focus on responding to the questions that we have received in advance.

And, finally, similar to the process for the initial 5-year plan, we did not provide -- plan to provide undertakings after the session as outlined in the letter and as Dave has just mentioned.

We'll wait for the Q&A.  On slide 4, the OEB has outlined its expectations for the stakeholder conference in the framework and initiation letter as we are deferred.  We have planned our approach based on those expectations, which is in line with our approach to prior annual updates.

We have made best efforts to group relevant questions into common topics and we will deliver a short presentation intended to answer the questions that we received on those topics.  Some questions didn't have a natural place in the flow of our presentation so we'll address them as side comments during the most appropriate slide.

And after each presentation topic we will transition to question and answer specific to that topic as you would have seen in the agenda that we put forward.  If a question is asked that is better answered in an upcoming topic, we may recommend those questions to be held until that time as it is possible that the presentation will answer them.

Given the volume of information provided in the update and the number of questions that we received we are hoping that those participating today can help us stay on schedule as we move throughout the day and finish by the end of the day.

We did receive a question regarding what approvals we are seeking for this annual process and similar to prior years, and according to the OEB's framework, Enbridge Gas is not seeking any approvals.

MR. STEVENS:  Just before we move on.  Dwayne, I see you have your hand up.  I assume this is something you wanted to address now before we get to the Q&A part?

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Dave.  I just thought it would be better handled at this juncture in the main content of your update because it is more format and procedural which is what you are addressing at the outset.  Clearly, we had a considerable back and forth on the Vector pipeline over the last, well, previous year and a half.  In that time it was pretty clear that even the board was confused as to why we were asking questions about costs -- actual costs of the pipeline in the QRAM proceeding.  Has considered Enbridge considered and wants to provide to the group its thoughts on how the stakeholder process is working in terms of testing costs from their perspective and how procedurally any ideas on improving the process for the benefit of the board?

MR. STEVENS:  We can talk about this if we have some time at the break.  It is the sort of thing that I'm sure that the team would have wanted to spend some time talking about rather than answering off the cuff.  I don't remember seeing it in any of the written questions but we can take that away and certainly as Ian indicated at the beginning, Enbridge, the parties have their opportunity to provide comments about how the process is working in their written comments and Enbridge will respond to those.  But if we have anything to add we can do that later on, but I don't think it is very productive for me to ask our group to go into caucus now and talk about those questions without having...

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Dwayne, it sounds a bit like you are underwater.

MR. RICHLER:  Patrick, we can hear you.  Do you need a minute?  Okay, there we go.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you Ian.  David, no, I did not put questions in the preliminary questions because we were putting questions in about your update.  But in reflecting upon Ian's introduction and frankly where we've been over this last year and a half.  I thought that Enbridge may have some opportunity to consider how it's working from their perspective for efficiency.  I know today is focused on efficiency and you want to get through the day, but the reality is this is for the benefit of the Board, to understand a gas supply plan that has a $2 billion or so annual cost associated with it and the Board themselves have expressed that they were confused.  So I think it's appropriate to handle it in this dialogue that we're supposed to be having.  The challenge we have is we can submit our comments and Enbridge will then respond and we don't have an opportunity to potentially respond to Enbridge's response.  So, I thought hearing what Enbridge is thinking upfront would be of benefit to all in consideration of their comments.

MR. STEVENS:  We'll take it away Dwayne and if we have the opportunity during the day to come up with some thoughts we will let you know but no promises.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, well the no promises, David, I understand that you want to get through it in a day, but it was scheduled for two days so if we have to come back for a second day with your thoughts, maybe we can consider that.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm not interested in engaging with you on this right now, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I understand that.

MR. STEVENS:  It's really not very useful to throw accusations back and forth.

MR. QUINN:  David, if you go back to the first half hour of the very first day Enbridge did a presentation in September of 2019 we had this discussion.  And here we are five-years later, I think it's about time we addressed it as opposed to saying it's not something we want to address this time and you don't want to engage in a discussion, so I'm going to leave it at that, Ian.  But does Staff have any thoughts or comments that they would like to share about its perspective on the effectiveness of the process?

MR. RICHLER:  No, I think we need to move on.  As I said, though, everyone will have an opportunity to make written comments on how they think the process has worked so far and where there may be room for improvement but that can be addressed in writing, and I think you heard David say that if they have anything to add later today by way of sort of sneak preview then they will do that without making any promises.  So, I think we should move on to the next --


MR. QUINN:  Okay, Ian, I respect that Staff may not have had consideration and Staff will see both sides and put in its comments later on, but you can see the position that we have in that we don't get a chance to respond to any significant comments that Enbridge or Staff may make in the process.

So that's my concern.  I'm going to leave it at that but I guess we'll have to put it in our comments and ask the board to reserve opportunity for us to respond prior to the board making a decision if a hearing is needed.

MR. RICHLER:  Fair enough.  I don't think there is anything more we can do at the moment so let's move on.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  I'm sorry, thank you Enbridge for pausing, and thank you Amy.  I didn't want to break up the flow of the actual update presentation because I know this was more a process and procedural than content so thanks for pausing.

MS. MIKHAILA:  On to slide 5.  Our presentation will cover the six topics that are shown on this slide.  These topic areas will answer the questions that were submitted in advance.  We have excluded topic areas for which we did not receive any questions that may have been included in previous presentations.

In my introduction, I will briefly touch on the gas supply planning process and what is in and out of scope for the presentation.  Second, we will address market changes and impacts through a market update.  We will then go through responses to the questions on the gas supply plan demand forecast and contracting changes.  We will touch on RSG, RNG and hydrogen, and then we will finish with performance metrics.
Guiding Principles, Planning Process, Scope

On to slide 6:  To set context, every year we speak about the importance of the guiding principles in our decision-making process.  There are three principles outlined in the OEB's Framework, which I am sure you are all very familiar with at this point.

The first is cost-effectiveness, which is achieved by appropriately balancing the principles and in executing the supply plan in an economically efficient manner.

The second is reliability and security of supply, which is achieved by delivering gas supply to various receipt points to meet planned peak day and seasonal gas delivery requirements.  This also includes ensuring diversity of suppliers, terms and of basis and purchase points -- basins and purchase points.

Finally, we have public policy, which ensures that the gas supply plan supports and aligns with public policy where appropriate.

For clarity, cost effectiveness does not necessarily mean lowest cost.  Reliability does not mean reliable at any cost, and support for public policy does not mean support at any cost.  Rather, the intent is to strike a balanced approach for the benefits of customers.  Enbridge continues to ensure the gas supply plan is flexible to adapt to changes that occur year over year and over time.  Flexibility is becoming increasingly important, as there is more uncertainty in the forecast for demand into the future.

And I am not sure if Dwayne still has his hand-up from last time, or if there is another question.  No.  I think it was just held up.

And on to slide 7:  The gas supply planning process incorporates information from many parts of the organization.  The common starting point in developing the gas supply plan for either the EGD or the Union rate zones is the creation of a demand forecast.

The demand forecast is an in-depth analysis that focuses on key factors impacting demand, including energy transition impacts.

This means that the demand forecast is an input into the gas supply plan and not part of the plan itself.

Enbridge Gas uses software to optimize existing storage and transportation assets to determine the optimal mix of commodity purchases and storage utilization in order to meet its forecast demand requirements.

Enbridge Gas must consider the appropriate quantity of upstream transportation of storage contracts that are required to serve all sales, service and bundled direct-purchase customers to meet annual, seasonal and design day demands.

The gas supply plan determines the average and design day demand being used by customers, at which point it procures upstream assets required to deliver gas at points on our system that feed broad geographic areas.

Constraints in our system are therefore -- and therefore, identification of any incremental facilities is needed -- is done outside of the gas supply plan.

Each year, the plan is finalized and receives internal approval in the third quarter for the upcoming gas year.  And the results of the plan are communicated to key internal stakeholders and will be used to support ongoing operations.

One key step alluded to in the above process is the evaluation of supply, transportation and storage options.  The evaluation must have a long-term strategic focus, taking into consideration Enbridge Gas's future requirements.

Once the assets are acquired, Enbridge Gas will execute on its plan for each rate zone, implementing a layered approach to procuring supply at various times throughout the year.

Supply purchase decisions are made regularly throughout the year in order to allow Enbridge Gas to continuously update its supply purchase plan to account for changes in customer demand.

We received several questions on capturing the 2024 rebasing outcomes in the gas supply plan.  I just want to give some context to the timing.

We received the rebasing settlement decision on August 17, 2023.

You can see on this slide that at the time of the settlement decision, we were in the final steps of approving the 2023/2024 gas supply plan, and beginning our execution process for November 1, 2023.  And so, therefore, the 2023/2024 gas supply plan that we are here talking about today is prepared based on the base -- is prepared based on previous OEB-approved methodologies, as the rebasing-approved methodologies were not available in time for the planning process.

Enbridge Gas is currently in its budgeting cycle for the 2024/2025 gas supply plan.  This plan is being prepared to incorporate the Phase 1 decisions, including the new OEB-approved methodologies.  And Phase 1 impacts will be incorporated into and discussed in next year's five-year gas supply plan filing.

And the next two slides layers in what is in scope and out of scope for this year's annual update.

So move to slide 8.  Shown on this slide are the in-scope topic areas for this year's stakeholders.


MS. MIKHAILA:  Shown on this slide are the in-scope topic areas for this year's stakeholder conference, and what we are prepared to discuss with you today.  This list is consistent with the agenda discussed a few slides earlier.

In the next slide, we will go into further details on what is out of scope.

As previously mentioned, all items relating to the rebasing application are out of scope for the stakeholder conference, as the impacts of the rebasing application are not captured in this gas supply plan.

The Phase 1 decision impacts will be captured in the gas supply planning cycle currently underway for the 2024/2025 gas year.

The 2024/2025 gas supply plan will be filed in the five-year gas supply plan that we will file in March of 2025.

MR. STEVENS:  Kent, do you have a question?  We are hoping for the most part to just do questions once we are done each section.  But if it is something we need to address now, please go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  I can wait.  I can wait till you are done the section; it is about this slide, but I will until -- I assume it is in a couple of slides that you will be asking for -- I will hold off until then.

MR. STEVENS:  We are going to talk about this, and then we are going to do the -- I am sorry to interrupt, Kent.  We are going to talk about this overview, and then we are going to talk about the market overview, and then we are going to have questions.

Can it wait till then?  Or do you need to do that?

MR. ELSON:  Okay, well, yeah.  I mean, it is about this slide and not the market overview.  So it might make more sense to ask it now, but whatever you prefer.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  It is just a question about the design day methodology.  And we had asked a couple of questions about this.  And I think what you are saying is we didn't have time to incorporate the settlement agreement with respect to a harmonized design day methodology into this plan, and so we haven't done that, and we'll do it for the next plan.

But I guess my question is, you know, what difference does that make?  And is that consistent with the Phase 1 settlement? - because it doesn't seem like it is.

I don't actually know if I care, to be honest with you.  That is kind of the purpose of asking those questions, because it seemed to me like the settlement said use your harmonized methodologies for 2024 and onwards.

So it would be helpful to have your thoughts; maybe that is your thoughts, David, on whether this is compliant with the settlement agreement.  And then what -- you know, what the impact of it is.

If you were to use the harmonized design day methodology, how would that change things?

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  Well, I can speak to the first part, Kent, which I think answers the second part.

Certainly, it has been Enbridge's view that it was never possible to implement the updated design day methodology into the 2024 gas supply plan.  I believe that is reflected in the gas supply sections of the settlement agreement.  I don't have it in front of me right now.  But the timing, as Amy indicated, is that the demand forecast is prepared in the first part of a year.  It makes its way into the gas supply plan in the middle part of the year, and the gas supply plan is approved by early fall, let's say, because it has to be implemented.  A gas year starts on November 1 rather than on January 1, so it has to be implemented early as opposed -- like, as compared to when rates are implemented.

So it was never feasible or possible to implement something that wasn't approved until mid-August into a gas supply planning process that takes many months.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, I'll take a look -- go ahead, David.

MR. STEVENS:  As Amy has said, it will be reflected in the 5-year plan that's being prepared now.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I'll take a look at the settlement agreement in other sections.  I mean I'm just looking -- I pulled it up, and it says, "for the purpose of determining gas supply costs for 2024 and subsequent years," da-da-da-da, and then it says, you know, "used as modified methodology."  Maybe there is somewhere else in this settlement agreement that I need to look at, so I'll look through that.

But, you know, we may be able to shortcut this from the other side, which is:  Does it make a difference in terms of, you know, if the harmonized methodology is, you know, comes up with a significantly different number -- well, I guess the first question is:  Do you think it would come up at a significantly different number based on the work you're doing for the next gas supply plan, and, if it does, does that matter for what we have in front of us today?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I think I can answer that, in that we were aware of some changes that may result from the methodologies we put forward in the rebasing application, so, in any decisions we've made this year, we've had that as part of our consideration when we've made decisions, knowing that the methodologies will change.

But we don't have -- the planning cycle for the 2024/'25 gas supply plan hasn't been completed, and we can't speak to any outcomes or maybe speculate on what the potential impacts from that Phase 1 decision will have.  We just have the impacts that we had according to our original Phase 1 application that we used in considerations of decisions that we made in this kind of interim year between.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, why don't I ponder that, and maybe I'll go back and forth with David in the chat, and so that you folks can move on.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  I just have a question, a follow-up, if I may.  Amy, you said the 2024/'25 plan is not complete as of now?

MS. MIKHAILA:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  I thought your planning cycle worked through the spring to complete by the end of spring/start of summer to be able to make acquisitions for the following winter.  Has that changed?

MR. DANTZER:  Hi, Dwayne.  It is Steve Dantzer.  So I'll say that, in terms of the timeline that Amy spoke to, there has been no change with respect to sort of the overall corporate budget process, of which gas supply costs are considered, so no change in the timeline.

Now, with respect to the Phase 1 rebasing impacts, you know, gas supply, this year is a bit unique in that regard in that we have to consider the methodology changes that were part of Phase 1.  So, in answer to your question, I'd say that, you know, that spring sort of start to this cycle hasn't changed; that's sort of the front-end demand-forecast heavy component of this process, but, as we get into sort of the summer months, where we are now, that's very much status quo for where we're at in terms of our annual gas supply plan process.  So, like I think Amy said, we wrap up toward the end of the summer, with official internal approvals around that early fall timeline.

So no change in terms of the overall process and how the various hand-offs work between the groups internally.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I think, early on in this --


MR. QUINN:  Okay, thanks.

MS. MIKHAILA:  -- spring timeframe, the demand forecast is being built, but we haven't yet built it into the gas supply plan.  So there is quite a lengthy process, so the early spring timeframe is kind of the inputs that we use in the gas supply plan being created, but we haven't -- I don't know if we've seen those or created the plan yet at this point.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks for the clarification.  More specific questions may come later in terms of the acquisition strategy, but I'll defer those to the market update.  Thank you.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I'll just touch on Phase 2 and Phase 3, as well, because there will be some timing differences there.  So, in Phase 2, items that -- when we receive an OEB decision on our Phase 2 rebasing application, we expect that those decisions can be captured in the 2025/2026 gas year and then filed up with the 2026 annual update.  This timing assumes that we receive a Phase 2 decision in time to be captured in the 2025 planning cycle.

And the same goes for Phase 3; impacts from Phase 3 will be caught in the next applicable planning cycle following a decision, and then we will file the plan in the following annual update.

Questions specifically on rebasing Phase 2 are probably best asked during that regulatory process that is happening concurrent with this one, and we're not prepared as part of this stakeholder conference to answer rebasing questions here.

Regarding Indigenous consultation, Enbridge Inc.'s Indigenous Peoples Policy or IPP directs the methods by which Enbridge develops mutually beneficial relations with Indigenous communities close to or potentially affected by our operations.

The gas supply plan update does not have an impact on traditional lands or on Aboriginal and treaty rights, and, therefore, Enbridge Gas has not undertaken a consultation as it would in relation to an application for facilities that may have a potential impact on traditional lands or Aboriginal and treaty rights.

Nevertheless, the overarching principles in the IPP, including the recognition of the importance of reconciliation between Indigenous Peoples and broader society, will continue to guide Enbridge Gas' interactions with Indigenous communities and Peoples.  Enbridge Gas continues to engage with Indigenous communities on matters of interest to Indigenous parties through the Indigenous Working Group.  A report on the initial activities of the Indigenous Working Group has been filed in the 2023 deferral account clearance application, which is the doc at EB-2024-0125.

Akin to ESG pools, the Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan, or IRAP, is not a document that is intended to be directly applied to regulatory applications.  The IRAP serves as a corporate roadmap for Enbridge Inc.'s continued journey towards truth and reconciliation.  It is the mechanism by which Enbridge Inc.  As a company will remain accountable for executing on our commitments to our partners, including Indigenous Peoples.

Enbridge Inc. is publicly reporting on its progress against its commitments as set out in the IRAP, starting with it 2023 sustainability report, and the links to both the IPP and the IRAP are found on this slide.

To answer a further question that was asked related to this, the annual updates provide the gas supply plan on an actual basis.  The costs of the gas supply plan flow through gas supply charges and are handled through QRAM and deferral proceedings.

On to slide 11, some general comments regarding evolution in the gas supply plan:  The Pathways to Net Zero Study Enbridge filed in its rebasing application does not specifically inform the planning process of the gas supply plan.  The Pathways to Net Zero Study was not designed or intended to be interpreted as a forecast or prediction of demand.  Enbridge uses its OEB-approved methodologies to inform the forecast used to prepare the plan, and, as we have previously mentioned, the current plan we're speaking to today is the current OEB methodologies, not the ones that were approved in Phase 1 of rebasing.

Reports like the Canada Energy Regulator's "Canada's Energy Future, 2023" and the EIA report referenced in evidence demonstrate a wide range of potential future outcomes and highlight the timing and extent of how demand may change in the future and how that is uncertain.  Enbridge acknowledges that there may be lower annual demands for natural gas in the future, however, in the near-term Enbridge must ensure adequate assets to meet the immediate needs of its customers.

Electrification and energy transition panel findings were released on January 19th, 2024 which was after we began executing on the current gas supply plan and any recommendations from that report have not been considered in the current gas supply plan.

As noted previously energy transition impacts including any decreases in gas demand as a result are captured through the determination of budgeted demand and volumes through the annual budgeting cycle.  The budgeted demands and volumes are then used to prepare the gas supply plan.  Impacts to the budgeted demand or volumes can result from things such as evolution of policy that impacts gas demand in Ontario and other jurisdictions outside of Ontario.  Municipal green building standards, adoptions of trends of heat pumps and associated changes in energy use and changes in electricity and supply mix including natural gas, electricity generation.

And so that is the end of our introduction section.  Our intent was to turn it to Dave Janisse, now to provide a market update before we open the to questions on the two topics together after he is complete.
MARKET UPDATE


MR. JANISSE:  Okay.  Good morning everyone.  My name is Dave Janisse.  I'm the manager of gas supply acquisition at Enbridge Gas.  In this section of our presentation I'll be taking you through the natural gas market update which is included in our evidence on pages 7 to 19.


Next slide.  Before I begin this section of the presentation I'd like to discuss a few important topics about the use of third-party forecasts in our annual update.  In compliance with framework requirements Enbridge Gas files publicly available third-party information about the Ontario and North American natural gas market.  This information supports the market overview section of the annual update which is section 2.  It's important to note the inclusion of forecast from the U.S. Energy Information Administration, or EIA for short, and the Canadian Energy Regulator, CER, and our updates does not imply that Enbridge or its affiliates endorse, agree with or support the accuracy of these forecasts.  These are independent entities that provide their own market analysis their perspectives are their own.

This is a common legal disclaimer used cross across the industry when including third-party information within a document.

Furthermore I'd like to clarify that this publicly available information related to forecast natural gas demand, supply and pricing is not a direct input into our gas supply plan.  The forecast used in the gas supply plan are outlined in section 3 of the annual update and these forecasts are prepared using pre-2024 OEB-approved methodologies.

That said, we received a number of questions about the CER forecast that we referenced in the annual update so I'll talk a little bit about these before moving on.  The scenarios presented in the CER's Energy Futures 2023 report are not forecasts or predictions, they are scenarios to show what net zero by 2050 in Canada could look like.

No likelihood has been assigned to the outcomes in this report and Enbridge Gas has not assessed or considered whether any of the scenarios presented in the CER report are likely, let alone which of the scenarios may be more likely.  However, Enbridge Gas acknowledges that the energy transition is expected to result in lower annual demands for natural gas in the future.  The extent and timing of these impacts on both annual and design day need of Enbridge Gas' customers does remain uncertain.  The uncertainty is demonstrated by the range of potential future changes in the gas supply and demand presented in the CER's report.

Enbridge Gas continues to see strong demand from its customer base in Ontario, particularly during cold winter periods throughout our franchise.  As a supplier of last resort Enbridge Gas must ensure that its gas supply portfolio is adequate to meet these immediate needs.
Market Update


Next slide.  So, now I'd like to share some insights into recent North American natural gas market trends and recent pricing stability that we've all observed.  Following a period of high prices and volatility from late 2021 into early 2023, the market has seen a welcome change.  For more than the last year we've experienced relatively lower prices and greater price stability.  Despite this, it's important to acknowledge that the increased global volatility in the natural gas market remains a factor which is largely driven by geopolitical events.  The global market are more interconnected than they were before, especially with high-levels of LNG exports from North America.  However, the fundamentals in North America have been largely influenced by recent warm winters that we've had which has led to high inventory values going back as far as early 2023.  This has been a key factor in maintaining low prices in this market.  Only recently have we started to see prices trend upwards again as natural gas productivity levels have begun to drop off.  This appears to be a delayed response to lower prices than we've been experiencing.

We received an inquiry regarding a conversion of NYMEX natural gas pricing shown at figure 5 which is on page 13 of our filing and the request was to convert that from U.S. dollars per MM BTU to Canadian dollars per M3 and we included a converted chart in the Appendix following this presentation and that conversion was done assuming a constant FX rate of 1.36 and a constant E value of 1M3 per 0.0366MM BTUs.  Next slide, please.
Transportation Scarcity


The transportation market overview starting on page 14 of our update outlines significant market changes impacting Enbridge Gas and supply planning and option analysis.  The scarcity of transportation capacity to Dawn and Enbridge Gas delivery areas has increased since our original 5-year gas supply plan, posing a potential constraint on the ability to meet future customer demands.  The energy transition has led to a decrease in planned expansions of transportation capacity across North America compared to the previous decade.

This reflects a broader shift in the industry as it adapts to changing energy landscapes and market dynamics.  Despite limited new transmission infrastructure natural gas demand has grown in many North American regions leading to scarce transportation capacity upstream Enbridge Gas' system.  This scarcity has increased the value of existing infrastructure and strengthened the position of transportation capacity providers, who are now seeking higher tolls and longer term contracts.

Next slide.  In response, Enbridge Gas is adopting a long term perspective in its capacity assessments securing available capacity with the foresight that if may not be available later, especially in areas with limited alternatives of meeting customer demand such as the Union North rate zones.  The company has considerable contracting flexibility in its upstream transportation paths.  This flexibility allows us to secure new or renewed capacity on longer terms while retaining the ability to adjust to uncertain future demand forecasts by reducing or eliminating contracted transportation capacity.

To date, Enbridge Gas has managed to negotiate tolls at or near pre-existing levels and maintain relatively short terms for contracted upstream transport capacity.  The company outlined specific capacity availability and associated risks for paths that is it actively contracts, ensuring a strategic approach to managing its transportation capacity and response to market changes.

We received a question about how this transportation capacity scarcity played into recent contracting changes that we outlined in this update, as well as how it will impact decision-making going-forward.  Several of the transportation contracting decisions summarized on pages 31 to 33 of the annual update were influenced in some way by scarcity of capacity including our renewals on Great Lakes, our new TransCanada capacity and our capacity renewal.

Examples of how capacity scarcity impacts both recent and future capacity purchases, include longer terms being requested for available and renewed capacity and Enbridge Gas taking a longer term view of transportation capacity needs.  We need to be careful if we ever evaluate turnback of capacity that we hold today, because if we do turnback capacity, it is unlikely that we will get it back in the future without having to support a capacity expansion.  Enbridge Gas will continue to be guided by the gas supply planning principles when making all decisions.


Next slide.  So, this slide illustrates how much things have changed over the last few years.  What you see are screenshots of the TransCanada daily capacity open season screens.  The one on the left is from April 2020.  This shows significant capacity availability that could be contracted by submitting a request to TCPL.  The one on the right, from May 2024, shows there is no capacity at all.

We received a few questions about current capacity availability on TransCanada from various receipt points and delivery points that are applicable to Enbridge Gas service territory.

Available capacity is posted publicly on TCPL's website.  At this time, there is no capacity available to any of Enbridge Gas's delivery areas, from either Empress, Parkway or Niagara.

Another question asked what quantity and percent of gas purchased at Dawn flows through the TransCanada Mainline that is being passed into the U.S.

Enbridge is not privy to the operational aspects of the Mainline, and this would include aspects such as how much gas actually flows from Empress to Dawn.

We got a question about the amount of contracting that has a primary receipt point of Empress, and a primary delivery point of the Union SWDA, or South West delivery area, that is facilitated under TransCanada's LTFP service.

This is also found on TransCanada's customer express section of the website, under current and future contract demand energy reports.  And the total amount is 1,446 TJs a day.

Finally, on page 17 of the update, we spoke about a TCPL term-up provision and the risk it poses on Enbridge Gas's transportation portfolio flexibility.  And we were asked to clarify this a little bit.

Before getting into a detailed explanation of this term-up provision, I just want to say that the reason that we felt it necessary to provide this information about the term-up in our update is due to the fact that the capacity is now constrained across TransCanada's system in Ontario.

This increases the chances of new capacity expansions to meet TCPL's growing customer demands.

It is not something that has happened to us yet.  We are just merely saying the risk of it impacting us is higher now than it was before.

The term-up provision was introduced in the 2013 to 2030 Mainline settlement agreement.  The provision was established as a means to mitigate the risk of underutilized capacity for TCPL.

When TCPL is expanding its system, they seek out an additional five-year commitment from existing shippers who hold contracts on the segment that is being expanded, and this is to ensure the capacity would not be decontracted immediately following expansion of their system.

While TCPL still requires parties seeking incremental capacity to support expansion facilities with long-term contracts, it is not practical to ask existing shippers for the same level of commitment, which can be up to 20 years or more, especially if those shippers have already supported expansions with long-term contracts in the past.

In the term-up, if a party does not extend their contract for five years past the in-service date of the project, TransCanada has the right to use that capacity to reduce or eliminate the facilities required to meet incremental capacity demands.

This term-up provision can also be a benefit to shippers, as it reduces the risk of decreasing billing determinants, which in turn lowers the risk of rate increases and cost-of-service rates.  So it is definitely a trade-off against the loss of flexibility from having to commit to a longer term.

To be clear, the loss of flexibility that would ensue from a term-up would really be a concern only if future design day demands to that applicable delivery area were forecasted to decline within the bounds of the contract extension, such that excess capacity would have to be held for a few years.
Upstream Transportation Availability

Next slide:  In this slide we outline available capacity to Enbridge Gas's delivery areas from all upstream sources, not just TransCanada.

As you can see, very few paths have available capacity which can be contracted to support the demands of our customers here in Ontario.  The only paths that have currently available capacity are Panhandle pipelines into Ojibway and NEXUS and Rover pipelines into Dawn.

As we have outlined, Enbridge will continue to monitor any and all opportunities for upstream capacity into our system, as they become available.

We received a few requests for an update on the expected Q1 open season on Vector pipelines that we talked about in our update.

We actually did not see a Q1 open season from this pipeline.  Vector did hold an eastbound capacity open season in June of 2024, but it did not offer any capacity to Dawn and therefore, gas supply did not bid into that open season.

As we will discuss later in the presentation, Enbridge Gas does not have any current plans to procure additional Vector capacity, but we would evaluate future opportunities on a case-by-case basis, and use the best available information at that time.

We also received a question about an open season that Enbridge Gas held on the Dawn-to-Dawn Vector path of our own system.  It is important to note that gas supply does not manage these open seasons.  However, we were able to get a response to this question from the team that is responsible.

Enbridge Gas held a new capacity open season from September 27 to November 13 of 2023.  Enbridge Gas held the reverse open season from November 28 to December 15.

No bids were submitted in these open seasons, and both open season packages can be found on Enbridge Gas's website.

Next slide, please.  So, before opening up for additional questions, we did have a few questions that didn't really fit into specific areas of our presentation, so I will address those now.

One question asked about merging of TCPL contracts and optimization of STS contracts to reduce costs and UFG.  I think the reference to UFG was actually meant to be UDC, but we can discuss if I am mistaken.

To date, Enbridge has not merged any of its TransCanada contracts in the eastern delivery area or modified STS contracts.

Shifting a contract delivery point from one delivery area to another delivery area would require the agreement of TCPL, even though certain delivery areas appear to overlap on their map.

Enbridge Gas is not opposed to making such a request to reduce ratepayer costs if there is an opportunity that arises to do so.

Now, if we are talking about combining the demands of Enbridge EDA with the demands of Union EDA, this is a little bit different.  But it would result in the same total demands, and the need for TransCanada to change the delivery areas and rate structures on their system and tolling structure.

At this time, Enbridge's transportation and STS capacity contracts are optimized to provide deliveries to the specific existing delivery areas, and they are used to serve the needs of that specific delivery area.

Combining delivery areas is likely more beneficial from the perspective of the ease of operating, and this is something we expect to evaluate and discuss as part of TC Energy's upcoming toll-setting process.

We received a question about one of the transportation contracts held by Enbridge Gas for service on the Panhandle Eastern pipeline, which delivers into Ojibway.  This contract expires on October 31 of 2025, and it is for 35,000 dekatherms a day.

Enbridge and Panhandle are in active discussions regarding the renewal of this capacity, and the results will be shared in our next annual update.

We also received a question on the Panhandle appeal that we discussed on page 19 of our filing.

Enbridge Gas believes the potential liability of this appeal could be anywhere from zero dollars to the full amount of the refund that we received from Panhandle, and this depends entirely on the outcome of that appeal.

As we have been doing, we will keep stakeholders informed through this annual process, as well as the QRAM process on any updates that happen with that proceeding.

And, with that, I will open it up to questions you have on this section of the presentation.  Thank you.
Q&A Session


MR. STEVENS:  Just as we are starting here, I will say I have seen some things come up in the chat.  Unfortunately, the way our room is configured, we can't actually look at the chat that's coming into this room without disrupting our screen.

So somebody did send along to me the note from Kent, but I saw another couple of chat comments came up.  So if there is anything that we missed that we should have noticed from the chat, please let me know.

But maybe, Kent, we could -- before we get on to the other questions, we could talk about the question or the comment that you put in the chat?

MR. ELSON:  It sounds good.

MR. STEVENS:  So, as I understand it, you were pointing to the one provision of the settlement proposal that talked about when the design changes in design day would be implemented, and asked whether that is modified somewhere else.

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  Do I have that right?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  So if I can draw your attention to issue 19(b) of the settlement --


MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- the first full paragraph there?  It talks about that parties agree with Enbridge Gas' proposal for implementation of the 2024 gas supply plan after the OEB's decision is issued.  And then, if you were to look at Phase 1, Exhibit 4.2.1, which was the main gas supply evidence --

MR. ELSON:  Uh-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  -- and if you were to look at paragraphs 6 to 8 and, in particular, paragraphs 68 and 69, you will see a description there.

MR. ELSON:  You said paragraphs 6 to 8, and then you said 69.  I think I might have missed something there.  Paragraph --?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, 6 to 8 --

MR. ELSON:  Oh, "sixty-eight" --

MR. STEVENS:  No --

MR. ELSON:  -- or "six to eight"?

MR. STEVENS:  Six, seven, and eight --

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  -- as well as 68 and 69.

MR. ELSON:  Yep, okay, I'll look at that.

MR. STEVENS:  But, in particular, 68 and 69 describe the fact that the -- the timing issues with when the gas supply plan is developed versus when approvals were expected and the impossibility of doing different contracting when a decision is not received in time.  So we read --

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- or I read issue 19(b) as endorsing that approach.

MR. ELSON:  Uh-hmm, okay.  I'll take a look at that.  I mean, in terms of the timing, it seems to me like there was a settlement agreement in June, but let me take a look at that evidence and take a look at issue 19.  That was -- we had flagged issue 19, but I hadn't gone back to troll through the evidence, so I will take a look at that now.  Thanks, David.

MR. STEVENS:  I will say -- I mean we were all part of the hearing process.  There were lots of twists and turns.  I think it was entirely reasonable for Enbridge to wait for official approval of the settlement proposal before implementing it.

MR. ELSON:  I'll take a look at the evidence that you pointed out there, David.  Thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Kent.  So, sorry to interrupt it.  Was there anything else from the chat for us to address?

MR. RICHLER:  David, I didn't see anything else in the public chat.  It is possible someone messaged you directly, but Kent was the only one in the public chat.  But I do see that --

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I'll --

MR. RICHLER:  Sorry, go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  I will log in later on today to see if there are any private messages for me, and I'll deal with them as need be.  So, with that, I think we're ready for the general questions on these two sections, and we're hoping to spend half an hour on that.  John?

MR. DeVENZ:  John DeVenz with Pollution Probe.  My question is around -- and I was listening carefully for answers to this, but I didn't hear anything around integrated resource planning.  These questions should be quick and easy to answer.

So, first, can you confirm that you treat integrated resource planning and DSM separately?

MR. DANTZER:  Hi, John.  Steve Dantzer.  DSM I will speak to later in terms of any impacts.  IRP is covered under that section as well, so maybe that's best addressed later.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay, so should I address all my questions -- the reason I'm asking is, in this section, is that IRP was in your market overview of the submission.  So should I address all these questions later?

MR. STEVENS:  Maybe it makes sense, John, if you have specific questions about IRP, we'll see what we can do.  I'm not sure how much they fall in scope, but we're happy to hear them.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.  Well, they are in the market update on page 21 that you submitted.  We submitted questions.  I was listening carefully for the answers to those in this section.  So you are saying you will answer them but later?

MS. MIKHAILA:  There is -- in our performance metric section, I think, is where we address the IRP questions that were submitted.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps -- I mean feel free to ask your questions, John.

MR. DeVENZ:  I think they are really easy.  They are not -- we could be done in a minute.

MR. STEVENS:  Just go ahead.

MR. DeVENZ:  So the first question was:  We just wanted to just confirm that IRP is considered separate from DSM.  Just, yes, that's the simple question.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we can confirm that.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.  Can you also confirm that, to date, there have been no IRP projects implemented?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I believe there are two pilot projects that were proposed but no other IRP projects.

MR. STEVENS:  My recollection, John, at the risk of giving evidence, is that there is a small CNG project in Kingston that avoided a build, that has been talked about in the context of -- within Phase 1.

MR. WATHY:  As it relates to this gas supply plan and this update that we are talking about today, there are no IRPs reflected in the demand forecasting or anything like that.

MR. DeVENZ:  Oh, okay.  Okay, and so this then falls to the final question really.  It is our understanding that the OEB has requested that Enbridge implement more aggressive IRP.  Is my understanding then, beyond this small CNG project, there will be, there's -- you don't expect anything in the next five years, either?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I can't speak to what the IRP team is doing and planning as far as IRP goes.  Those IRPs are really -- there may be two factors.  One is the constraints on the distribution system, which is separate from the gas supply plan; and, two, to the extent IRP reduces demand for natural gas, that would be reflected in the demand forecast, which again is also upstream of the gas supply plan.

So I don't think we are here today to -- able to speak easily to the IRP plans of Enbridge Gas.

MR. DANTZER:  And I will just add, John, just to be crustal clear on this point, the 5-year --

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry.  Is that Mr. Dantzer?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

MS. MIKHAILA:  It's hard for me to keep up.  Okay.

MR. DANTZER:  John, I was just saying the 5-year demand forecast that you see in this application does not reflect any impact for IRPs, just to be clear on that point.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay, thank you.  Dwayne?  If you are speaking, Dwayne, it looks like you are on mute.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, David.  I thought I had turned on my mic.  My apologies.  I just want to be clear for John and for the record in this proceeding.  John's initial question was:  Is DSM separate from IRP?  And I'm going to make a statement, and, Enbridge, you can comment on it.

Programmatically, in terms of how Enbridge budgets for IRP and DSM, there is separation.  But a subset of IRP is demand-side integrated resource planning alternatives, IRPAs, and so, while the programs are separate, the concepts are not.  Would you agree with that?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I think there are commonalities between the two, but, yes, you are right; they are delivered and tracked separately, the two different programs.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So I'm just going to extend his questions into answers you've given because this seems the appropriate place for it.  There is a recognition and we accept that this gas supply plan is not informed by the Phase 1 decisions of the Board.  However -- and I guess I'll seek Enbridge's confirmation on this first -- Enbridge has begun including those in its forecasts for consideration of IRP.  Correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I don't think I'm prepared to speak to, sorry, what the IRP team is planning and including.  Sorry, it wasn't a pre-submitted question, and we haven't reached out to them for a response.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, let me say that I can say, as a member of the working group, that has occurred.  And it is public information because the filings went into the Board on Thursday or Friday last week, so this is not telling tales out of school or whatever.

But one of the parts of the decision that the panel focused on in some respects of the Phase 1 decision was scenario analysis.  And my question for this group is:  Are you currently doing kind of any sensitivity or scenario analysis on your gas supply options for the consideration of -- I know you talked about you model and then send out your model to project to the optimal sets of assets that Enbridge wants to move forward with.  Are you using scenario analysis in those -- in the modelling to assist you in decision-making?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, Dwayne, just one second.  Quick conference on this end.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thanks Steve.

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks for pausing there, Dwayne.  So, I think the type of scenario analysis you are asking about is different scenarios on demand outcomes and we've not done that as part of the option analysis for the contracting decisions made in this annual update.  We did have a scenario of what Phase 1 decision impacts may have been at the time the settlement agreement was being negotiated, so we took into account those scenarios when we were making contracting decisions just to ensure we weren't, you know, potentially over contracting post Phase 1 decision.  But I think what you're really interested in is more different, you know, energy transition demand scenarios and we have not built those into the evaluation process for the decisions made in this update.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, Dave, for the clarity at this point.  It's something that I guess will make a statement more than a question but it is clear that it has -- scenario analysis has effectiveness in terms of recognizing that nobody has a perfect crystal ball, and so we would be interested in seeing that incorporated into Enbridge Gas' gas supply plan going forward but I accept it's not at this time, so I do have other questions but I want to allow others that have may have some burning questions on this section to go first and I'll chime in later.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.  I just a quick question on what you were just talking about, about your new presentation.  So, it shows there is no available capacity from Empress to EGI.  And I was wondering whether this is impacted by TCPL's integrity work on the pipelines.  I understand that they have three lines through northern Ontario and that one might be out of service and may be returning to service.  Can you talk about that?  Is there a chance that there will be available capacity in the near future on TCPL?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse here.  So, we regularly talk to TransCanada about, you know, potential capacity availability in the future.  We aren't aware of any concrete examples of capacity availability.  During the recent customer meeting they did say an open season could be coming soon.  So, we are eagerly anticipating what kind of offerings there are available there, but I don't have any concrete specific examples for you, Tom.  But we are certainly talking to them and eagerly awaiting future open seasons.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Dwayne, do you want to go ahead?

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, I'm trying to submit these in context of answers given and conversation on the gas supply plan.  But the slide -- I'm not sure of the number.  Slide 17 possibly.  I -- yes, yes, so slide 17 -- I wanted to say and look possibly to Steve for the answer, but the stark contrast between capacity available in 2020 and 2024, wouldn't you say that that is the post 2020 TCPL rate construct and settlement agreement working toward effective utilization of all pipeline that's available?

MR. DANTZER:  Give me one second, Dwayne.  Sorry about that, Dwayne, so it is Steve Dantzer, Enbridge Gas.

The post-2020 Mainline settlement framework that you referenced and how that's worked and been perceived by the market and things like the rate riders that we've seen come on in both the western and eastern segments.  Sure, I think, you know, those are contributors ultimately to the competitiveness of the mainline and the impact on available capacity.  You know, Tom brought up maintenance and, you know, other operational considerations, all of these things contribute to, you know, the attractiveness of capacity by market participants but I certainly don't have an exhaustive list of, you know, what really leads to the changes from April to May that we see on this screen.  But at a high-level, I think I agree with some of the contributing factors that you've mentioned if that's helpful.  Is that what you were getting at?

MR. QUINN:  Well, I -- thanks, Steve.  I understand -- what we can talk about is what TransCanada has shared in customer meetings, what they have posted online.  I just want to respect Tom's question and Tom's experience in that there were lines taken out of service as the, you know, people considered TransCanada's death spiral, 15 or 20 years ago, however -- and I'm looking for your agreement with this, Steve, most of their returning lines to service have been focused in the Prairies and some of that capacity has already been added back on to the system and has been bid in the market and has been taken up to a great degree.  You would agree with that part?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, I can agree with that on the Prairies' line specifically we've seen some of the activity that you've described.  Now, Mr. Janisse also referred to an upcoming open season that will be very insightful, I think in terms of where this goes next.  So, like in terms of addressing some of the existing concerns on their system and their ability to offer capacity into the future, if that's what you meant.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, that's what I meant and I just wanted to be responsive to Tom's interest in it, that lines have been brought on.  It is relatively smaller incremental investment to bring lines back on than to add a compressor, add in a piece of pipe and that has been part of what we saw as the opportunity for the post-2020 settlement was to incent TransCanada appropriately to maximize the capacity which maximizes the billing determinants which lowers the totals for all and that's what Steve was referring to in that both Prairie customers and Ontario customers are benefitting from rate riders that are now in place because actual throughput has exceeded forecasts for the purposes of making rates, which has driven down the rates to the rate rider, so I just was trying to make sure we answer Tom's question.  And so, now that I'm on this topic, if I may, if we could flip to the next slide.

MR. DANTZER:  Just one more thing, Dwayne, before we leave this topic -- and sorry to interrupt.  You know, when you look at Enbridge's delivery areas that we serve, we have specific concerns and constraints on some of those particular areas.  So, even though this has been capacity like you mentioned on, say, the Prairies' line historically and we're waiting for more updates on things like that, we have very local, specific concerns that our -- that are unique, compared to some of these things we have talked about. I just wanted to highlight that, too.

MR. QUINN:  Okay. Thank you.

COURT REPORTER:  Sorry, was that Mr. Dantzer or Mr. Janisse?

MR. DANTZER:  Mr. Dantzer.

COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Lisa, it is Dwayne Quinn again.  I wanted to flip to the next slide then, if we may, since we are in this area.  Thank you, Bonnie.   I was confused, and I don't know if this is an error or if there is less detail here.  But if you look at the two Rover pipelines, the Marcellus to Dawn, you have yes in terms of available capacity.  And then two lines lower, you have Rover, Marcellus to Dawn, "No."  Is there a distinction between those two segments?  Or what are you trying to convey, with those responses?

MR. JANISSE:  Good observation, Dwayne; it might be a labelling thing.

I think the one that said no was supposed to say Marcellus to Ojibway, not to Dawn. So I think that would be the only reason we are differentiating paths there.  Otherwise, it shouldn't be there; it is a duplicate. But a datapoint of clarity to what I just said:  We can contract on Rover to Dawn, so the transportation service would have a primary receipt point along the Rover pipeline and a primary delivery point at Dawn.  If we do that, we can't necessarily drop it off at points upstream of that. So I guess what I am trying to convey there is the Rover pipeline from, you know, a receipt point on Rover to Ojibway, there would be a more limited capacity there, than Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, if that's the clarification, Dave -- and thank you for that.  Then it says, under "Panhandle", "various to Ojibway", are you saying that you can't get gas from Marcellus to, I think it is Defiance, where Rover connects with Panhandle, and then Defiance to Ojibway?  You cannot contract for that path?

MR. JANISSE:  This is something that we ask about quite often, Dwayne.  So I don't know -- the availability of that Defiance path does change, from time to time.  I think the last time we asked, we could not get gas into Defiance; it was sold out.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will take it away myself, at lunch, and then you might want to just consider whether -- if there is any more up-to-date information on that.  But I guess it is for the -- I guess we can't cast ourselves back in time to last year, what may have been available, unless you have that record.  But I believe that there has been capacity available.  I am just not sure if it is the same point in time as you are producing this slide for.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  Perhaps after the break, Dwayne, I can get you a -- I can clarify that, a little bit --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay, I appreciate that.

MR. JANISSE:  -- both existing and what happened at the time we did the evidence.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will allow others; if the others have questions.  I have to just make sure my questions are concise.  So if anybody else has questions, please proceed.

MR. STEVENS:  John?

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.  John DeVenz from Pollution Probe, again.  First before I ask my question, I want to thank Dwayne for asking that clarification question.  That was helpful for me.

My question relates to page 8 of the update.  And, in there, Enbridge notes that different net zero and related policy drivers in neighbouring jurisdictions outside Canada affect our domestic gas supply plans.

We had submitted two questions around was there any analysis and reports prepared by Enbridge used to determine the impact on gas supply based on these differences in neighbouring jurisdictions?  As an example, in Quebec and New York, they have some bans on natural gas.  So really just asking, were there any reports prepared?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Again, I think this is kind of a demand forecast-type question, which isn't our gas supply team's responsibility.  And I myself am personally not aware of any reports or analysis.  But I can't speak for the entire organization.

MR. DeVENZ:  Mm-hmm.  Just very quickly, would you take an undertaking for that?

MR. STEVENS:  John, no.  As we explained before, we are really reluctant to provide undertakings in this process. I don't think that it really bears directly on the question of the 2024 gas supply update, in any event.  We are talking about a gas supply forecast that was provided.  The market information that we are providing is something the OEB has asked us to provide in the context of the annual updates, as was explained at the beginning.

That market information doesn't actually get used directly in the preparation of the demand forecast or the preparation of the gas supply plan but instead, it is just there for an information purpose. So, in terms of understanding the 2024 annual update, even if these internal analyses existed, I don't think that they are really relevant or helpful or germane.

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you, thank you.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Maybe I can add one thing that might be helpful -- sorry, is that gas that uses our system, that either has an endpoint of Quebec or the U.S. Northeast, those customers of ours have account managers.  And those account managers are in regular discussions with the customers.  And account managers' input is used to prepare the demand forecast. So, to the extent there are changes for customers outside of Ontario, that would be fed through their account managers and into the demand forecast.

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Okay, if I am next in the queue. I just want to go back to your slides, and I am looking at slide 9 in your presentation.  This is the out-of-scope slide.  Yes.

My question, and I started with this slide because I recognize the updated storage and load balancing costs that were submitted as part of the evidence in the rebasing proceeding is out of scope.

My question is can you describe for me how Enbridge Gas Distribution rate zone, how you have developed your load balancing forecast needs for that Enbridge Gas rate zone?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Are you speaking of for the 2023/2024 gas supply plan?

MR. QUINN:  Precisely.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  So, as it relates to the application in front of us in this presentation, and we will provide more detail on this later as we get into the -- I think there's a couple of slides on storage.  We have effectively held status quo on the EGD side.  So no change to the storage requirement that you see for this year; the same amount of market space storage that we held last year.  And I think that follows from a -- I believe it was reflected in the Phase 1 settlement agreement, that approach. So, on a planned basis, load balancing requirements, it is really the same mixed -- the same assets that you have seen, historically. Is that responsive?

MR. QUINN:  Well, I understand status quo, Steve, and I understand we have seen it here and in the rebasing proceeding.  But my question was, fundamentally, when you work out what your load balancing requirement are for the Enbridge Gas rate zone prior to this application, the rebasing application, prior to doing your acquisition of storage, how did you create how much load balancing you need for your Enbridge Gas rate zone?

MR. JANISSE:  Well, like I said, no change from previous years.   So EGD specifically, historically they have relied on really a combination of factors.  And I will provide more colour on this, later.  But really, it is the aggregate excess methodology, that's quite familiar to the board.  It reflects, you know, operational considerations and history that they have had in using these assets.  And, also, a number of years back, EGD engaged a consultant to review their load balancing portfolio.

So that's sort of the build-up of their 125.7 PJs or 126 PJs of storage assets that they've had for the past number of years.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I understand that.  Thank you.  But I guess, the aggregate excess, are you saying that each rate class has the development of an aggregate excess need that is determined, that is accumulated with other rate classes to come up with your load balancing need?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  So, right now, remember -- I think we touched on this in previous annual updates -- we are still modelling Union, Union rate zones and EGD rate zones independently.  So the storage requirements for Union and the storage requirements for EGD are determined independent of one another.  Right?  That's current day.  That's what we see in front of us.  So changes to that approach we'll obviously discuss in rebasing, but this reflects that legacy approach to looking at aggregate access specifically as the way it's always been done as part of the modelling for these two separately.

MS. BARRETT:  Was that Mr. Janisse?

MR. DANTZER:  Mr. Dantzer again, and I promise I will get better as the day goes here.

MR. QUINN:  And sorry, Lisa, I can help -- this is Dwayne -- sometimes.  I'll be specific who I am addressing in conversation.

So thanks, Steve, for that answer.  I just -- if at the break or somebody can provide because I know you don't want to take an undertaking, can somebody provide me with a reference from a past EGD rate zone development of load balancing wherein the aggregate excess by rate class was provided to the Board and approved by the Board?

MR. DANTZER:  It's Steve Dantzer again.  I'm not -- so, like I said, EGD's approach to storage was different than Union.  And, again, I'm going to touch on this later.  But since, you know, Union Gas didn't use all of their cost-based storage, their approach was sort of very mathematical, if you will, so they calculated aggregate excess and then, for the amount of storage that was not needed, that cost-based storage, that is what was historically referred to as excess utility storage; so, like I said, a very mathematical approach.

For legacy EGD, since they exceeded their cost-based storage allocation, they considered a variety of factors, so you don't see aggregate excess in historical EGD filings portrayed as the mathematical sort of approach that legacy Union used.

So I'm not sure, to be honest to your point, I'm not sure that there is a filed aggregate excess number for EGD.  However, I do include it in my speaking notes later in this presentation, for this year's, for this application.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, Steve.  I will defer further questions in that area till you can help, you can provide more detail later on.

And what I would still be interested in is:  Fundamentally, when you are looking to acquire, in this case, more market-based storage or the same amount of market-based storage as in the past, your contract's terminate; you are saying you still need it.  There must be some underpinning analysis that drives the ongoing demand for that storage, and I'm interested in Enbridge providing when the last time the Board saw and approved the methodology to develop what your seasonal load balancing would be for the Enbridge Gas Distribution rate zone.

MR. DANTZER:  Okay, yes.  Steve Dantzer.  Just to close this off maybe, I do believe there was a question -- maybe it was from yourself -- under rebasing for us to provide the last five years or so of EGD's aggregate excess amount.  And so, that, we'll respond to that obviously as part of rebasing.  So I guess I don't really have anything further to add at this point.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  No, no, Steve, I'm not asking for those numbers.  Those numbers I asked for the rebasing, I heard I'm going to get them there.  Thank you.  But I'm asking for:  You clearly have demonstrated the need to the board to be able to go out and acquire market-based storage.  How did you come with that?  And that's the question I'm asking.  And when was it last approved by the Board?  So, possibly later in the more detail or after the lunch break, if Enbridge could provide that information, that would be helpful.

MR. DANTZER:  Yep, we'll take a look.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  I think that takes us six minutes late to our first break.  So, I don't know what you have in mind, Ian, in terms of timing.

MR. RICHLER:  Well, how about we come back at 11:20?

MR. STEVENS:  Sounds good.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  See you then, everyone.
--- Recess taken at 11:06 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:21 a.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.  We are back on the record.  Mr. Stevens, I will hand it right back to you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Ian.  Before we proceed to the demand forecast section, I believe that Dave Janisse has an answer to one of the questions from the exchange with Dwayne just before the break.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, thank you.  Dave Janisse speaking here.  The question was related to slide 18.  We don't need to turn it up, but I think Dwayne pointed out the Marcellus-to-Dawn route for Rover was called out on that slide twice.  That was, in fact, an error.  It should only be there once and there is capacity from Marcellus to Dawn.

In the exchange I think we created a second question in there and I'll speak to that as well, and the question was around what capacity is available into or out of Defiance and we did check that over the break and currently there is no ability to contract for gas received at Defiance and taken away from that point.  So, hopefully that clears some things up.  I apologize for any confusion on that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Dave, it is Dwayne.

MR. STEVENS:  Terrific.  We are going to go into the demand forecast now.  I understand from the exchange offline that Nick had a question, I don't know.  Did you want to ask your question right now, Nick, rather than wait?

MR. DANTZER:  I think it probably -- I'm in your hands, David, but I think it probably fits more with the previous slides.  But whatever works --

MR. STEVENS:  Well, let's do it now then.

MR DAUBE:  Okay.  So, slide 11, the energy transition slide is what I'm curious about.  And I'm just struggling even how to frame the question.  So, let me make the observation and then sort of frame the question as best as I can.

So, my observation is that Enbridge addresses to a certain extent energy transition considerations in its annual update.  There is obviously a small section on it.  I'm just -- what I'm struggling with is energy transition is a year to year thing.

There is more information becoming available every day, and we spent a lot of time at the hearing on the transition pathways, on the availability of net zero in those pathways.  So, you know, I guess what I'm looking for at the highest level, we say here on this slide the long-term future is uncertain.  I would say every month that we get closer to 2050 presumably there's more certainty that -- or at least more information -- that reveals itself.  Any changes to gas demand will be captured through the budget cycle and factored into the next annual gas supply plan.

I guess this is my question:  As I read it, the obligation on Enbridge is to provide significant updates that result to changes to gas supply plan.  So, are you saying here basically there's no change on the basis of energy transition, therefore there's no obligation to sort of elaborate on what's happening in terms of the plausibility or availability of the transition pathways or what's happening with the energy panel?

I think bottom line here I'm just really trying to understand how you determined what's in the annual update and what's not in the annual update when it comes to energy transition.
I apologize for the very long-winded ramble here.  Hopefully it's clear, though if it's not, I can take a swing at a more succinct way of asking it.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I haven't compared the event forecast year over year, but I do think just anecdotally there hasn't been a significant change yet in the demand forecast as a result of energy transition but we do understand that will come in the -- in the future.  And so, we are designing our plan to be flexible to -- or not even designing, it is already flexible to address these demand changes that can occur year over year.  So, as far as what energy transition has been captured in the demand forecast that was used for this plan, I don't have those exact details with me, but I do understand it was a topic of conversation in Phase 1.  And as that gets included in the demand forecast for future years and the next 5-year gas supply plan, there will be more commentary, likely, on the energy transition in the demand forecast at that time.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  I guess what I'm trying to poke at here is:  Every year that goes by -- and I'm not trying bias the argument here -- it may be that the electrification pathway is the one that turns out to be totally implausible, but every year that goes by it's going to -- we're going to gain information that, that makes it seem more likely that certain pathways do accommodate net zero pathways and certain pathways don't.

I guess what I'm asking is why isn't there, at the very least, a running commentary that addresses -- and you've got some of it in there -- like, you've got some of the federal government's work on it.  Why isn't interest a running commentary on -- given the importance of the energy transition, there are these events taking place out there, again, more information every day but it doesn't impact what's happening in terms of what we're projecting on gas supply, at least in the near-term?

MS. MIKHAILA:  What we can maybe do is consider that as something to add to the next 5-year plan filing and include there but for, like I mentioned, there is a lot happening, you know, politically, environmentally, that type of thing but we haven't yet seen that have huge changes on the gas demand forecast.  And like I said, that could come in time, we just haven't seen it in the short-term and our gas supply plan does need to address the immediate demands, meaning the next year's demands.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay, okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, and with that I think we'll turn to the demand forecast portion of the presentation.
DEMAND

Demand Forecast - Annual and Design Day


MR. DANTZER:  Okay, thank you.  Good morning, everybody.  My name is Steve Dantzer and I am the supervisor of gas supply planning.  This section provides an overview of the annual and design day demand forecast sections of the annual update.

Looking at the first slide in this section, and just as a reminder, the annual demand forecast that underpins the gas supply plan is based on pre-2024 OEB-approved methodologies.  These methodologies have not changed since we last filed the 5-year gas supply plan.  We received a few questions and we kind of touched on this theme earlier so I'll mention it briefly.  We received a few questions asking us to reproduce our demand forecast to include the changes that were filed with rebasing.

As Amy mentioned earlier, changes in our demand forecasting methodologies that were part of the rebasing settlement Phase 1 agreement are currently being implemented as part of this year's budget cycle, and therefore, these changes will be included in our next 5-year gas supply plan.

We received a question on the declining demands in this year's update as compared to the demands in the 2023 annual update.  And so, I can say at a high-level, the current annual demand forecast is showing approximately 1 percent lower demand compared to the 2023 annual update.  This is generally the result of lower general service and contract market demand compared to the previous forecast general service demands are about 1 percent lower on average driven by lower average use and DSM savings.

The contract market overall has an average of 1.2 percent lower than the previous plan as a result of updated customer forecasted -- updated customer forecasted and shifted consumption from bundle DP to semi-unbundled.

We received a question on UFG.  Enbridge includes a forecast of UFG in the demand forecast that feeds into Enbridge Gas' overall gas supply procurement process.  A factual UFG demand is different than forecasted levels, Enbridge's gas supply plan has the flexibility to respond to these fluctuations as part of the gas supply plan procurement.

Switching over, we received a few questions related to the carbon charge.  Enbridge Gas is not able to provide a demand forecast that excludes the impact of the carbon charge, as it cannot be separated from the forecast.  This is because the carbon charge is included in the models through the gas price variable.  Enbridge includes price-related demand driver variables in its regression models for some general service customers who demonstrate a statistically significant response.  However, the annual demand response is relatively inelastic to price changes.  This is what we have communicated in the 2024 federal carbon application.

Now, on an actual basis, Enbridge Gas is not able to split out the impact of the carbon charge versus other contributing factors.  Enbridge Gas has assessed the impact of the carbon charge on consumption as part of the 2024 federal carbon pricing application, and this is found at EB-2023-0196, specifically at Exhibit A-2-2, pages 1 to 4.Enbridge Gas will continue to assess and report its findings in future federal carbon pricing applications.

Now, in order to be responsive, we can say that a price change of 10 percent yields a response of approximately 0.5 percent change in total annual general service demand.  So looking at a $15 per tonne annual increase in the price of carbon out to 2027, Enbridge Gas has estimated that the carbon price increase would result in the following approximate decreases in annual demand:  In 2024, the demand decrease is approximately 0.5 percent.  In 2025, we have a decrease of 0.7 percent; in 2026, a decrease of 0.9 percent; in 2027, a decrease of one percent.  Next slide, please.
Design Day and Average Day Position


This slide is a snapshot of the EGD rate zone design day position as found on table 8 on page 48 of our evidence.  There is growth in design day demand in each of these delivery areas over the five-year period, which is primarily driven by general service customer additions.  We received a question around whether Enbridge Gas has any plans to leverage increased curtailment options over the five-year period.  A decision to contract for interruptible distribution service is determined by customers and, therefore, not a consideration within Enbridge's gas supply function.  Next slide, please.


This slide contains a snapshot of the Union North rate zone design day position.  This is found on table 13 on page 54 of our evidence.  Looking at the first five columns, the Union Northwest rate zone design day position, there is a minimal increase each year, which has driven net design day demand up.  In the Union Northeast, demand decreases from 2023/2024, and then increases marginally the following four years.

In the 2023/2024 Union MDA, Union WDA and Union EDA, these areas have shortfall positions greater than our preferred 2 percent threshold that we have managed -- or that we have referenced in previous years.  And, as part of this, you will recall that our typical approach to managing peak day shortfalls is to limit peaking services to 2 percent or less.  Enbridge Gas decided to contract for peaking services for the above-noted shortfalls above the 2 percent level.  This decision was made on a temporary basis since, based on the forecast that we filed in Phase 1, demands in the northwest and northeast areas decrease once we switch over to the new demand forecasting methodologies, which we mentioned will be included in next year's gas supply plan.

Enbridge considered it appropriate to increase peaking supplies above 2 percent on an exception basis for one year, rather than having to procure potentially longer-term solutions, and with being cognizant of excess transport assets, all in an attempt to reduce ratepayer costs.  This is a component of our transition strategy, as we still have to meet our 2023/2024 gas supply plan needs while being cognizant of the demand methodology changes as we move over to the rebasing methodologies.

We received a question on in-path diversions.  Enbridge Gas contracts for upstream transportation requirements based on total design day demand calculated for each TransCanada delivery area.  Therefore, transportation contracts with a delivery area in Union North are planned to meet demand requirements in the Union North delivery areas.

To the extent that Enbridge Gas has surplus capacity in a delivery area, Enbridge Gas could consider reflecting an in-path diversion as a temporary means to meeting demand requirements in a different delivery area.  However, Enbridge Gas's 2023/2024 gas supply plan does not have surplus capacity in any delivery area.  And therefore, in-path diversions are not reflected.

Switching over now to the LNG line item, you will see it as line 5 under the supply asset section of this slide.  And we have received a few questions related to LNG supply in our gas supply plan.  So first off, the LNG facility refers to this reference as the Hagar LNG liquefaction in-storage facility, which is a regulated asset.

The Hagar LNG facility is located approximately 50 kilometres from Sudbury, and has been used to support distribution requirements in the Sudbury area since it was put into service in the 1960s.From a gas supply perspective, Enbridge first began relying on Hagar for gas supply purposes around the 2019/2020 winter, and has included LNG supply in its design day analysis every year since.  Going forward, Enbridge Gas will continue to assess the appropriateness of including LNG supply as we gain experience using Hagar for peaking purposes.

We received a question from OEB Staff comparing the design day from this annual update to last year's annual update.  Enbridge Gas has interpreted this question as comparing 2014 versus 2013 annual design day demands for the Union Northeast rate zone.  Table 2 in Enbridge's application shows annual demand for the northeast zone decreasing in each of the four years as compared to the 2023 annual update.  However, table 4 shows design day demand increasing in each of the three years compared to the 2023 annual update.  These types of phenomena can occur and, in this case, it relates to a decrease in annual demand for the Union Northeast rate zone, which is due to lower average use in DSM settings, while the increase in design day demand for this area is due to general growth across the rate zone and timing of customer-specific additions.  Next slide, please.


This is a snapshot again of the Union South rate zone design day position.  This is table 2, found on page 64 of our evidence.  We received a question focused on the 2025/2026 and 2026/2027 columns, and noting that there is a 137 TJ increase in demands, between those two years.  This is primarily due to the addition of contract market customers, effective 2026/2027.  The increase in Parkway related to supply that we see in the same period is the result of an increase in obligated direct-purchase customer deliveries to Parkway.  We do not necessarily know how the customer delivers this supply to Parkway, and whether they do it directly themselves or they use a third party.  And, therefore, we can't comment on whether -- or where this gas originates from.

We received a question related to line 8 of this table, titled "Storage."  And the storage amount on line 8 will be met using Union's cost-based storage.

We received a question on the proposal for utility storage and deliverability.  This is outlined in Enbridge's rebasing application found at Phase 2, Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, pages 13 and 14.  Next slide, please.

So, we received some questions on our current design day weather conditions and planning assumptions that are included in this slide.  The detailed design day methodology can be found in the current 5-year gas supply plan.

The new design day methodology can be found in the rebasing Phase 1 settlement agreement, starting on page 36.  As we mentioned previously, we're currently working through the implementation of the Phase 1 design day methodology changes into this year's budget cycle, and the outcome will be included in next year's gas supply plan.

We received a request for a map with the weather stations, which is included on this slide.  These weather stations correlate to the table on the right, where we outline the delivery area; the weather station; the design day heating degree day, HDDs; the design day temperature; the date the design day temperature was experienced; and the actual coldest day on record.

Note that, for the EGD rate zone, they've historically used a probabilistic method to determine design day temperature, so there is no associated occurrence for the design day.  Sorry, there is no associated occurrence date for the design day.

Each rate zone is divided into delivery areas which each have a different weather station and design day HDD.  As previously discussed, the methodology in design day criteria used to calculate the temperature values are changing with rebasing, so the planning assumptions that we see on this slide will be updated as we work through that, and the impacts to the gas supply plan will be include in the future.  Next slide, please.

So, same as previous updates we've done, this table shows the average-day demand for each year of the forecast period for system sales service customers.  The highlighted column shows the average-day growth for each EGD and Union rate zones.  As a reminder, average-day demand is calculated as the total system sales service customer demand divided by the number of days in the year.

We received a question regarding the main drivers for decreasing trend in the Union rate zones.  This is driven by lower average use and DSM savings, and this decrease occurs primarily in the rate M1 part of the Union South rate zone.  Next slide, please.

With that, we will open up for questions.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Steve.  So that's the end of the presentation on this section.  We would be happy to answer some questions.  John?
Q&A Session


MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.  My question is -- oh, John DeVenz with Pollution Probe.  My question is related to slide 21 and table 2 of the gas supply plan.  You did provide an answer in both the plan and today, and you talk about -- because, from the 2024 update to '23, the demand is down roughly about 1 percent.  And you explain in both that it is due to average use down and DSM.

I am trying to understand a little bit under the surface there what's going on.  As an example, just from an illustrative, is average use down, say, 2 percent, DSM down 1 percent, but growth is up 2 percent, resulting in a net of 1 percent?  Are you able to provide anything that's going on to understand what's going on below the surface here?

MR. DANTZER:  John -- sorry, Steve Dantzer.  I would have to go back to our finance group to answer that question.  I am not privy to the details that underpin some of the more granularity here, so I don't have that in front of me unfortunately.

MR. DeVENZ:  Uh-hmm.  So -- and you -- you know, partially where I was going was, is -- and you maybe don't know the answer to this based on what you just said -- is growth, zero?  Okay, so it sounds like -- so, I'll ask again:  Is it possible to get an undertaking to get that question answered?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  Sorry, John, you are trying to understand --


MR. DeVENZ:  We're trying to --


MR. STEVENS:  -- what has changed -- can I finish, please?

MR. DeVENZ:  Sure, yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Are you trying to understand what has changed in the growth assumption as between last year's forecast and this year's forecast?

MR. DeVENZ:  I'm trying to understand what's going on below the surface.  So, in both the gas supply plan that you filed and to today's presentation, you gave a consistent answer.  You said:  The reason for the change from '24 to '23, it's down 1 percent, it's due to two reasons; it's down due to average use reduction and DSM.

What I'm trying to understand or what we're trying to understand is what is going on below the surface.  We're assuming there is some level -- or maybe there isn't -- of growth that's in all that, and that's why I gave the illustrative:  Could it be that average use is down 2 percent, DSM is down 1 percent, growth is up 2 percent, so we have a net reduction of 1 percent?

So I'm trying to, we're trying to, understand just at a very high level.  We're not looking for details here.  We're just trying to understand what's going on and ultimately what's going on with growth.  Is it zero?

MR. STEVENS:  So we can see what we can find out at lunchtime and see.  Again, I think, as this group has explained, they're effectively recipients of the demand forecast, and then they create a gas supply plan based on that, so it's not information that they really have at their fingertips.

MR. DeVENZ:  Uh-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  And, effectively, they take it as a fact -- here is what the forecast is -- and then design a plan.

MR. DeVENZ:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  So it's not really central to the questions in front of us in terms of what has changed in this plan, but we'll see what we can find out at lunchtime and try to get back to you on that.

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Did anyone else have any questions on this topic?  I'm not seeing any other hands.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, we could probably use the extra five minutes over lunch since we've got a bit of homework.  Oh, it looks like Clement has a question.

MR. LI:  Hi.  It's Clement Li from -- representing BOMA.  My question is actually fairly similar to John's question.  I think it would be really helpful, when it comes to the DSM part, you would talk about the growth and the different components and the different weight.

Can I add energy transition, in terms of off-gas to, you know, decarbonization?  Can we add the component, too, like over lunchtime that you are going to go and check with your expert and see if he can have some kind of high-level breakdown?  That would be useful.  Like, if you are going to talk about a high-level explanation, like the different components of what affects the demand forecast, that would be really helpful, I think.

MR. STEVENS:  We can ask the question, Clement.  My understanding is that the design forecast that underlies the gas supply plan is the same gas demand forecast as was discussed in the Phase 1 rebasing proceeding.  And there was lengthy discussion in that proceeding about what energy transition adjustments had been made, so there is some information there, but, as Dwayne pointed out that he's observed, based on his work with the IRP working group, this is a work in progress, and Enbridge is looking at different changes in its demand forecast which will show up in next year's plan.

MR. LI:  So, are you saying that whatever we see here in this plan, there is absolutely no difference between what is being used in Phase 1?

MR. STEVENS:  That's right.  The timing here is that this gas supply plan was based on demand forecasts, as was explained at the beginning, was based on demand forecasts developed in the early part of 2023 which was before we had the discovery or -- at the time we had the discovery process in Phase 1 and before we had the hearing in Phase 1.

MR. LI:  Okay, all right then.  That's helpful.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And thanks to Clement.  I was struggling to get my hand raised because Zoom wouldn't come back up on my desktop, so thanks for asking the question.

I'm just going to go in order of the questions I have.  If anybody has any follow-up questions please interject, but if we can go back, Bonnie, to slide 21, please.  I'm just going to go in order.  Thank you.

In answering this I had asked that question about UFG because it confused me.  And first off, Enbridge's assessment of UFG is basically a retrospective analysis, is it not?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I think the UFG forecast uses history as a driver to develop the forecast.

MR. QUINN:  So, using your words, Amy, and thank you for that, that what goes into your forecast when they're saying and here's our -- like, is there a forecasted number for UFG built into these numbers for the specific rate zones?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, the gas supply plan takes the forecasted UFG in the demands.  Included in the demand.  The UFG requirement is included in the demand forecast -- well, I guess, the annual requirement commodity requirement.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.  And then, Steve, you were talking about elasticity essentially that, if I heard it correctly, you're saying that a 10 percent increase in the carbon price results in a .5 percent reduction in demand.  Is that the correlation that you stated?

MR. DANTZER:  That's correct, Dwayne, yes.  Steve Dantzer here.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, okay.  Thanks, Steve.  So, 65 is built into this model.  65 goes up to 80 which, in my math, is 20 percent.  But then when you went on to say .5 percent, .7 percent, 20 percent increased -- are you saying 20 percent still only yielded .5 or is it yielding .7?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, just give me a second here.  I'm reading my notes.  So, okay, so I said look -- the $15 per tonne increase annually resulted in the following demand decreases is what I was saying, .5 percent in 2024, .7 percent in 2025, et cetera.

MR. QUINN:  That's where I was trying to -- (overspeaking) -- sorry, Steve, go ahead please.

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, I was just saying adding $15 annually to the carbon price that $65 today.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  But you would agree with me that going from 65 to 80 is a $15 increase which is also, for nice math, represents a 20 percent increase in carbon price.  So, why are we only seeing a .5 percent reduction in demand?  If each 10 percent creates .5 percent you've got two 10 percents, my math is --


MR. DANTZER:  My apologies.  I think I understand your question now.  So, I think when we say a price change of 10 percent, I think that might be the related commodity price differences as a result of changing these inputs such as the carbon price.

MR. QUINN:  So, it's on the basis of the total commodity price, not just the carbon price?

MR. DANTZER:  That's correct, yes, and that's what's difficult about these types of questions, is that when you change one variable, that has an impact on other variables and it's not necessarily easy to isolate changes just due to carbon or anything else, for that matter.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, well thanks for that clarification and then not to answer the question for Enbridge that John had asked earlier, but would these factors not have impact into your total demand forecast, essentially being flat over the four-year incremental period?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, what is the assumption that it would be flat, or are you saying it is flat and these are factored in?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, line 13, going across the page is essentially flat, total annual demand.  And John was asking what contributes to that and if you're going to have consecutive $15 increases in each of those years, is that not one of the main factors that drove your total demand forecast to be flat?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe, Dwayne, that John's question was premised on the difference between the series of annual forecasts last year versus the series this year.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  And we indicated that this year's series is approximately 1 percent lower.  And so, what changed between last year and this year?

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So, did you do that elasticity analysis last year?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I think it's included in the annual demand forecast process.  The price is one of those factors.  I'm alluding to this based on what Steve had said and what I do know is it's one of those factors that's used by the demand forecasting team to derive the demand forecast every year, each and every year.  So, that price elasticity of the price of carbon is included in the forecast each year.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  And, Dwayne, it is Steve Dantzer.  Just to add to that, as we've kind of touched on this theme, what we've done here is we've tried to articulate what the impact of that carbon price is in isolation.  Having said that we can't do it perfectly, right?  In my words.

MR. QUINN:  No, no.

MR. DANTZER:  And so, when we're talking about line 13 being, you know, relatively flat for the 5 years we show here, I mean that's -- that -- like, we were talking about with John, I mean that's volume growth, customer growth, DSM, average use changes.  So, that's when we start getting into -- and I just rattled off a few but that's when we really started getting into the complexities of demand forecasting itself.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you for those clarifications.  I may not have helped John in terms of his question, so ultimately I'll just leave it there.  Because I want to get on to this peaking service and I don't have a slide associated with it, but you talked about you prefer to keep your peaking services under 2 percent, and we've asked this question in the past and we've gotten a variety of answers as why 2 percent is a magical number.  We applaud Enbridge increasing that threshold, let's say, to greater than 2 percent because you recognize changes in the offing that would potentially leave your portfolio over-contracted.  So, thank you for that.

My question is:  Are you looking at -- and should now not be the time that you look at that 2 percent threshold and say, what drives that threshold in a way that we may have to rethink that threshold in our gas supply plan going forward?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking here, Dwayne.  I think we're going to talk about that 2 percent guideline later in the presentation so how about we save that question until then?

MR. QUINN:  Sure, okay.  Thanks, Dave.

MR. JANISSE:  I'll be sharing some more information in a later slide, that's all.  So, hopefully that will help answer most of that question.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Now, moving on to slide, I guess it's 23.  We'll start there.  I'm not sure if it's 23 or 24, but I just wanted to correct the record and others may have heard this the same way.  Steve, when you're talking about a Staff question, you said that you wanted to do a comparison.  I think I heard a comparison was between 2013 and 2014.  I think you meant 2023 and 2024?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I did that hear that, as well.  I did hear that, as well.

MR. DANTZER:  I am getting some nods with -- around the table,  So my bad, yeah.

MR. QUINN:  Yeah, okay.  Just for the record, as people read it back and if -- whatever the appropriate way, David, is to make sure the record is clear, then that can maybe be changed.

But after getting kind of thrown by that, because I thought it -- we would have to go back to a blast in the past.

I am hearing your -- and this is -- is this slide 23?  Then it must be slide 24, which I would like to move to, next, if I may, Bonnie, please?  Yeah.

I am hearing the Ontario Parkway increment that is in 2026/2027, that is expected, obligated deliveries at Parkway?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So...

MR. DANTZER:  Expected, estimated.  I mean, it's in our forecast that you see here.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So just to reinforce our understanding, is your policy at this time new contracted demand must deliver at Parkway a hundred percent?  Or is there some evolution to that, at this time?

MS. MIKHAILA:  That is customer, new contract -- new demand, east of Dawn, obligated deliveries at Parkway.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, east of Dawn.  So anything that was in their recently determined decision on Panhandle would not be included in that policy?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, I am not familiar with that decision.  But I will look into it and how it might impact a PBO forecast for future filings.  But I don't know what you are referring to, in the Panhandle decision.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, I may be -- Amy, I set it up with the wrong context.

I am talking about the, you know, there were large contracts, both -- well, predominantly in Windsor, a couple of locations, battery plants and such, plus greenhouses in Leamington.

What I am hearing you say is those entities would not have to contract at Parkway, but would be able to contract at Dawn?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes. They are located west of Dawn and so there's no --


MR. QUINN:  Right.

MS. MIKHAILA:  -- benefit to the Panhandle system of having those deliveries obligated at Parkway.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And this is a question I am going to ask now, and it may become pertinent later on when we are discussing some of your contracting.  But have you considered asking those customers or requiring those customers to deliver a portion of their expected demand at Ojibway?

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that your group is involved with, at all?

MR. DANTZER:  No.

MS. MIKHAILA:  No.  I am not sure, Dwayne, if this was something that was discussed in the Panhandle proceeding; I wasn't part of that one.  But the alternatives, that would have been an alternative to the facilities, I expect.  And that would have been the proceeding for that type of question.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will accept that there -- it might be somewhat out of scope.  But here is where there is a disconnect at times between a facilities proceeding, a rates proceeding, and a gas supply proceeding in that the silos potentially create missed opportunities that, had we considered this holistically, would provide benefit.

And I will leave that comment for the moment, and we will come back to it in your contracting, later on.

MR. JANISSE:  Dwayne, Dwayne, just --


MR. DANTZER:  Lastly --


MR. JANISSE:  Sorry to interrupt.  I want to make sure I understand your question, because you are saying that you will come back to it, later on.  So maybe I will do some thinking over the break.

But for what purpose are you suggesting we would do that?  Like, I am not seeing a shortfall on this slide, so I am going to --


MR. QUINN:  So this is your --


MR. JANISSE:  I understand your question.  But what is the need that has been identified here that we would be doing that?  I just want to make sure I understand.

MR. QUINN:  An IRPA supply side.  So, to avoid facilities, you have obligated deliveries at a location, like Parkway, which is what you are doing here in 2026/2027.

And that is a good thing from a ratepayer perspective to have new entities share some of the cost of providing them service, including avoiding facilities. Had you asked those customers to deliver 100 percent at Dawn, then you would be coming back to the Board at some point with a Leave to Construct on Dawn Parkway, saying "Now, we are short on Dawn Parkway capacity."

So the need and the opportunity is from a point of view of facility need to meet demand, and using gas supply as a tool to do that.

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks, I think I understand your question.  I think that your response is that it is outside the scope of the gas supply plan, and it would be more about a facilities design.  So just -- thanks.  I was thinking that is where it was going, but just confirming.

MR. QUINN:  My concern though, Dave, is here we sit in this forum and say "Well, it's out of context for here."  We go into a facilities proceeding, and we say "Well, why don't you have more deliveries that obligate it, either directed by the utility in their gas supply plan or a customer?"

The first one, you say "Well, this is not a gas supply plan proceeding, so we have to talk about it elsewhere."  And that leaves ratepayers in the conundrum of how do we have these siloed portions of what Enbridge does and looks at things come together so that you actually can get real IRPAs on the supply side in a manner that ultimately defers or removes a need for facilities which, given uncertain long-term utilization of facilities, is a good thing for everybody.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I think we understand the benefits of the supply side IRPAs, and I don't -- I can't speak to the discussion that was had in the Panhandle proceeding.  But I expect it was there, and that was probably not a sufficient need to meet the demand forecast for that area.

MR. QUINN:  And I would say, Amy, and not to debate that proceeding, but incremental additions by the utility over time tend to have a positive influence on that because a five-, 10- or even 15-year contract on a pipeline doesn't have the revenue requirement of a piece of pipe that may be depreciated over 40 or 50 years.  That's our concern.

MS. MIKHAILA:  And I understand.  Thanks, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So lastly, on -- I think it was line 8, is a storage line on this same slide.

Steve, you answered a question with a reference.  And part of my inability to get my hand up again is I was trying to go back to that evidence, which I didn't pull up in the meantime.

I think you said Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, page 13 to 14.  Did I get that reference right?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Can you summarize what that means, just for the benefit of everybody listening, and some people who may not have that quick a recall on what is on page 13 and 14?

MR. DANTZER:  I am just looking to make sure that I am not getting any stares for delving into rebasing, too deep.  But I believe that is where we discuss the impacts to the gas supply plan as it relates to changes in maximum utility, withdraw and injection parameters -- again, if my memory serves me correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, my memory doesn't serve me, so I will try to take a look at that over the break and maybe come back with a more precise question as to the -- because it was -- our question about deliverability.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, I mean, to the extent that we are talking about forecasts into years beyond 2023/2024 that have to do -- that are influenced by whatever the storage parameters are in future years, that is something that we are directly talking about, right now, in the context of rebasing Phase 2.

So our intent is to, you know, focus the questions on that item about the future state of storage and load balancing into Phase 2, rather than dealing with them here.

MR. QUINN:  That may be the case, David, but, if you look in '23/'24 to '24/'25, the storage deliverability increases by 55 TJs per day.  Where does that come from?  That's the simple question from a gas-supply point of view.

Can you just say:  This is how much we need from storage, and we can get, if we need 55, we can get it; if we need 155, we can get it?  That's what I'm trying to ask.

MS. MIKHAILA:  This forecast has assumed what is needed from storage is provided by storage.

MR. QUINN:  You don't have to check to determine:  Can storage provide it?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Well, that is part of the forecasting process, and it is able to be provided from the current -- the complete storage, set of storage assets that Enbridge Gas owns.  And, beyond that, if, you know, what is a utility or a non-utility storage asset, is something that's part of Phase 2.  But this forecast assumes you can get what -- everything that is needed.

MR. QUINN:  So I'll ask the question, then, differently, Amy.  Do you go with this 5-year gas supply outlook and go to your providers of utility storage and say, "Can you provide this increment of round numbers," whatever that would be, 181, "TJs of storage over this four-year period?"  Is that feasible?  Is that part of the gas supply process?

MS. MIKHAILA:  This is withdrawals from storage?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, yes.

MS. MIKHAILA:  What I will say, what happens is this is provided to them, just like it's provided to -- sorry.  It's provided to them -- sorry, it is provided from them of what is -- maybe, maybe I had better turn it over to Dave here.

MR. DANTZER:  Hi, Dave.  Steve Dantzer here.  So, the reliance on storage, like I mentioned earlier, Union Gas has historically had excess cost-based storage, so we calculate using aggregate excess very mathematically, like I explained earlier, our storage space requirement, and then, following that, we do work with our operational groups and our planning teams to verify that not only that split between cost storage to serve utility customers and then what can -- what's left over, what's available for excess utility storage.  So part of that does include verifying the reliance that you see on line 82 to the table.

However, I will say that, to Amy's point earlier, the focus of that exercise is really on the immediate year, so, while we include five years here -- total demand equals total supply -- from an operational perspective, we're really focused on that upcoming gas year.

So does that help?

MR. QUINN:  Well, it helps as an explanation, Steve.  But, if you are planning, again, if you are planning for a 5-year horizon and you need lead time to check out alternatives, including potentially requesting somebody build to provide demand that you need, you would want to know four years in advance:  Can storage provide this; if not, then what else can provide that demand for us?

So, if it's a one-year focus, that kind of eliminates the -- or I shouldn't say -- it reduces the effectiveness of a 5-year gas supply plan.

MR. DANTZER:  And, sorry, Dwayne, to add to what I said -- maybe I did undermine that a little bit.

The hand-off of information between gas supply and the operational groups is a 5-year forecast, so related teams are aware of what we're relying on in our 5-year gas supply plan, but the detailed discussion is around that year one.  So, maybe that helps kind of support the overall approach.  Like I said, though, this is all being revisited, obviously, under rebasing, so that caveat is there, as well.

MR. QUINN:  I understand this is going to be revisited under rebasing, but this gas supply process has been in place, this being the fifth year.  We are trying to understand what has been done before.  Yes, that may change in what is coming forward, but it does concern me that, if I do the math on the available storage that is available to existing utility storage not currently needed for in-franchise demand, I get a really high deliverability number if I assume that you can now somehow extract an additional 100 and -- what did I say before -- 181 TJs per day out of that excess storage.  So it's got to come from somewhere, and it's --


MS. MIKHAILA:  It's coming from -- Dwayne, I think that -- so the storage planning team is responsible for its regulated and unregulated, so utility or non-utility, storage, and I think this is really a matter for Phase 2, where we discuss that, beyond a certain level of withdrawal capability, that those assets have actually been built and paid for by non-utility customers.  I think this is really a Phase 2 issue beyond that.

MR. QUINN:  I understand that issue quite well, Amy, and thank you because, you know, we might dispute some of that.  But let me just leave it there for now because, to me, it is an anomaly in your process if you are not ensuring that what you have expected to rely upon has not been confirmed, especially by your own internal people, let alone external --


MS. MIKHAILA:  It has been confirmed --


MR. QUINN:  -- influences.

MS. MIKHAILA:  -- because they are involved in the process.

MR. DANTZER:  They are involved in the process -- Steve Dantzer.  To Amy's point, the inner workings, though, to your specific question of how it increased over this 5-year period would be facilitated by that team is not something we can speak to.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you, Dwayne.  It is time for our lunch break.  David, how about we come back at one o'clock?  Does that give you and your team enough time?  I know you had a bit of homework to do.

MR. STEVENS:  We'll do the best we can on our homework, and we are certainly motivated to try to be finished today, so that is a great idea.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we are a little bit behind schedule, so we'll see everyone back here at one o'clock.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:19 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:00 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.  Before I hand it back to the Enbridge Gas team, Mark Rubenstein from SEC had a point he wanted to make.  Mark?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I just wanted to follow-up on a comment or sort of exchange Enbridge had with Dwayne earlier this morning, with respect to Enbridge's views about the process that the board has undertaken with respect to reviewing gas supply as it relates to the OEB's letter, and it seeking sort of comments from stakeholders on this.  I took it from -- essentially Dwayne asked you what's Enbridge's position?  What are your comments?  What are your views?  I think it goes back to the problem of intervenors will, and other participants will, have the opportunity to provide their comments and then Enbridge will have reply comments.  But we'll never know -- we'll never have a chance to engage with Enbridge on its views.  I do recognize there were no questions and that's partly that it wasn't actually included in the annual update which makes sense, obviously, you didn't know what was in the OEB's letter.

And so I would actually request, David, that unless Enbridge's position is it's fine with it, the current process.  And its only comments it will have will be essentially in reply to those raised about the process with other stakeholders, then it provides its views in advance.

Now, I don't mean that you need to do that today; you may want to think about it.  But, you know, with sufficient time before the comments, you know, provide in a short letter, I know you don't want to give undertakings, you can call it whatever you want, some of its views?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for that, Mark.  Can you just give us a moment.  We're just going to chat.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  We had talked about this briefly at the break, as we said we would, and I will say we don't have any immediate suggestions for the change to the process.  That, in general, I think the gas supply group's observation is that this is working well.  We do understand that it is not efficient or probably appropriate for us to make suggestions in what amounts to a reply argument.

So, can I leave it this way:  If Enbridge has any suggestions as to changes to the process that the OEB should -- that the gas supply plan review process that the OEB should consider, we will include those in a letter which we will file by Wednesday the 10th.  If we don't file anything, then we'll simply confine ourselves to responding to any suggestions that we see from other parties.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That sounds fine with me.  Thanks, I appreciate it.

MR. QUINN:  And this is Dwayne here.  Thanks Mark, you put it more eloquently than I, but thanks for that framing for Enbridge to consider.

MR. RICHLER:  Thanks, Mark and Dwayne.  So, David, over to you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  So, we had -- we just addressed one of the takeaways.  The other takeaway we had was to provide more information about the specific drivers of the change in the series of demand forecasts between last year, what was presented last year, and what's being presented this year.  We're trying to get answers to that.  Day after the long weekend we have not been able, as of yet, to reach the right people.  But we hope that it's not particularly impactful towards people's comments on the gas supply plan update for 2024.

So, with that, we are going to proceed and talk about the portfolio and transportation contracting changes.  You will have seen there is lots of slides on this, and I know that there is lots of information that Mr. Janisse and Mr. Dantzer are going to be sharing with you, so I'll turn it over to them.  Oh, sorry, Clement.

MR. LI:  Oh, hi, I heard what you said about you couldn't reached the right group of people who can provide the high-level explanation.  I'm just wondering -- maybe I misheard something.  So, are you going to keep trying, maybe towards the end of the day or no, that you are not?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we have -- I think I mentioned that there was another person from Enbridge listening in, and so --


MR. LI:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  -- I know that that person and folks who they work with are continuing their efforts, but the update right now is we don't have anything yet.

MR. LI:  Okay, all right.  So, you will follow up later on.  Okay, thank you.
PORTFOLIO AND TRANSPORTATION CONTRACTING CHANGES

MR. DANTZER:  Okay, good afternoon everyone.  Again, it is Steve Dantzer here.  This section provides an overview of the supply and storage portfolio as well as an overview of the outcomes of the design day and average day analysis and the resulting portfolio in transportation contract changes that Dave Janisse will walk us through.
Supply & UDC

Before he gets into that I'll start with an overview of our supply.  This table 5 is from our application.

So, this slide depicts our sources of supply in planned capacity for the '23, '24 gas year.  The supply sources along with Enbridge Gas' transportation contracts has resulted in a commodity portfolio which is diverse, flexible, reliable and cost effective.

Enbridge Gas' consideration of diversity of transportation path and supply supports the OEB's guiding principles of reliability and security of supply and cost effectiveness.  Per the OEB's guiding principles in EB-2017-0129, and I quote:
"Gas supply planning strategies should be flexible so they can adapt to changing market conditions and customer demands in both the short-term and long-term.  Gas supply planning should also minimize risk by diversifying contract terms, supply basins, and upstream pipelines and other strategies designed to maintain a viable gas industry in Ontario."

And so, looking at a few questions, we received a question on the changes in WCSB in Dawn supplies.  So, looking at the '25-'26 year, and the Union Northwest area which is on Line 7, a WCSB volume is lower in this year, and this is due to the forecast price spread between Empress and Dawn.

In '25-'26 the forecast Empress price has increased relative to Dawn, and the optimization model has determined that it is more advantageous to use STS withdrawals from Dawn to meet Union Northwest demand, rather than WCSB purchases for this year.

For '26-'27, the Empress price declines relative to Dawn and the model settles back to a comparable level of WCSB purchases.

Similarly, in the Union Northeast side of things, we see Line 9, Dawn supply and then, on the same vein, since the Dawn price is more favourable in '25-'26.  Enbridge is buying more Dawn to meet Union Northeast needs.
Storage


Next slide, please.  Okay.  So, back to storage which we touched on a bit earlier.  And we received a few questions that I'm going to go through.  First off, I want to just mention that in the annual update questions submitted by FRPO, FRPO question number 1 we feel is better addressed in rebasing.  And however recognizing that the IR period is closed, we've moved this to the rebasing proceeding and it has been re-numbered under that proceeding, exhibit I42 FRPO87.  So, we'll provide the answer to this question when we file our responses to rebasing IRs.

As we have discussed in previous annual updates, legacy utilities differed on their approach to accounting for storage integrity.

As we have mentioned in the past, EGD does not maintain storage integrity within its gas supply plan, and reflects the maximum storage available of 99.4 PJs on November 1; that is the cost-based storage I am referring to.

Operationally, however, EGD did not fill its utility storage to a hundred percent on November 1, and left a small amount of space empty to reflect space for integrity purposes.

This approach to integrity -- pardon me, or contingency as it is now described, has been harmonized as part of the rebasing proceeding, for Phase 2.

Moving over to storage requirements, historically, and I mentioned some of this earlier again, EGD's approach to determining its storage requirement has differed from Union's approach.  Since Union Gas required less storage than the total utility amount of 100 PJs, and since Union's deliverability was not restricted, Union used aggregate excess as a mathematical approach to determining the amount of excess utility of storage available to sell on the market each year.

Or said differently, the split between storage required to serve in-franchise customers in the amount that could be stored in the market.

To the contrary, EGD did not have excess utility storage and required additional market-based storage to meet demand and load balancing requirements.


As a result, EGD's consideration of storage requirements was broader and only relying on its calculation of aggregate excess.

EGD considered the combination of aggregate excess, operational experiences in their outcomes and an expert review of its storage portfolio in economic benefits that could be provided by storage.

Similar to ICF's evaluation of storage that we filed with both Phases 1 and 2 of the rebasing proceeding, ICF conducted an evaluation of different levels of storage capacity and recommended that EG add additional storage capacity, which it did effective April 1, 2018.

Over time, EGD's demand has increased, which has closed the gap between the amount of contracted storage capacity and the level of storage indicated by aggregate excess.

EGD's 2023/2024 aggregate excess determination for storage is approximately 127 PJs.  You will notice that the amount allocated to EGD is only 125.7 PJs.  Enbridge has been managing this storage during this transitional period.  As we move to rebasing, they have managed this with Dawn purchases.

It was and is EGD's intention to revisit the amount of storage as part of the next rebasing application, similar to the approach proposed in our rebasing evidence.

We received a question on Union storage requirement over the past -- over the five-year forecast period on this slide, calculated using the AG excess methodology.  And this, Union's storage requirement, has increased due to an increase in winter demand as a percentage of total annual demand.

I will now hand it over to Dave, to discuss contracting changes.

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks, Steve.  So Dave Janisse speaking here, and I will be taking you through the balance of this section of the presentation.

So we received a few questions on how we evaluate various supply options to our system, and I will address those on the slide.

Our valuation considers the cost of all available options to meet demands in the various delivery areas.  This includes costs related to STS and BMB service, when those costs are applicable or available.

So first, we also got asked in general to explain why certain delivery areas within our portfolio, such as Enbridge CDA and Enbridge EDA, as well as Union NDA and EDA, which are situated quite close to one other, have different portfolios.

And each delivery area within our franchise is unique and supply alternatives are evaluated based on specific circumstances that exist at the time any forecasted shortfall should occur.

This includes things like proximity to supply basins that impacts economics of short-haul versus long-haul alternatives, as well as unique supply options that exist in a particular area, but not others.

Examples I can provide include:  Crowland storage, that is used by the Enbridge CDA but not available to other delivery areas; LNG and STS pooling that the Union NDA is able to leverage; and customer-obligated deliveries that exist within the Enbridge CDA, but not necessarily in other areas.

Also, the supply mix between EGD and Union delivery areas reflects independent approaches to gas supply that occurred prior to harmonization of the utilities.

An example of this includes the 265 TJs a day of North Bay Junction LTFP capacity that serves the Enbridge EDA but is not contracted to the Union EDA.

As existing contracts expire or are made up for renewal, we evaluate alternatives and related impacts to the portfolio as a whole, and we make the best decision given the information we have at that time.

We also received a number of questions about the qualitative rankings that we provide to various supply options in our evidence.

The colour-coded symbols in the evaluation matrix represent whether or not a particular option has a positive, neutral or negative impact relative to our current portfolio for that delivery area.

For example, green means that Enbridge views the option as being positive relative to the current portfolio.  Yellow would be neutral, and red would mean it is a negative, relative to the current portfolio.

Our rating for Enbridge EDA long-haul flexibility has decreased relative to last year, as we are starting to be heavily contracted in this area.

Long haul to this delivery area requires diverting gas during the summer at North Bay Junction.  So contracting for more long haul would lead to reduced flexibility to divert the summer gas when it isn't needed in the delivery area.

In the Union MDA, LNG reliability was initially considered high because it was compared to the then-status quo of using third-party services to meet shortfalls.

Since we have now incorporated LNG into our gas supply plan for a few years, we look at LNG as being more status quo.  The rating change this year to neutral now reflects this change

We were asked about Niagara short haul, which showed up as an option in the Union EFA evaluation matrix this year, and it wasn't there last year.

This is not a new alternative to the Union EDA; rather, the exclusion in prior years was merely an oversight.

We were also asked to explain why our assessment of Iroquois diversity differed between the Enbridge and Union EDAs.  We corrected this in our updated evidence that was filed prior to the Stakeholder Conference today.  So Iroquois supply is now showing it is positive for both of these delivery areas.

We received a few questions about why the costs of many of the options evaluated, including Enbridge EDA, Union EDA, Union NDA and Union WDA increased by the amounts that were shared in last year's update.

And it is important to note that the costs of each of the alternatives shown in this evaluation matrix is a function of the cost per unit of capacity and the forecasted shortfall in each of these delivery areas.

So the cost increases that you see, year over year, are almost entirely driven by the increase in the forecasted shortfall within those zones, with a very small remainder being driven by toll changes that happened year over year.

Finally, we were asked to further explain the average cost-per-customer metric that we show in our evaluation matrices.  The average cost-per-customer  impact is for typical residential sales-service customers consuming between 2200 and 2400 M3, annually.

The calculations done here are based on customers located within the applicable rate zone; they are not based on the entire portfolio.  This method is consistent with how gas supply rates are calculated for customers located in those specific areas.
Design Day Outcomes & Third-Party Peaking Services

Next slide, please.  So I will start with an overview of the decisions that Enbridge Gas made to manage delivery area design day shortfalls that was just discussed in the previous section.

Specifically, this speaks to how we met shortfalls forecasted for the 2023/2024 gas year.

In the Enbridge CDA and EDA rate zones, Enbridge Gas met forecasted design day shortfalls by procuring third-party services.

Enbridge Gas had been managing the forecasted growth in demand in the Union North rate zones with a combination of strategies.  These include growth and planned STS withdraws, increased reliance on Hagar LNG, additional CTHI/CPMI transportation and third-party services.

Enbridge Gas did not forecast any design day shortfalls in the Union South rate zone so, therefore, no action was required.

The value of contracting decisions to the gas supply plan were not impacted by the Phase 1 decision.  So, said differently, we have not over-contracted anything as a result of forecast methodology changes resulting from Phase 1, and all of these contracts that I'm about to go through continue to be required for the purposes they were contracted for.  Next slide, please.

So, in general, Enbridge Gas' preferred strategy for meeting design day shortfalls in areas of its system that are not directly connected to storage is to contract for third-party services up to 2 percent of a delivery area's design day demand.

Enbridge uses that 2 percent guideline for the amount of third-party services held within the portfolio to limit our risk in the event the third-party services fail to deliver.

In the event a third-party services worked to fail to deliver to us when called upon, we expect to be able to manage the shortfall within the parameters of our firm transportation contracts, which account for up to 2 percent consumption above deliveries in a delivery area, on a discretionary basis before incurring penalties.

However, due to current scarcity of transportation capacity, Enbridge Gas may contract for transportation capacity up to the full amount of forecast design day shortfalls, particularly if we're forecasting shortfalls beyond that 2 percent level in future years.

Just to be clear, our plan does not include reliance on any discretionary service to meet requirements.  Doing this would not be prudent.  Any transportation above the 2 percent threshold is subject to even greater risk of interruption, and it cannot be relied upon for meeting firm demands.  For this reason, we will continue to use the 2 percent guideline for third-party services going forward.

As previously mentioned, we did contract for more than 2 percent design-day demand for third-party services within the Union MDA, Union WDA, and Union EDA this past winter, but this was in anticipation of reduced design day demands in future years, with the implementation of the methodologies approved in Phase 1.  Said differently, we knew there was a methodology change that would happen the very next year, and, as Mr. Dantzer explained in the prior section, we felt that the one-year push above 2 percent is reasonable in this specific situation.

Another reason to limit third-party services that we may not have discussed in the past is to manage the risk of potentially high commodity cost for customers.  So, the services that we contract are only called upon when you are near design day weather situations, and they're forecasted to attract a commodity price that's based on a supply point that's been subject to significant volatility.  Many of these services are contracted, linked to the Iroquois gas index, so this means that, if we were ever to use these services, it is very likely for them to be expensive.  We therefore limit how much exposure we have to these costs by limiting the total volume that we transact relative to the rest of the delivery area's design day demands.

So, as you can see, we acquired third-party services for the winter of '23/'24 in Enbridge CDA, Enbridge EDA, Union EDA, Union WDA, and also Centrat MDA for the benefit of Union WDA.  Next slide, please.

So now I'm moving on to the contracting changes portion of the presentation.  This content is covered on pages 31 to 42 of our filing.  The next few slides, I am going to address contracting decisions that we made to meet design day demands of customers and to support the security of supply into Enbridge Gas' system.

I'm going to start with Bluewater and St. Clair River crossings, then discuss contracts we executed to meet design day needs in the Enbridge CDA, Union MDA, and the Sarnia industrial line.

First up is the Bluewater River Crossing.  The Bluewater system connects to St. Clair Pipeline LP's Bluewater pipeline at the international boarder, and it connects the Sarnia industrial line at the Bluewater interconnect.  Bluewater gas storage facilities are located in St. Clair and Macomb Counties in Michigan, and Bluewater gas storage is connected to multiple pipelines, including DTE/St. Clair, Vector, A&R, and Great Lakes, as well as local distribution systems, such as Consumers Energy and DPE Gas Company.

As requested, a map of the Bluewater gas storage system has been included in the appendix to this presentation.  The total capacity of the Bluewater River crossing is 3,000 GJs a day.

We renewed our contract for capacity across the Bluewater River crossing for a term of one year, with no change to the rate.  This capacity has an annual cost of approximately $1 million and provides us with an important security of supply link between Dawn and Michigan markets.  The primary path of this contract is from Bluewater to the Bluewater Union interconnect, and this path is firm.  The contract has a secondary receipt point of the Bluewater Union interconnect and a secondary delivery point of Bluewater, and this path is interruptible.  Therefore, the contract allows for firm flows from the U.S. into our system and interruptible flows from our system back into the U.S.

In last year's annual update, we indicated our plan to renew our Bluewater River crossing capacity, which was outlined in table 27, Average Day Contract Expiries, and it had a then-expiry date of October 2023.  Below that table in last year's filing, Enbridge Gas stated that our preferred strategy is to continue to renew all of these contracts on an annual basis.

The Bluewater River crossing supports imports of gas from the international border into Enbridge Gas' system.  It therefore represents an important link between Dawn and the Bluewater gas storage system and provides system integrity benefits to Enbridge Gas' pipeline network.  The river crossing can deliver into the Sarnia industrial line, and it is used as a back-up supply option for this market.  This capacity also provides access to Michigan storage, specifically Bluewater gas storage, which increases competition for storage services in the Great Lakes region.

While Enbridge Gas does not currently contract for supplies to be delivered across the Bluewater River crossing, deliveries of gas from this system have directly benefited the security of supply to Enbridge Gas' pipeline system on several occasions over the past five years and more.  For example, there were many days during the more extreme winter periods in winter '21 and '22 as well as winter '22/'23, where third-party supply was delivered to Enbridge Gas' system from Bluewater toward Dawn.



On these days, Enbridge Gas was able to direct that supply into the Sarnia market, reducing the amount of gas that we needed to direct to Sarnia from Dawn or from other upstream sources of supply that could get into Sarnia.

While these specific deliveries from third parties cannot be relied upon as they are outside of our control, they do and have provided a system benefit when they flow.  Next slide, please.

So information about the renewal of our St. Clair River crossing is included on page 42 of the evidence.  We didn't receive any questions about this contracting change, so, in the interest of time, I will move along.  Next slide.

Similarly, information about incremental capacity that we contracted on CTHI's CPMI pipeline is included on page 33 and 34 of our evidence.  We also did not receive questions on this change, so I will move to the next slide.

The next contract that I'll discuss is our TransCanada capacity short haul to the Enbridge CDA.  This contract is discussed on pages 37 and 38 of our evidence.  To assist in meeting forecast design day shortfalls in the Enbridge CDA, Enbridge Gas purchased 18,876 GJs of incremental short-haul capacity to Enbridge CDA for a three-year term starting November 1, 2014.  This capacity was purchased out of an existing capacity open season held by TCPL from May 17th to June 14, 2023.  The capacity on the TCPL system has become scarce, and Enbridge Gas elected to take this opportunity to purchase existing capacity without having to support a facility's build.  This capacity is FT capacity.  Therefore, it has renewal rights, which secures Enbridge Gas' ongoing access to this transportation.

Enbridge Gas subsequently held an open season for Dawn Parkway capacity, from June 6th to July 18th, 2023.  To match the volume and start date of the TCPL capacity, gas supply bid for 18,876 GJs a day of Dawn to Parkway capacity starting November 1 of '24.  The requested capacity was awarded using existing carefully, and, therefore, there are no facility expansion requirements on Enbridge Gas' system related to any of these contracts or the ones I'm talking about.

We received a question about why the landed cost for this capacity has only Empress and Dawn as alternatives for meeting Enbridge CDA demands and not other potential alternatives.  And this is because the landed cost analysis was prepared in response to the TCPL open season, where both Empress to CDA and Parkway to CDA capacity was available.  There were no other available options to meet Enbridge CDA demands.

We were also asked why this capacity wasn't list on TransCanada's future CDE report on their website.  We actually asked TransCanada about this, and they confirmed that the reason is the capacity, it doesn't show up on the future CDE table because Enbridge has only executed a precedent agreement and not the final contract.  We do expect the contract will be issued to us by TransCanada in the coming months and it will be reported as soon as it has been fully executed.

So, finally we've got a few questions that reference this evidence for the contracting decision but really aren't related to matters that are outlined in the gas supply plan.  I will address those questions here to the best of my ability.

The first asked about how much existing demand there is on the Dawn Parkway system and the second one asked us to confirm if Enbridge Gas would offer a commitment credit at Kirkwall prior to an expansion of the Dawn Parkway system.  Again, both of these questions are outside the scope of the gas supply team's accountability but in an effort to get response I was able to get answers from those accountable.

So for the first the demand served by the Dawn Parkway system for winter '23, '24 is just over 8 PJs a day.  These demands were prepared using pre-harmonization OEB-approved methodologies.  This total demand is the sum of Union's south rate zone, north rate zones, EGD rate zones and X franchise.  The second question, the value of Kirkwall is an alternate obligated receipt point to limit future expansion facilities would be considered as part of an IRP process, if and when expansion facilities may be required.

Next slide, please.  Several of the contracting decisions that we made this year have an impact on Enbridge Gas' ability to meet the design day demands of our Sarnia industrial line.  And I'm probably going to be using a couple of different terms for this, Sarnia market, Sarnia industrial line, I may even say SIL, S-I-L, just please accept these as interchangeable through the presentation.

So, before I get into detailed discussion about those decisions I think it would be helpful to provide an overview of the Sarnia industrial line and how are our various contracts contribute to this transmission system design.  As can you see on the map, the area near Sarnia has many pipelines.  Several of these pipelines contribute to meeting the demands of the Sarnia design day and Enbridge Gas has provided a detailed explanation of how the Sarnia industrial line is supplied in EB-2019-0218 and I will rely on that evidence to provide a detailed explanation of the capabilities.  That said, I will provide a high-level description from here for how Sarnia is supplied.

The Sarnia market is primarily supplied through a combination of four directly connected third-party pipelines, as well as through Enbridge Gas' own pipelines.  The four third-party pipelines that flow gas from Michigan into Ontario and interconnect with the Sarnia systems are the Great Lakes pipeline, Vector pipeline, DTE/St. Clair pipeline and Bluewater gas pipeline.  The other pipelines owned by Enbridge Gas that connect to the Sarnia line include the NPS 8 Dawn Kimball line, the NPS 20 Payne Storage line, the NPS 10 Dow Storage line, and the NPS 24 St. Clair line.  I will provide some more detail about supply volumes that come from each of the pipelines in the next slide, but first I want to explain an important concept that we consider in design day planning for Sarnia.

Enbridge Gas cannot directly control gas deliveries into the Sarnia industrial line on third-party pipelines unless we contract for those supply deliveries.  Any supply that comes into our system from these third-party pipelines that wasn't directly contracted by us can be directed into the Sarnia industrial line and does provide a system benefit, but we cannot guarantee that the supply will come to us on a design day.  Supplies that we directly contract on a firm basis can be relied upon, as well as supplies that we direct on our own pipelines between Sarnia and Dawn.

Next slide, please.  So, this slide shows the 2023-2024 design day forecast for the Sarnia industrial line.  This is the forecast that we had available to us when we were making contracting decisions last summer.  I'll walk through this in a bit of detail just to ensure a common understanding.

First, we've shown the design day demands forecasted for the '23-'24 period and that is 624.2 TJs per day.  This represents firm in franchise customer demands only.  Next we outline all of the sources of supply into the Sarnia industrial line with a first being our own pipeline systems which allow us to bring 94.2 TJs a day of gas from Dawn into the Sarnia region on a design day.

The rest of the supply sources are contracts that gas supply holds on upstream pipelines.  Almost all of these contracts are held for the purposes of obtaining supply diversity for our system gas portfolio.  We've outlined these by contract but you will see capacities that we have from Vector, DTE/St. Clair, which is our NEXUS contracts, and Great Lakes.  A secondary benefit of these contracts is that they can be used to meet Sarnia industrial line design day demands.

I'll discuss these in more detail shortly but two contracting decisions that we made related to diversification of our supply portfolio, also directly contribute to our ability to meet Sarnia industrial line design day demand.  So, first Enbridge renewed its Great Lakes pipeline capacity for 21.1 TJs a day.  That contract had a termination date of October 2024 and we renewed that for an additional five-years.  Second, we renewed a Vector pipeline, Chicago to Dawn contract, for 68.6 TJs per day, that would have terminated October of 2024 and the rule was for an additional three years.

Now, if we stop at the first subtotal on the slide you can see that the combination of our own system capacity and the supplies we've contracted on upstream pipelines results in us being able to meet 584.4 TJs of demands on the Sarnia industrial line and leaves us short on a design day by approximately 39.4 TJs.

Historically Enbridge Gas has relied on a mix of contracted flows that you see listed and third-party natural gas flows on the upstream pipelines to serve the Sarnia market on design day.  Set another way another said another way we plan to get that additional 39.4 TJs of supply by having third-parties nominate gas from the upstream pipelines to Dawn and using that flow to direct into Sarnia.

As I previously mentioned, Enbridge Gas has no control over these flows.  It is completely at the discretion of third-parties who hold capacity on these upstream pipelines where they want their gas to go.  Therefore, there's risk in reliance on this third-party flow.  And over time we've been seeing more and more situations where third-party flows from upstream pipelines through Sarnia and into Dawn just didn't happen.

Even more concerning was that these situations aligned to peak winter timeframes when cold weather forced prices up in the Midwest markets and attracted flows to more premium price markets such as Chicago or Michcon.  We saw periods over the past few years where third-party imports on several of these pipelines disappeared entirely.

For these reasons we've reassessed our reliance on third-party deliveries into the Sarnia industrial line and decided they are no longer reliable enough for us to consider them in the design of the system.  This is where a decision to contract for backhaul on Vector Canada comes in, and I'll discuss the details of that contract over the next few slides, as well as address the volume contracted being higher than the exact shortfall amount.

Next slide please.  So, I just addressed a lot of these points on this slide but just to summarize some key takeaways because I recognize there is a lot of information.  Contracting upstream, transportation capacity on third-party pipelines does directly contribute to our ability to serve Sarnia on a design day because it reduce the need to otherwise build facilities to meet these demands.

Historically we relied on a mix of our own system, our own contracted upstream flows and third-party flows to meet the design day demands of this system but market dynamics have changed and those third-party flows through Sarnia to Dawn have become much less reliable.
Pipeline Renewals & Purchases


Next slide.  This brings us to our contract for backhaul capacity on Vector pipelines, which is discussed on pages 38 to 40 of our evidence.  To close off the forecasted design day shortfall we've contract for 84,404 GJs a day of Vector Canada backhaul capacity with a contract that starts November 1 of '24 for a three-year term.  The firm capacity comes with a CER approved toll of just over 2 cents per GJ and the contract comes with renewal rights.  This capacity was existing capacity on Vector Canada pipelines so it did not necessitate any capacity expansion.  The volume that we contracted aligns with capacity held by Enbridge Gas on our own system between Dawn and the interconnect to Vector Canada.  This capacity has been held on behalf of in-franchise customers.  In other words, we have the system capacity to move 84,404 TJs a day on a firm basis from Dawn into Vector for in-franchise, but prior to having this Vector Canada back haul contract we did not have firm capacity to transport the gas from the interconnect between Dawn and Vector and into the Sarnia market.

This contract with Vector Canada allows us to match the firm back-haul capabilities of our own system with the firm contracted capacity, so that we can get it all the way to Sarnia on a design day.

Another important consideration we made when we decided to contract for this capacity was the toll.  It is by far the least expensive option to move gas into Sarnia.

For this reason, we felt it prudent to contract for the full amount of capacity that we could, because it allows for significant flexibility down the road.  We now have a very low-cost service that can either support future design day growth in the Sarnia region, or allow us to turn back more expensive upstream contracts should Sarnia design day market demand fall, or should those contracts become uneconomic such that they are no longer desired to obtain the supply diversity that they were originally contracted for.

Next slide.  So now I am going to turn focus to contracting decisions that were made to address average day supply needs.  Another way to think about these contracts is that they are executed for the purposes of diversifying the commodity portfolio.

First up, I will speak to Vector capacity renewal, Chicago to Dawn, which was outlined on pages 38 to 40 of our evidence.

Enbridge Gas renewed one of its contracts with Vector Pipeline a capacity of 65,000 dekatherms per day for a term of three years effective November 1, 2024.

The contract covers the transportation pathway from Chicago to Dawn, and it offers supply diversity at a competitive toll.

As part of the renewal, Enbridge Gas negotiated a price reduction from 18 cents U.S. per dekatherm that we were paying to 16 cents U.S. per dekatherm, as well as future renewal rights at this lower toll.

This toll reduction is valued at approximately $1.4 million U.S. over the three-year term.

This renewal is a different contract from the contract that was discussed as part of EB-2023-0326, Vector contracting.  Vector is the only point-to-point transportation option between Chicago and Dawn, and we did receive a question about why we didn't contract for Niagara capacity to Dawn, given it had a lower landed cost when you look at it from a landed-cost perspective.

The TransCanada Niagara to Dawn path, specifically Niagara to Kirkwall, which is the point in our system, is sold out and therefore it was not an available option or an alternative to this capacity.

Next slide.  So as we discussed in both the 2022 and 2023 annual updates, the natural gas market at Chicago has experienced volatility over the past few years, and this has resulted in increases in forward settlement prices during winter months in Chicago.

While Enbridge Gas does not use forward-market settlement data to inform long-term contracting decisions, the divergence between long-term forecast pricing at Chicago and forward-market settlement pricing was a significant topic of interest with certain stakeholders in previous annual updates.

So, prior to renewing the Vector contract, Enbridge Gas engaged ICF to conduct an analysis of Chicago and Dawn pricing.  We filed ICF's analysis at appendix G of our evidence.

In summary, ICF observed that the forward prices for Chicago reflected a market-risk premium that was associated with extreme weather events experienced over the past few years, but that premium was not present in the day-ahead or cash market, and was not supported by market fundamentals in and around the Chicago area.

ICF recommended that Enbridge Gas continue to base its pipeline recontracting decisions on long-term market fundamentals, rather than near-term, forward-market trends.

We did receive a few questions from parties that requested us to file an assortment of Chicago and Dawn pricing information, including both ICF forecast prices, forward-market pricing, day-ahead market pricing for periods extending as far back as November of 2021.

Almost all of the pricing requested is found throughout the ICF report in Appendix G, but I will walk through some more recent market pricing that occurred since the ICF report was drafted, in the following slides.

Before I do that, I do want to make a few clarifications given the questions that were asked.

So first, the 2021 Q1 ICF base-case forecast was not used to support this contracting decision.  As outlined in the ICF report and our landed costs analysis, which is appendix H for the Vector contracting decision, we used ICF Q3, 2023 base-case forecast when we evaluated this renewal.

Enbridge Gas did not receive the underlying market data that is used inside the ICF report in any alternative format than what we filed in Appendix G.

As can you see throughout the ICF report, many of the footnotes, ICF cites Argus as the data provider for much of their charts.  Enbridge Gas does not have a subscription to Argus market data.

Finally, we got a request from market information that we used to support an exchange agreement in conjunction with a signed capacity for this contract renewal.  But I think there is some confusion here, because this renewal becomes effective in November of this year.  So we have not assigned any of this capacity, nor have we done any sort of exchange between Chicago and Dawn in conjunction with this renewed capacity.

While I do appreciate there is some interest in how we historically managed our Vector capacity, I will direct those interested in that to review the information filed in EB-2023-0326.  And I will also point out that we recently filed our 2023 annual deferral disposition proceeding, which is under the proceeding number EB-2024-0125.

And this is where parties can go to get detailed information about activities that support the optimization revenues that are captured in the applicable deferral accounts.

Next slide, please.  So the ICF report on this was completed back in October of 2023, which was the timing in which we executed the Vector contract for renewal.  While some of the information I am about to walk through did not exist at the time we made our decision, I do think that stakeholders will find it interesting to see how things have gone since ICF published their report.


So this first chart that is on the slide here is showing the day-ahead or cash-marked prices for spot delivery in January 2023.  And it goes all the way to the beginning of June of this year.

What we see from this chart is very consistent with the observations that ICF made in their paper.

The day-ahead prices at Dawn have continued to trade at a premium to the prices at Chicago and, in fact, about two-thirds of the days shown on this chart, Dawn is priced above Chicago.

We also see the volatility.  We also see the volatility that is experienced in the day-ahead markets in the winter, where you see spikes in both Chicago and Dawn pricing.

But I will note that the Chicago winter price spikes are much more extreme than those at Dawn.

Next slide.  Now let's take a look at recent forward-market pricing.  So this chart is a snapshot at June 5 of 2024 of forward-market prices for both Chicago and Dawn out to January of 2029.

Prior to June of 2024, the chart shows how forward-market, prompt-month contracts settled back into January of 2023.

And again, we see results that are very consistent with the observations of ICF.

The forward market shows a consistent premium of Chicago over Dawn, and that premium is most significant in the winter months.

Now, what I do find encouraging, and this isn't shown on the slide, is that if I had taken the same forward-market curve as settled at this time last year, the premium of Chicago over Dawn is down by a good amount.

So, to me, this says market is starting to settle down now that more time is put between us and the events of the extreme winter storms that have impacted the Chicago market so significantly, back in 2021 and 2022.

So, given this current Chicago market environment and the fact that we have a large portion of supply portfolio contracted to buy at Chicago, one of the questions we got was how we are managing our Chicago purchases to reduce ratepayer exposure to these premiums.

And we are doing a number of things.  So, at certain times, Enbridge Gas is required to purchase supply and flow it on Vector, to ensure the demands of the Sarnia market area are met.

When it's not required for the Sarnia market, we do analyze the relevant prices for supply of both Chicago and Dawn at the time we buy gas, and we will purchase at the most cost-effective location.

We have also explored various transaction pricing structures to avoid locking in higher forward-market prices in Chicago, such as indexing purchases against daily market settlements in Chicago, instead of monthly NYMEX futures.

This strategy avoids forward-market premiums, but has not been used in the peak winter months as there is risk of experiencing significant pricing increases as seen during Winter Storm Uri and Winter Storm Zele (ph).

We have also executed alternative transaction structures, such as asset management agreements, to avoid forward market pricing in Chicago during the peak winter months.  Asset management agreements, or AMAs, have allowed to us continue receiving gas on the Vector pipeline into the Sarnia market while obtaining lower overall pricing for ratepayers rather than simply just buying in Chicago and flowing it to our system.  Next slide, please.

So, next up, I'll talk about our decision to renew our contracting capacity on Great Lakes, which is outlined on pages 35 and 36 of our evidence.  Great Lakes capacity provides Enbridge Gas with a competitively priced, reliable, and flexible transport option that maintains our supply diversity, particularly within the Union South commodity portfolio.  Additionally, an important secondary benefit of this capacity is the ability to use it to support the Sarnia market on design day.

Great Lakes capacity into Dawn has been sold out for some time now, and, if Enbridge Gas were to reduce its contract levels on this pipeline, it is unlikely it would be able to re-contract it in the foreseeable future.  As noted previously, the scarcity of available pipeline capacity to Dawn on Great Lakes and many other alternatives results in higher risk of transportation providers requiring longer-term commitments.  And, for this contract renewal, Great Lakes requested a 5-year term at their max tariff rate.  Enbridge Gas accepted the offer presented to it and renewed its capacity for that 5-year term, beginning November 1 of '24.  We were already paying the max tariff rate, so this renewal does not result in any toll change to the contract.

We received a question about how the ROFR process, which stands for "right of first refusal," works and what negotiating parameters we had for this Great Lakes contract renewal.  The ROFR process starts with the capacity provider, or Great Lakes, extending an offer that they deem acceptable for contract renewal.  Great Lakes indicated to us that they would accept five years at max tariff rate.

Now, if Enbridge Gas were to decline the offer, the capacity would be posted to the Great Lakes website, where it would be available for any shipper to put bids on, and, at the end of the bidding process, Enbridge Gas would have the right to match the highest bid received.  The risk in the ROFR process is if other shippers bid for longer terms than five years.

Now, we understand Great Lakes offered similar terms to all of their shippers on renewal.  We're only aware of one shipper that declined the initial offer and went into the ROFR process.  The results of that process are not yet public, but, based on some conversations I have had with counterparties, I do understand that that shipper lost their capacity to another bidder who accepted a longer term than five years.

We received a question about why we didn't contract for Niagara to Dawn, given it had a lower landed cost, and, similar to the prior responses, the Niagara to Dawn option was just not available.  It also is important to note that, with this specific evaluation, while Niagara to Dawn would offer supply diversity, it would not have that secondary benefit of being able to deliver into the Sarnia market, so it definitely would be something we would consider should the option actually have been available.  Next slide, please.

So this slide address our NEXUS capacity contract, and you will find evidence on this on pages 34 and 35.  In the 2023 annual update, Enbridge Gas explained that, during the summer of '22, we extended 40,000 dekatherms/day of NEXUS pipeline capacity between Clarington and Kensington out to October 31st of '24.  That 40,000 a day was a reduction from the 75,000 a day of Clarington capacity that we historically held with NEXUS, that was under contract for a term of four years.  That capacity did not have renewal rights, so we had to renegotiate from scratch, effectively, and got it down to 40.

In the summer of 2023, Enbridge Gas extended the 40,000 dekatherms of NEXUS capacity between Clarington and Kensington for an additional two years, so that gets out to October 31st of '26.  In addition to that extension, we also added 25,000 dekatherms/day of incremental Clarington to Kensington capacity on a two-year term, starting November 1 of '23.  So the new and extended capacity was priced both at 24 cents U.S./dekatherms/day, and that's the same rate that we've been paying for this capacity for some time now, but I will not again that, again, it does not contain renewal rates.

Clarington has proved to be a very liquid and economic point of supply for Enbridge Gas, and, while the other contracted receipt point that we have on NEXUS is Kensington, it continues to develop as a new point of supply in the market.

The landed cost analysis that we use to evaluate this capacity only includes Kensington and Clarington as alternatives, and this is because we're looking at alternate receipt points on the NEXUS pipeline rather than the alternatives to NEXUS itself.  Clarington is the most liquid point of view on all of NEXUS, and we did not have any other available opportunities to contract at other points.  So this is why alternatives such as ROFR are not applicable to the evaluation of this particular contract.

That said, we do look at ROFR in general when evaluating supply diversity opportunities, and that's why you see the landed cost of ROFR deliveries to Dawn relative to NEXUS, which is outlined on table 25 of our evidence.  Next slide.

We got a few questions requesting us to explain the NEXUS path in a bit more detail.  And I appreciate the contracting terms and decision on this was a little bit complex, so this slide is a map of the NEXUS system, and, below it, we outline how our Clarington to Kensington capacity that is contracted for the Union rate zone has evolved over the past few years and going forward.

The purpose of the incremental NEXUS capacity is to change the point where we buy gas and flow it to Dawn.  So, this capacity, it allows for increased receipts at Clarington versus having to buy all the NEXUS gas at Kensington.  We've used the term "incremental" because the Clarington point is further away than Kensington.  Increased Clarington purchases are offset by a reduction in the gas we buy at Kensington, so, therefore, the exact same amount of gas flows to Dawn on our NEXUS contract.

Even though Clarington is further away than Kensington and it has an incremental toll, it does diversify NEXUS receipts and results in savings to ratepayers.  So you will see this in a few slides, but, when we got to the rate that we are paying for this capacity between Clarington and Kensington, it is more than offset by the savings resulting by paying a lower price at Clarington than what we would pay at Kensington.  Next slide.

The final contracting change to speak about is our renewal fuel of NGTL, or Nova Gas Transmission capacity, which is discussed on page 36 of our evidence.  NGTL capacity provides Enbridge Gas with the ability to diversify gas purchased between Empress and AECO.  NGTL connects the Western Canadian production region to the TransCanada Mainline at Empress, Alberta, and it allows Enbridge Gas to purchase supply at AECO and transport it to Empress.

It is important to note that NGTL capacity is currently sold out, and, if Enbridge Gas were to reduce its contracted levels on NGTL, it is unclear if we would be able to re-contract in the foreseeable future.

AECO purchases delivered to Empress using NGTL capacity is the only viable and liquid supply point alternative to buying at Empress, Empress being the receipt point of the 265,000 GJs a day of Empress to North Bay junction capacity that we have contracted out to December of 2030.

The way that the NGTL tolls work is that a contract with a term of one to three years is charged 100 percent of the CER approved toll, but contracts with terms of three to five years are charged 95 percent of that toll, and contracts with a term of five or more years are charged 90 percent of that toll.  Enbridge Gas struck a balance between contractual flexibility and cost by selecting a three-year renewal term.

We received a few questions about the liquids extraction benefits associated with this capacity, so I'll address those now.  So, in our landed cost analysis, we forecasted liquids extraction savings of about a penny-and-a-half per GJ based on the value that Enbridge Gas contracts for liquids extractions with third parties.

AECO is a liquids-rich supply basin, and the gas delivered from NGTL has higher liquids content that that of gas that flows on TransCanada Mainline.

So there are liquids extraction plants that are located at Empress, Alberta, and they remove these excess liquids, being propane, butane, ethane, pentane floss, et cetera.  These plants sell these liquid products into the market, and Enbridge Gas receives a payment from the liquids extraction plant associated with the liquids that were extracted from gas that we flow from NGTL to the TC Mainline.

Any loss of heat value on the liquids extraction is made up at Empress such that the volume of gas is kept neutral.  The liquids extraction revenue is credited to ratepayers in the purchase gas variance account, which reduces the overall commodity costs that are passed on to ratepayers and these revenues are presented in every QRAM filing and they can be found at Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 5 of those QRAM filings.

Next slide.  So, for the final slide of this section I'm going to talk a bit about the cost impacts of supply diversity decisions that I just discussed, which we filed as Appendix K in our evidence.  Appendix K was added as a result of the OEB decision on the 2021 Vector contracting decision where the OEB requested additional information to quantify the cost of diversifying the gas commodity portfolio.  The chart on this slide is taken from our evidence and it essentially breaks down the information that's presented in specific landed cost analyses for the supply diversity decisions.  Those analyses are filed as Appendix C, D, E and H.  And this shows the forecasted premium or discount relative to not diversifying supply, so what I mean by this is that for NEXUS, it is relative -- it is the difference between buying at Clarington and Kensington for NGTL, it is the difference from buying at ACO and Empress, and for Great Lakes and Vector it is the difference between buying at the supply locations Empress and Chicago versus Dawn.  You will notice that none of the contracting decisions result in a material impact to the cost of our commodity portfolio which runs between 3 and 4 billion dollars annually.  Supply diversity is not about trying to obtain the lowest cost portfolio, rather it is to limit our commodity price exposure from being too exposed to market conditions in any one area which helps with price stability but also with reliability in the gas supply portfolio.  As events at one geographic location may not effect other events in the same way, other locations in the same way, sorry.

We received a few questions about this appendix, so I'll address those now.  So, first I'll confirm that the contract term average landed costs that are shown in Appendixes C, D, E and H, they do reconcile to the average of the landed cost shown in Appendix K here.

Note that we did file corrections to appendix D, E and H but those corrections to those analyses does not impact the contracting decisions that were made.  We also received a question that we -- about how we balanced diversity of supply with cost, given that not all supply diversity decisions result in a discount.

And Enbridge Gas follows the guiding principles of cost effectiveness, reliability and security of supply and supporting and aligning public policy when we make any gas supply decisions.  We are not targeting lowest cost gas supply plan but rather trying to strike a balance between all the principles.  There is no black and white guidance on what premiums we should or would pay for diversity.  It is discussed at the time of contracting or assessed at the time of contracting and we discuss our rationale in these proceedings.

A degree of judgment is definitely required here to balance quantitative metrics of comparing alternatives such as landed costs with qualitative metrics such as supply portfolio diversity and reliability.  The benefits of supply diversity are clearer in the portfolio.  And it is important to note that just because something has a premium at the time you contract does not mean it will have a premium throughout the term of the contract or even in subsequent renewals.  An excellent example of this is that, later in 2019, Enbridge Gas added Great Lakes portfolio to the -- Great Lakes capacity to the portfolio.  At that time it was showing a landed cost premium over Dawn of around 10 cents U.S. per dekatherm, and now depending on the future term that you look at now, Great Lakes is now within a penny lower than Dawn purchases as shown when we ran the landed cost for the renewal of that contract filed as appendix D.

Another consideration to note is that even if we did have a quantitative target or a premium in mind representing the most we would pay for supply diversity, it wouldn't be something we would really want to put out publicly as this could harm our negotiating position with upstream transportation providers, so certainly a consideration that we have there, as well.
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Next slide.  And I think that takes us to questions on this section.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, I see you have your hand up.


MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you.  That was quite a lot to take in, I have quite a number of questions.  I also don't want to monopolize the questions, so anybody has a follow-up or wants to interject periodically, I'd welcome that.

Dave, you had to say a lot in the last half an hour or, so I'll start my questions with Steve and I'll try to go through the slides in order.

MR. JANISSE:  I appreciate it, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thanks.  So, Steve, I guess, Bonnie if we could turn up slide 30, please?  Thank you, okay.  Starting here, Steve, I'm trying to flip between my screens here.  You noted the difference in system integrity and how it was handled for Enbridge in response to our question.  For Enbridge, traditional storage at Tecumseh, and you said a small amount was left open in the fall.  Can you clarify what a "small amount" means, like, quantitatively?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, thanks for the question, Dwayne.  And it is Steve Dantzer.  So, yes, you're right, it is a small amount.  My recollection is it is in the range of 3 to 4 PJs.

MR. QUINN:  3 to 4 PJs, okay.  So, that effectively limits the availability of that storage for seasonal balancing relative to aggregate excess, correct?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, I think that's fair.  It restricts the amount of storage or gas in storage that can be used to meet winter demand is how I would characterize it.

MR. QUINN:  And winter demand, the difference between winter demand and summer demand is aggregate excess as -- (overspeaking) -- defined it.  Okay.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  But then I think, and this might have just been a Freudian slip, but you said that the system integrity has been harmonized.  I think you meant proposed to be harmonized for storage?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, it's in our rebasing application, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Yes?

MR. DANTZER:  Our proposal, yes.  I agree.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay, well just I want to be clear about this because, obviously, I've been deferred to Phase 2 in some of our questions and I respect that there is some necessary overlap between the two but, in point of fact, we still have some concerns about how we effectively utilize the storage and we're going to disagree about that in rebasing so I'm not going to drag us through that today, but it is -- it has not -- system integrity has not been harmonized as of yet and especially for this plan.

MR. DANTZER:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. DANTZER:  Yep.

MR. QUINN:  So, evaluation process, that was on the next slide, I believe.  Again, I'm trying to see -- yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, if I may just for a moment, I see Tom put his hand up while we were on the last slide.  Did you have something about storage slide, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I do, actually.  I asked a question just one question, in writing, regarding the slide and you probably have it.  And I listened to the explanation and, actually, I don't understand the explanation and how it answers the question that I had, and perhaps if you could look at my question in writing.  I don't think I should really be reading it again and explain to me why there appears to be a different treatment of Union storage and Enbridge, gas distribution storage, and I'm actually confused.  I know you said they had different history in the past and they had different approaches, but nevertheless if you could directly answer my question, maybe that would be better.

MR. DANTZER:  Okay.  Let me try, Tom.  Again, Steve Dantzer here.  And I do recall your question, I didn't bring it up again but I do recall and I think you were looking at, say, the demand forecast that we have here on the record and you were trying to compare legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution, looking at their demand forecast and then looking at Union Gas' demand forecast and why one storage requirement was changing and not the other.  And that would be Union Gases was increasing and Enbridge Gas Distribution was not.  And there's really --


MR. LADANYI:  That's correct.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, do I have that right?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  And so, really what it comes down to is two things:  So, we've talked about on the legacy EGD side and our commitment to hold steady on the amount of contracted, market-based storage that we have.  Right?  However, we do still compare that to aggregate access.  But, you know, when you look at the mathematics of this, and to your question about comparing annual demands versus a storage requirement, the answer to that is in the details of that comparison of winter demand versus total annual demand.

And so the reason why we see Union Gas's storage requirement increasing in table 6 is for that reason, that that percentage of winter demand is increasing over time, relative to annual demand.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will think about that, now.  This is quite complicated, but I will think about it.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.  Thank you.  You are on the next slide now, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  I don't know where to start in terms of these questions, but I thought I had read in your evidence that need was first established on an annual basis and then a design day basis for the gas supply plan.  Is that correct?

MR. DANTZER:  I am not sure whether it says it on the slide; I don't recall, or whether it was in the notes.  But, yeah, they are calculated by different teams, so I am not necessarily -- it is a question of order of operations, necessarily.  But I think that is a fair characterization, that design day demand forecasting comes after annual, if I recall correctly.

MR. QUINN:  Okay. I am actually encouraged for you to say there isn't an order of operations because, to my mind, there are some geographic locations, the design days is a more important requirement than annual.

And, in some cases, annual could be, but you have more probability of selecting alternatives to meet annual need because you have storage.

Would you agree with that?

MR. JANISSE:  I see them as two separate needs, Dwayne.  Like, they are both important, and I think it depends on what area of our system we are talking about, about how many alternatives you have for meeting annual needs.

If we are talking about Union South and Dawn, there is a lot of alternatives to meet annual needs, provided that there's capacity available.  If you are talking about Union Northwest rate zone areas, not a lot of alternative there, so.  But I see these as two distinct requirement that are of equal importance.


MR. QUINN:  Well, to your last point, and I don't want to get into a debate, Dave, but ultimately you don't have a lot of -- well, use your Manitoba deliveries as an example:  There's not an awful lot of alternatives you have there.  So meeting peak day is more important than on an annual basis.

And, with that as a backdrop, there should be a geographically centred, potentially order of operations which separates out your planning from a -- discerning and distinguishing your alternatives by the location, and by what is the primacy of need, design day versus average need.  Would you not agree with that?

Let me put it this way:  I read through this and I see sometimes they are, from my perspective, an inconsistency that doesn't necessarily lend itself to a robust decision-making process.  And so I am trying to understand why that occurs that way.  And because nothing is going to turn on it in this moment, and I have many other questions, I just -- I was trying to go through my order of slides to try to help clarify, again, ultimately for the Board and its process, how you are doing your evaluation such that you land on this metric called average cost per customer impact.

And I am hearing now, if I have heard correctly, you are doing it on the basis of impact to customers in that rate zone relative to the status quo for customers in that rate zone.

Do I have that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  The cost-per-customer impact would be reflective of the cost column, and then what it would be on a cost per customer.  The way rates are designed, that cost column is reflective of what the cost of each alternative is.

MR. QUINN:  In that rate zone?

MR. JANISSE:  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  I heard that.

MR. JANISSE;  For the contract to the alternative that we are assessing, which would be for a specific delivery area.

MR. QUINN:  Right, okay.  I am going to have to noodle that through a little bit.  But what I am concerned about is, you know, you've got so many of these over the years that say less than, you know, a dollar, or less than $2.  It doesn't bring out the marginal impact.

And when I say the marginal impact, you are putting it at a per customer, for a residential customer in a rate zone.  But let's say it is a residential customer in Sarnia.  And you have reduced their potential delivery cost by the fact you have a gas supply contract which reduces your facility requirement, which then, again, rolls into you have avoided a facilities build, and therefore impacted their cost.

I don't think your analysis goes to that level.  First off, I will check with that.  Is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  That is correct.  We are not taking into account avoided facility costs --


MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. JANISSE:...with these needs, because these are for the purposes of meeting gas supply plan, design day and average day needs.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So, to my point earlier this morning and I am reiterating it here, why wouldn't you do that?  Why wouldn't you look at your avoided facilities costs as part of the calculus that you do in determining, analytically or quantitatively, what is the best supply solution?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, I feel we are getting a little bit far away from sort of the focus of this update.  I don't believe that there is any facilities that are really in scope.

I mean, I suppose maybe if we were talking about the alternatives to Sarnia, and how much it would cost to otherwise build pipes to Sarnia.  But Enbridge isn't proposing that.  I mean, it would only make the gas supply options look better.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  But I am not --


MR. QUINN:  But that's the point.

MR. STEVENS:  But I'm not sure how it helps us in this exercise today, because evaluating --


MR. QUINN:  -- the exercise today, David, is about a five-year gas supply plan.  But at the outset, we were talking about you have done this for five years.  What do you need to do to improve the plan?  And I am giving  you an idea that, frankly, Enbridge should be looking at, in our view.

And I don't expect a change in contracting that Dave has already entered into; that's not the point.

The point is if you have a siloed approach to your gas supply plan, and that starts with annual versus design day, but actually leads into avoiding looking at facilities benefit, which actually could contribute to your decision-making, there is a limitations to this process that the Board ought to understand because, whether it comes up in Panhandle or whether it comes up in the future in Sarnia or in other locations, we are not going to get the full benefit if the gas supply team is only looking at what is the annual average cost per customer impacted, but only on the commodities side, without considering what if it reduces their cost of storage, like in the northwest?

Those types of considerations, in my view --


MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, Dwayne, I just want to address kind of some of the comments about the silo approach.  And I think it is maybe a little bit mischaracterized because, if we had a contract that was up for renewal that was providing, like, a distribution system benefit, we would be in active conversations with other departments across Enbridge Gas, and recognizing the need of that contract for that.  And it is likely something that we would have to discuss, if there was any plans to not renew that contract.

And on the flip side, when we are talking about the need to build facilities, supply side alternatives are also one of the considerations in those applications.

So I don't think we are working in silos, here.  But to Dave's point, or David Stevens' point, if we were to consider some of the benefits of avoided facilities in this evaluation analysis, then the gas supply decision would obviously look better than maybe what it might otherwise.  And maybe what I'll just say is we'll take that away and consider it for the next 5-year plan.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I would love to hear Enbridge's thoughts on that, as Mark Rubenstein had advanced earlier.  If you are considering and this does resonate with you as a benefit, then we would like to hear Enbridge's thoughts and maybe we would actually be aligned in helping the Board understand that, in this evolution that we're talking about, energy transition, that gas supply decisions can help mitigate facilities cost or distribution costs that could come from storage, by looking at it holistically.

So I'm going to leave it at that because I wanted to make that point ultimately because, in your evaluation process, you are very limited.  You don't like the word "siloed," Amy.  I get it.  But the fact is the evaluation matrix doesn't take this into account, and, in my view, it has room to be expanded in terms of your evaluation matrix, to take into account other benefits.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse here.  Dwayne, I think it is important to consider what the evaluation matrix is evaluating.  But you're asking why we are not evaluating facility alternatives to meet the design day need.  We are not doing a facilities evaluation.

MR. QUINN:  I know you're not --


MR. JANISSE:  I think you are mixing gas supply and transmission planning here.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I am because they actually can and should be considered together.  Otherwise, you are siloed because you are not considering all the benefit.

MR. JANISSE:  When --


MR. QUINN:  And, again, I'm putting it out there as an alternative.  If it doesn't resonate with Enbridge, that, that's unfortunately understandable.  But, if you are not going to consider that, we're going to ask the Board to consider it because IRPA a on the supply-side basis needs forward-type thinking.  Otherwise, we're going to end up with the same process we have had in the past.  And I'll touch on that in a moment, when we get to Kirkwall, so --


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Dwayne.  I see that Kent has his hand up.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, Dwayne, if you're okay and if I can just jump in here because --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  -- my questions may be related to something you just raised.  The scenario that is in the back of my mind is, you know, in this context where upstream capacity is more constrained than it used to be in the past, you know, it may be that contracting something on a long-term basis before you need it may be a good idea because you're forecasting a facility's need.  And I don't know if this is an example where it might come up, but the example that occurs to me is, you know, the possibility of a future Dawn-Parkway expansion, which could be avoided by contracting for more supply to the EDA or the CDA via the Mainline and, you know, taking an opportunity to bring more gas in along that route so that you can avoid or downsize or defer an expansion of the Dawn-Parkway system.  Do you consider that and, if not, why not?

MR. STEVENS:  So, when you say, "Do you consider that," Kent, are you talking about from a gas supply perspective or from a facilities perspective?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, certainly, yes, from a gas supply perspective because you are choosing your contracts and, if you choose to bring less gas in on the Mainline and more in through Sarnia, it may mean that you lose the opportunity in the future, because we're in a more constrained reality, to have gas come in along the Mainline, meaning your only option is the Dawn-Parkway system, and then you have to, you know, go ahead with that facilities upgrade to the Dawn-Parkway system because, by the time your leave-to-construct application comes along, it is too late; you know, someone else has or, for one reason or another, you can't purchase Mainline capacity anymore.

I don't know if that is a good example.  It is the one that occurs to my mind, that, you know, to the extent that there can be a trade-off between gas supply pathways and facilities expansions, you know, in Ontario, that you should be considering that, at least it seems to me like you should.  So I guess my question is:  Are you and, if not, why not?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, and I think the simple answer to your question, Kent, is that we are.  The discussion is more like we are as part of IRP planning.  So, you know, there is an AMP that looks at long term.  If it demonstrates that there is a facilities need in the future, then we look at alternatives for meeting those needs.  And some of these alternatives are supply-side alternatives.

The gas supply team is engaged in that and in assisting with these evaluations, but those evaluations are not what we're talking about here, in the gas supply plan, which is just merely saying:  We need to make sure we have enough gas delivered to these zones on a design day or on an average day, having it appropriately diversified.

So it doesn't show up in the gas supply plan that we're talking about today, but that's because the needs that we are assessing in this plan today are not facility needs going out 10 years into the future.  Those needs are assessed.  The evaluation that you're asking about is done, it is done as part of the IRP planning.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, but, to me, there is a connection and there is a pretty important temporal issue.  And so let's just say for the sake of discussion, you know, you're planning a Dawn-Parkway expansion in, you know, four years from now, you know, within the timeframe of your next plan.  You know, if you just can, you know, take that snapshot in time when you have your Leave to Construct application and say, "Can we avoid this through greater supply along the Mainline," it may be too late.

So it seems to me like part of your gas supply planning right now has to be forward-looking, saying:  We're making all these decisions, but some of them are not...

Like, from what I've heard today, some of those decisions are not reversible because, if you either don't purchase capacity or you let capacity go, you can't get it back again.  So, to me, you would be potentially tying your hands with respect to, you know, future IRP analysis.  Now, I understand you do that IRP analysis, but that's something that's happening in the future, and the decisions you are making now are going to be constraining that IRP analysis to the extent that you either let some capacity go or don't take an opportunity to purchase capacity that could in the future avoid a facilities upgrade.

So, I mean, I heard you folks saying that this is something that, you know, or at least Dwayne's piece was something that you would take away and consider.  And I raise it for you, as well, from that perspective of making sure that the decisions that you're making today in, you know, your '24 plan and in particular what you set out for your next 5-year plan are considering what doors you need to keep open so as to limit or avoid facilities' upgrades.  Does that make sense?

MS. MIKHAILA:  It does.  I just want to make one comment on that.  I hear you, and I understand what you're saying.  I think, had we turned back contracts that were up for renewal, that could be an area of concern, that capacity might not be available to us, and might have been used for an IRPA.

The other side of that is, as open seasons, we become aware of open seasons, if we don't necessarily need that capacity for the gas supply plan, the IRP team should maybe considering that capacity in an open season if it is something that they may need to offset something, a build in the future.  So there are those two sides.  I don't think we had any contracts that we turned back for purposes of gas supply, so that side of the equation didn't happen this year.

And we will broadly take this back to our IRP teams, about open seasons or capacity that they might want to consider something to defer a build that we don't necessarily need for the current gas supply plan.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, and I think you've hit the nail on the head there, and is the IRP team sort of on it on a continual basis?  And it seems me, no.  It seems to me like that's more of something that happens in the lead-up of a Leave to Construct, and so it, I think, you know, is certainly worth looking into.  You know, how do you have that connection so that, whenever there is an opportunity to purchase new capacity, you're always asking yourself, and I think as the gas supply team in conjunction with your facilities group, might we need this in the future to avoid this build and, sure, it might be a little more expensive than other capacity that we would give up, but overall it could save money by avoiding the build.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Thank you.  We've heard your comment and we'll take that into that internally for consideration.

MR. ELSON:  Great, thanks.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Kent, I'm going to try to change the order of how I'm going to ask these questions because it is in respect of what Kent just talked about and I was talking about previously, but avoiding that facilities cost can come in in a different ways, like he said contracting and such, but the other is to offer an incentive for deliveries that you can rely upon, and I'm not going to touch on Sarnia just at this point, but there is an opportunity for Enbridge to consider, which I heard you say, you would consider a Kirkwall incentive, delivery incentive in conjunction with a build.

You have a build in your 5-year forecast for Dawn Parkway, and I can't remember if it was '26 or '27 or for the winter of '26, '27.  To my point and Kent's point, offering a Kirkwall incentive as an option to that, you would need to start well in advance to make sure you have enough time to see if that would work to avoid the Dawn Parkway build.  And, in my view, maybe you should have started last year but starting this year at least gives you a fighting chance.  Is that something --


MS. MIKHAILA:  And I don't want to belabour the point of what would defer a build because that is not what we're talking about in this gas supply plan, so I don't -- I understand the concerns there and I just want to, in a matter of time for today --


MR. QUINN:  Well, Amy, respectfully there is two days that have been set aside for this conference and I know the box that Enbridge has put on the framework but I've got a whole bunch of questions that come from what Dave went through and this is an area of concern that, in our view, hasn't been visited by Enbridge and whether it's in gas supply or meeting Enbridge CDA gas supply needs, not by a Dawn Parkway build but by a Kirkwall incentive, it is a gas supply opportunity, and so if you are not working the siloed operation then where are the facilities people in this discussion which would help us all understand the art of the possible in using incentives to fully utilize existing facilities as opposed to building more?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we understand your point, Dwayne, I think we're struggling to fit it within the gas supply plan and in particular, within the 2024 update and the contracting changes that were made.  Tom?  I think you're on mute, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  I've been waiting for Dwayne to move to another slide but I've given up waiting.  Could you move to slide 38, which is the map of the Sarnia industrial line.  Yes, that one, okay.  So, I have a few simple questions here so they are not argumentative in any way.  Okay.

First, you are showing the lines between Corunna and Dawn as two lines.  So, those are the two NPS 30 lines.  You are not showing the new NPS 36, line, but I guess because it hasn't been built yet.  Is that right?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, I guess I think it's in that connection but not showing on the map.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So, also going into Corunna is the Niagara gas link line and for -- from what I understand the history of that line, that line was built to give the old consumers' gas access to Michigan storage, as I understand it, but you never mentioned anything in relation to that line when you were describing.  Is that line -- does that line provide access to Bluewater storage at all or anything else?

MR. JANISSE:  It does not.  Dave Janisse speaking here.  So, the Niagara gas transmission link pipeline, it is owned by Enbridge Gas -- an Enbridge Gas affiliate rather.  It interconnects the Enbridge Gas Corunna station or interconnects with it, but it does not interconnect with the Sarnia industrial line system.  There is no interconnect there, so that is why I did not speak about with respect to meeting the Sarnia market.

MR. LADANYI:  Exactly, crosses over it, so I guess it is a different pressure or something.  Would there be any advantage in connecting the two?

MR. JANISSE:  I can't speak to that, Tom, sorry.  Not my area of expertise.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  But you wouldn't know whether it would provide any flexibility.  Now, on the Michigan side, doesn't that Niagara gas -- I thought it connected to consumers' power.  Or what does it connect to on the other -- off the map on the left?

MR. JANISSE:  You are testing my memory banks here, Tom, but whenever we've looked at that Niagara gas link we have to kind of associate it with A&R capacity on there to get to a liquid point by it.

MR. LADANYI:  In our -- okay.

MR. JANISSE:  Maybe that answers your question.  I'm sure there's other interconnectivity, I'm not intimately familiar with that specific pipeline.

MR. LADANYI:  But there's essentially no flexibility that connection to A&R would give you?  Or there is nothing being traded there -- I don't actually -- I would like to see all those facilities listed on the map to use to their, let's say, capacity.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, because of the lack of the interconnect, it doesn't factor into meeting any value for the Sarnia system.  From a supply diversity perspective, it is something we've looked at.  Every time we've looked at it, we've found it to be an extremely expensive option to bring gas into Dawn, or Tecumseh rather, for that.  So, it's not something that we've followed very closely, because every time we do look at it, the costs are very high relative to other alternatives.

MR. LADANYI:  So, the flow on the line is very low, so the line can be used for storage, let's say?

MR. JANISSE:  I'm not familiar with the flows, the third-party flows on that line, sorry.

MR. LADANYI:  Now, back to the Sarnia -- sorry, Dawn to Corunna line, the new NPS 36, would that allow you to -- let's say provide different services or use additional services that correct to Corunna, or you will not be able to do any -- from a flexibility point of view will you be able to do anything with that that you have not reflected in this report or presentation?

MR. JANISSE:  Again, Tom, not my area of expertise, but I do not believe that line can provide any benefit to Sarnia on design day.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Well, I'm actually awaiting your next year's report to see, because I will see that line here -- and probably if you produce the same map we will see that line and then you will probably discuss how the line is used.  You're currently -- essentially, you are not discussing it and you are not taking it into account.

MR. JANISSE:  I don't believe it has any value to the Sarnia design day, so I don't foresee talking about it next year, but if that were to change if we can -- if there is a way to meet it then, perhaps but I don't foresee that at this point.

MR. LADANYI:  Maybe just one last question:  Is there any connection at all from Tecumseh gas storage at Corunna to the Sarnia industrial line?  Apart from through Dawn, but is there any other connection that's possible?  I mean, you are not showing, for example, all the storage fields that are in the area and I think that they're all essentially around there.  None of them can be connected to the Sarnia industrial line?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't have the information, Tom.  Like, the pipelines that are connected and relied upon for design day or the pipelines that connect between just Dawn, in general, and Sarnia, I outlined and those lines are not in there.  So, the four I listed was the Payne storage line, Dawn Kimball, Dow storage line and St. Clair line.  And those are the lines that connect, some of which are relied on on design day for Sarnia.  There is also lines in there, for example, the Payne is used for storage.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay, back to you, Dwayne.  Dwayne, can you just give us a bit of a sense of how long you think you will be?  We are just trying to plan when we might want to take a break.  If you are speaking, you are on mute.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, I was sensitive to that too, David, because I've got between ten and a dozen questions.  It could take some time depending on the answers.  I was going to follow Tom's lead and work on the Sarnia market first and then go back to previous questions but, Ian, I'm in your hands in terms of what you want to do in terms of break as I see we are past break time.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes.  Thanks, Dwayne.  Maybe we should take a ten minute break now, and maybe a -- just before we -- at the end of the break and before we go back on the record we can just sort of confer informally about scheduling and see if its -- see how it's looking in terms of whether we're going to wrap up today or whether we need to reconvene tomorrow.  So, let's come back in ten minutes, that's 2:51.  See you then.
--- Recess taken 2:41 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:53 p.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Let's go back on the record now.  Welcome back, everyone.  David, I will hand it back to you to pick up where your team left off, please.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Ian.  Just before we resume with questions from stakeholders, I believe Steve Dantzer has an answer to the question about the change in overall demand forecast.

MR. DANTZER:  Thanks, David.  So, yeah.  Earlier, I referred to a -- I was speaking to our annual demand forecast and the overall one percent decrease in demand compared to 2023.  And there was a question about the growth component of that decrease.  So I have confirmed that, as it relates to growth, growth has reduced 0.1 percent of that total one percent, the balance being a combination of the items I mentioned earlier, lower average use and DSM.

MR. STEVENS:  Great.  Thanks, Steve.

MR. DANTZER:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  And, with that, I think your hand is up, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am going to actually go back to going in order.  Tom touched on the Sarnia market, which I will hit in order of the slides.  But we had left off on slide 31, and we will just go through the questions from there.  And feel free, if anybody has some questions as I am asking on those slides, or issues that arise per our discussions, please interject, as it is hard in the virtual environment to see other people's hands, potentially.

So, Dave, in your evaluation process, you talked about the colour coding of the arrows versus the existing portfolio.  But you said Iroquois was updated in your slides.

Was it updated based upon any gas information?  Or was it just an error?

MR. JANISSE:  It was just an error, Dwayne.  It was just inconsistent between the two; it should have been rated as green, because it would have been a new option into those specific delivery areas relative to the status quo of the portfolio.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's all I was trying to determine.  You said it was updated, but you didn't say why.  So, okay.

The next slide is slide 32.  And it is on the Union rate zones.  And Hagar LNG -- admittedly, I wasn't involved in that proceeding and I regret that, because I don't understand all of the nuances with Hagar.

But I see, and it is in your previous slides, you get 30-some TJs per day to the Union Northeast zone in terms of design day capability?  Is that correct?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, Dwayne, that is what is on the table.  I forget the slide number but, yeah, you are right.  That's 33 in the Union NDA, for 2023/2024.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And so this is where again, this segmentation north-south, in this case, east-west, if -- and again, Union North is a large, vast territory.

If Enbridge has a greater need in Thunder Bay than it has in Sudbury, but there is still a need in Sudbury, clearly, but it's not a design day need necessarily, can you not use Hagar to flow into Sudbury and basically divert your capability that was on that day heading for Sudbury and, instead, divert it to Thunder Bay?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, Dwayne, just give me one second.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. DANTZER:  So, Dwayne, maybe let me provide my thoughts on Hagar, and our use of it in the gas supply plan and how that has sort of evolved over the past several years, I guess.

So as you know, and you touched on, Hagar has historically been used to reinforce the Sudbury area.  And so in recent plans, I think since maybe 2020, we have started to increase -- we started to utilize Hagar in our gas supply plan from the perspective of offsetting the need for peaking third-party services.  And so that is the perspective that we have taken today, from a gas supply planning perspective.

So, you know, in the future, if we are to look at changing the way we use that, we could potentially change how we -- or do a diversion, temporarily.

And maybe I will pass it over to Dave, for that.

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah.  Like, Dwayne, I think if your question is kind of setting up a scenario where, you know, let's say we need WDA capacity and there was no WDA capacity to be contracted, would we -- could we potentially look at increasing Hagar, or using Hagar-Alliance, so that we could then free up capacity going to the NDA and divert that upstream to the WDA?

Yeah, it is certainly something we would look at.  I think you would have to be in a spot where you don't have available WDA capacity, because the toll is higher.  So it would not be a cost-effective option to do it that way.  You would be better off just serving the WDA with a shorter haul/shorter toll service.

But to the extent we do run into constraints, that type of portfolio optimization certainly could be considered.

MR. DANTZER:  Certainly, Dwayne, you know, when we talk about diversions in path or out of path, that comes with an inherent amount of risk as well.  Right?  So we would have to take all of these things into consideration, and the impacts to Hagar specifically, if we were going to entertain that type of scenario.  So...

MR. QUINN:  Yeah, I get that, Steve.  And I also take Dave's point about the economic -- the cost of an NDA delivery being diverted to WDA.

But since your portfolio is supposed to be doing security of supply, flexibility and all those options, to me, limiting Hagar's capability to offset peaking services, I think you are potentially looking at that on a more narrow basis.  But we are getting into some of the operationalizing your plan, and so I don't want to go into a lot of detail.

But I would just encourage Enbridge not to limit the look of Hagar to the Union Northeast, when it could be of benefit to the Union Northwest.  And I will leave it at that.

The next slide is 33 I think we are on now, please, Bonnie.  And it was something Dave had said in terms of what needs to be considered in terms of peaking services.

And I don't want to put words in your mouth, Dave, so I will say what I am thinking and you can respond to that.

The risk of -- of course, you are not going to use an IT service to underpin a firm need, I get it; you are not going to use an interruptible service to underpin a firm need.

But failure to deliver, that is a different story.  And failure to deliver in terms of your peaking services, in the last 10 -- five, 10 years, has Enbridge had a situation where a peaking service that was on -- that was contracted on a demand basis, has it failed?  Have you had any failures of that type of arrangement?

MR. JANISSE:  I think we talked about this in a prior stakeholder conference in this venue.  And I think our answer was yes.  I don't have it in front of me, Dwayne; it wasn't a pre-submitted question.

We have had a peaking service fail to deliver.  I just don't know what year it was.  But I am confident that it has happened.  And I think, in -- probably it would have been two years ago now in this venue.  That question did come up, and we spoke to it.

MR. QUINN:  Well, maybe your memory is better than mine, Dave.  But I don't remember the specifics of it.

But does Enbridge not ensure that the peaking service has been underpinned by firm transport?

MR. JANISSE:  No, that's the -- when we contract for firm peaking services, you are -- there is no -- I guess we could put out a requirement that the party has firm transport, but there are very few parties that have firm transport to do that to some areas, so you would be limiting significantly who can provide that service.

MR. QUINN:  I respect that, but, if you are wanting firm and you are expecting firm, ensuring that the counterparty has the wherewithal to be firm would be important.  But I just want to distinguish interruptible from a peaking service because the two are very distinct, in my view.

So, getting on to the next slide, slide 34, and there were some references to your evidence, and I didn't try to pull it all up, but I guess the question I have -- and you talked about the Bluewater purchases and the ability to connect to Bluewater gas system, of course, which is tied to Bluewater storage.  I understand that you have a blind RFP, and I understand why you have that for the most part.  But again -- and I'm going to find a different word than "siloed."  But, if you look at this on a facilities benefit basis, has Enbridge considered that there may be an opportunity to kill two birds with one stone and to get storage capability in Michigan, with pipeline rights to Bluewater, which you now control the pipeline and crossing, to have the dual benefit of storage and storage being available on a demand basis, which you can control to help feed the Sarnia market?

MR. JANISSE:  I'm not aware of that specific analysis being done as part of a Sarnia market expansion, but I would say, if there were a facilities need or future expansion, then that would be assessed as a potential alternative.  I think that's the venue to think about that sort of thing, alternatively.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, to some degree, but you need to have plans in place in advance.  So I'll leave it as a comment because clearly this has a similar theme as before.  But looking at gas supply more holistically with utility planning has benefit for the ratepayers, and we would encourage Enbridge to do that.

The next slide is 40, and I know you said there were no questions asked about it, but it says 300,000 incremental annual cost.  That was $1 million before, and it went to 1.3.  Do I have the numbers right?  I'm trying to recall your evidence.

MR. JANISSE:  Sorry, what slide are you speaking to, Dwayne?  Slide 40 looks like it is --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry --


MR. JANISSE:  -- market.

MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry.  Page 40 is a PDF.  I misspoke.  It is slide 35.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, so the St. Clair crossing has a $300,000 annual cost.  I believe the correction that we made is that there was a quote in our evidence that said the Bluewater crossing held a $1.3 million annual cost, that we corrected that to 1 million.  The 1.3 was additive of both of the river crossings, so that's why it was -- it needed updating, so Bluewater, $1 million; St. Clair, $300,000.

MR. QUINN:  $300,000 incremental, that's the total cost or incremental to -- when it says "incremental annual cost."

MR. JANISSE:  Well, it's the total cost of the St. Clair River crossing.  The renewal was done at the same rate we were paying before.  I guess, yes, incremental if you had not re-contracted it, I guess, is the perspective.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so that makes more sense.  Okay, thank you.  I guess we'll just go on to the Sarnia market because that's probably the more important.  We've talked about Kirkwall already.  I'll start with the -- you've got the picture.  We appreciate you providing the picture so we can see the intricacies of the Sarnia market tied into the U.S. pipeline crossings and tied into Enbridge Dawn facilities, Enbridge Tecumseh-Dawn facilities.

So the supply of Enbridge Gas pipelines, the 94, does that include storage piping that is available to Sarnia, or is that just distribution/transmission piping?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, of the four pipelines that I listed, one of those pipelines is for purposes of storage, and that is the NPS20 Payne storage line.

MR. QUINN:  Right, so that is included in the 94?

MR. JANISSE:  It is not.  The 94 being the amount our own system can deliver to the Sarnia market on design day, the Payne storage line is not included in that, and that is because the Payne storage line is not available on design day to deliver gas into the Sarnia market.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  This was helpful to try to see the more fulsome picture, and certainly the next Sarnia facilities proceedings should be quite interesting given all of the discussion we've had today.

But what bothered me is that, the 62.4 for the '23/'24 design day forecast, that seemed low to me, and I couldn't remember why.  But I went back to my interrogatories in the rebasing proceeding, and I'll give a reference, I2.7-FRPO-66.

In the response to that IR -- and I don't know if Bonnie wants to pull it up or if you guys want Bonnie to pull it up for you -- there was a design day forecast given of 689, and so I'm trying to reconcile the difference as to what was in evidence in the rebasing proceeding, which I think was '23/'24 winter design versus the number you have provided here.

MR. JANISSE:  Dwayne, I'd be speculating to speak to that.  That IR response would have come from our transmission planning team.  I don't want to speculate on the differences at the risk of being wrong here.  I have an idea in my head.  I just -- yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I don't want to -- I'm not putting you on the spot, Dave, but -- David, but it is possibly something that can be taken away at the next break and reconciled?  Because it is a significance difference because you're getting -- you are contracting for a bunch of short haul, sorry, back haul capacity to cover the shortfall.  Even with that, you still don't get to the number that was provided there recently in the rebasing proceeding, which I thought was for the same year.  So that's something I think ought to be reconciled.

And then, you know, because we love to see this more fulsome picture.  It's very helpful.  I wish I had had it a couple of years ago.  But, nonetheless, there is an inconsistency that may arise in a future proceeding, and I think Enbridge want the record corrected in one or the other.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for that, Dwayne.  I think the witnesses want to confer to see if they can answer the question right now or not.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  See if it rises above the speculation that Dave Janisse is worried about.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough.  Okay.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. STEVENS:  I anticipate we're about to take a break, so we will speak to a couple of our colleagues and see if we can get the answer quickly for you, Dwayne.  Oh, you're on mute if you're speaking.

MR. QUINN:  I was, and I am, and now I'm not.  Sorry about that.  Okay.  So, beyond that question for the Sarnia market, it -- again, I mentioned with Bluewater, the Niagara pipeline is intriguing, but I -- because it does tie into NR but is actually in close proximity to Bluewater, so to the extent that one path is constrained from Bluewater storage into Sarnia further north there is the south path that could go in.

So my question was, before, why isn't Enbridge considering Bluewater storage and hearing they might in the future if there is a Sarnia need?  But the other part of it is one of the challenges is to be able to rely upon supply that is coming in almost every day of the year from west to east but may not be in an upset condition in a peak type of situation.  And so, will Enbridge also consider incentives for delivery obligation into the Sarnia market?

MR. JANISSE:  I'm trying to think of how an incentive would cost less than the option we've selected here.

MR. QUINN:  Not that option, Dave.  I can see that option meeting your need, the 2 cents, that's great.  I think that's good value, based upon what you've done.  So, sorry, I should probably say kudos for that approach.  It seems there is a shortfall still, which I don't want us to -- I want us to reconcile, because maybe it's not a shortfall that's out there right now, but to the extent that Sarnia grows, unfortunately in some ways it's decreasing but the other part of it is, has -- hold on, and this is IRPA related, but do you currently have interruptible customers in the Sarnia market?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, there are interruptible customers.

MR. QUINN:  And so, that is netted off of the demand design day forecast?

MR. JANISSE:  The 624 that we show on slide 39, 624.2, is reflective of only firm in-franchise customer demands.  And, Dwayne, I suspect that's the difference, but I just without actually talking to our transmission planners that drafted that response, I just can't confirm that for you at this time.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I understand that, Dave, and I wasn't trying to lead you to what I think the answer is, because I had wondered about it, but I didn't want to go past those slides having you look for something that may be just as simple as interruptible.

Now, I touched on Kirkwall before, so I'm not going to go back in terms of the incentive to Kirkwall, but a number of times you have said people are asking, well why not Niagara?  And I hear, you know, you continue to say yes, TransCanada is full right now.  But, again, this goes back in some history to 2014, 2015, and the Ontario market assessment the board did, TransCanada did a presentation wherein they had demonstrated and provided their presentation to the board that said they could increase the capacity on the Niagara to Kirkwall line to the tune of hundreds of TJs for about $20 million, and I think it was an Ancaster compressor upgrade that they needed to.  Has Enbridge approached TransCanada with the specific question of:  Can we increase our deliveries to Kirkwall and through that improve outcomes potentially for ratepayers by one, cheaper supply.  And two, potentially avoided facilities?

MR. JANISSE:  Just give us one second, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. JANISSE:  So, Dwayne, I have had conversations with TransCanada about capacity from Niagara.  They were more specific to CDA and not Kirkwall.  It might not matter, but I did want to clarify that.  And TransCanada was not in a position to offer new capacity.  It is conversations that I continue to have with them, but that is the answer that I got.

MR. QUINN:  Well again, Dave, and that might be with the current contracts in place.  Obviously, Dawn LTFP the horizon on those contracts is coming up starting in 2027.  I guess in simple encouragement we would say, if there is an incentive at Kirkwall more parties, one, would to potentially be committing their deliveries to Kirkwall which could be used for the line.

And two, it might increase people's interest in getting a Niagara Kirkwall capacity, which if the incremental cost for TransCanada is small, and they may have lost a revenue, if Dawn LTFP isn't renewed at the same level, then that is something again, as opposed to waiting for an open season from TransCanada working with your interconnected pipeline, I believe that is something that could have ratepayer benefit for Ontario?

MR. JANISSE:  It is something we can think about, Dwayne.  I think the cost that you're quoting, I think you said it was 2014.  I will say that costs have gone up then, I mean, we're having conversations about it and I can kind of leave it at that and it's an alternative for if there's a need that we can assess.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I'll leave it at that for now, Dave, but can you understand let's say 20 million has become 40 million, doubled in the last 10 years.  That still is relatively small in terms of cost of pipeline capacity, and going back to Kent's original concerns, that is another way of potentially avoiding the facility build which has a lot longer-term and higher revenue requirement for ratepayers.

Okay.  Switching now to Chicago and the price analysis.  I don't want to get into a debate about this.  I've read ICF's evidence and the frame of which it was written.  My question is very specifically is when Enbridge is contracting for specifically winter gas which is the higher price risk and the higher price overall.  When do you do that?  How long in advance of your deliveries are you securing your fixed price for the purposes of those contracts flowing from Chicago ostensibly to Dawn?

MR. JANISSE:  So, we don't contract fixed price more than three-months in advance, but I think you may be referring to when we might just have supply contracted in general.  Is that more where you're leaning?  Less about fixed price and more about just contracting?

MR. QUINN:  No, no.  Dave, I'm actually talking about fixing the price, because you are talking about the price exposure and the risk and how ICF does its, you know, analysis and trying to not be pejorative in my words but they're doing it though a certain lens, but what is not in your evidence anywhere is when do you actually fix the price of gas in Chicago for the purposes of feeding those contracts?

MR. JANISSE:  Let me approach it this way and hopefully it's helpful.  We looked at contracts for gas at any points.  We take a balance of contract terms, annual, seasonal and monthly.  The longest ahead that we would typically contract is about a year in advance.  Often if you're looking at winter Chicago deliveries we'll start looking at contracting those as early as the spring before in general.  When we contract -- it depends on the pricing structure that you contract on, what kind of, I guess, price you're fixing.

So, if we were to contract based on Chicago daily index, and I talked a little bit about how we're managing the price exposure here, we're effectively not fixing the price until the days settlement after flow.  So, while you've got an obligated contract to get gas at Chicago, we won't know the price of that gas until the gas flows and the daily indices settles.

Now, that's kind of operating in a way in the cash market, the day ahead market, with respect to pricing.  And, as I mentioned on that slide, we have contracted that way in Chicago, just not in some of the, I guess, more peak winter months, your Januaries, your Februaries, because that tends to be when the spikes will happen and if we were to contract with a day indices we are going to be exposed to paying whatever the price closes at Chicago, be it, you know, 200 or 300 bucks, the spikes that was outlined in the ICF report.

Now, the other way that we contract is in relation to NY MEX futures contracts.  So, the way that works is we'll lock in a basis between NYMEX and Chicago.

The NYMEX portion of that contract will float until the third-last business day of the preceding month.  So, said differently, we don't know the price we are going to pay for that gas in Chicago for, say, February, till the third-last business day of January.  The NYMEX portion will settle, and we already know what our consistent contracted base is.

MR. QUINN:  So, as a prompt month, Chicago delivered plus basis?

MR. JANISSE:  Is how the pricing works.  But the actual purchase would -- could be for any terms you wanted to select.  And again, we contract on seasonal, annual, monthlies, and balance that out, to obtain diversity in the price.

MR. QUINN:  Well, here's the concern, Dave, and I appreciate that it -- this may be more detailed than some are interested in.  But, in reality, you are showing, on slide 44, day-ahead prices.

Are ratepayers exposed to that price?  I am hearing probably not, in January and February, based upon what you are talking about.

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah.  We have been reluctant to contract with a daily price index in January and February, because of the spike that you see there.  We wouldn't have any control over what that price could be at.  We are obligated to receive gas.  If that daily index settles at 300 bucks, we just have to take it for 300 bucks.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. JANISSE:  So that's where we haven't put contracting in.  So as I outlined in the speaker notes in the slide, we would contract for the NYMEX monthly settlements for those months  So we are contracting, I guess -- the ratepayers are being exposed to that forward-market premium just on the basis component of that contract  for those specific months.

And it is something that we felt was more prudent than trying to line up with a daily index, or not buying Chicago at all, and then exposing our Sarnia market to under-deliveries in the event of a design day.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So the people you are buying from and establishing that basis price, they would have their own perception of risk at Chicago for January and February deliveries.  So you are paying to them, for lack of a better term, insurance to mitigate their risk that the price blows out at Chicago.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah.  And Dwayne, I want to go through this just for the benefit of everyone in the room --


MR. QUINN:  Sure.

MR. JANISSE:  --to ensure there is an understanding.  But if you hop over to the next slide, slide 45, I will answer your question, which I think is, like, a quick answer.  But I just want to make sure there is an understanding.

So these are the forward spreads.  You can see, if I were to just take one winter off that, say 2024/2025, there was an average premium for the whole winter of 62 cents, Chicago over Dawn.  We would be exposed to the specific months of those premiums at the time of contracting.  Like, you would be locking in that 62 cents basis, or whatever, between Chicago and Dawn.  And then NYMEX would settle where it settles.

MR. QUINN:  Great.  I guess you are quantifying what I was going to ask you, if you could, and that's great.  Because have you compared those prices against what ICF's forecast for those periods told you for your purchasing decisions?

MR. JANISSE:  We did, Dwayne.  That's the ICF paper; it was looking into that forward-market spread versus the forecast.

MR. QUINN:  Well, no, but ICF made a big deal about the fact that well, once you get to the day, a lot of those premiums disappear because, you know, the risk is gone.

But you are contracting in advance, and so you are crystallizing a risk premium on the basis of what market participants perceive the risk to be.  And so it is a premium, independent if it goes away the day of; it doesn't matter, because you have already baked that in.

And I understand the portfolio approach, and it is a good approach in terms of insurance.  But, at the same time, it doesn't get away from the fact that Chicago's prices are higher than Dawn's, and have been for some time.

When people buy the gas and you are buying the gas at -- appropriately, through a contracting mechanism to avoid a day-price risk blowout, but at the same time you are baking in a premium from Chicago to Dawn which ratepayers are paying for in the actual purchase prices which came out in the Vector proceedings we have had over this last year and a half.

And so, independent of what ICF says about day pricing, that's not the way you are contracting.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  In general, Dwayne, that's correct.  I don't want to forget about -- you know, I did talk about AMAs that we executed to avoid locking in these premiums, while still receiving gas off the Vector pipeline.  We did that through the last winter, so we weren't necessarily locking in these premiums; I don't want to forget that fact, there.

Any gas that we would have purchased in Chicago without an AMA over the last few winters, yeah, you are locking in a component of that premium.

But I don't think the conclusions in the ICF report are saying that, you know, the premium doesn't exist.  That's not what the point of the ICF report is.  I think what it is saying is by observing the spot prices for daily deliveries, you are not seeing these premiums, and that these spot prices for daily deliveries are more reflective of market fundamentals that are happening on those days, which is aligned with what ICF's forecast is, which is a fundamentals-based forecast.

What they are saying is that in the forward market, there is a risk premium that is being charged, and it is a direct result of the challenging winters that that market experienced, and the enormous cost that the parties who contracted in it were exposed to.

That risk premium in ICF's view is not based in market fundamentals.  And, long term, they are suggesting that it will go away.  We are actually seeing that, over the last number of winters.

As I said, if I were to pull this forward curve last year, that 62 cents I quoted, you would have been well over a dollar.  We are seeing that premium coming down as the market is settling down from that peak market winter event.

So I think the conclusion or the recommendation that ICF had was not saying, you know, don't look at this forward market, or the forward market is not true because the cash market is not showing it?  What they are saying is that when you are looking at long-term forecast market fundamentals, that their forecast is not picking up this premium because it is not based in fundamentals.

And when you are making a long-term decision, you shouldn't look at how the short-term forward market is trading.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess this is where we are different.  I am going to hopefully finish on this point, in this area.

You should have an assessment done based on how you contract, not how ICF's crystal ball comes up with day prices.  That doesn't matter.  If you are contracting different than those -- then you are not going to realize those prices.

MR. JANISSE:  Mm-hmm.

MR. QUINN:  So, to me, your analysis that you use to support your decision-making should be aligned with the way you contract.  And that is where I see the disconnect between what ICF is analyzing and how you are contracting.

MR. JANISSE:  The challenge though is I am not contracting for three years.  I am contracting a season ahead -- at most, a year ahead.  The contract renewal decision was a multi-year decision.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. JANISSE:  And, you know, the renewal term was multi-years.  If we renew it again, it goes even out further.  Right?

So this is why we look into long-term market forecasts when we renew longer-term transport capacity, because we are not actually going to go out to fill, say, the 2029 season, right now.  We will go do that, the season before the year before.  And if the observations in the ICF report hold true, the way they have been over the past winter, I would expect that premium should be smaller.  But again, it is a forecast.

MR. QUINN:  Well, to be clear though, Dave, ICF forecasted that the Dawn -- the Chicago price would be lower than the Dawn price.  That hasn't occurred, except for some short periods in the summer.  I get it.

But what I am trying to say is you do have to look long term, because you are coming out with, let's say, a three- or a five-year contract.

But if you are going to then fix the commodity price based upon avoiding winter risk, which is built into the market's perception, then the fundamentals really don't matter for January and February.  What does matter is the market perception, which is how you are buying to avoid that risk.

So again, there is a disconnect if you are using landed gas analysis based upon daily gas purchasing fundamentals, when that is not the way you fix the cost of your gas.

MR. JANISSE:  I disagree, Dwayne.  We are not buying
-- this forward market that's shown on this slide?  We are not buying the outer winters.

MR. QUINN:  No, no, you are not buying --


MR. JANISSE:  The weighting we will contract is actually closer to the daily price; it is closer to what the market fundamentals will be a year from now and how the forward contracts will be at that time.  And that's not baked in.

These volumes for years out at Chicago, the prices that are reported are not reflective of actual trading activity in the market, even if there were trades getting made.

I mean, these are price reporting agencies doing regression analysis on what data is reported to them, which is in the prompt year, and they are just trending it out, whereas the fundamentals-based forecast -- and I know we're getting into kind of arguing fundamentals versus technicals here, but it is taking into account the actual supply and demand fundamentals in that region, and it why is we use those longer term forecasts and not the market pricing.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I guess we're missing --


MR. JANISSE:  I think the other thing you mentioned, you mentioned Chicago has been above Dawn most days, and I disagree with that, too.  I mean the last slide shows over the last year.  If you were to take an average, Chicago is above Dawn by a small amount, but there's a four-day period where it was $15 above Dawn because there was a spike, and, if you take out that outlier, Dawn is consistently trading above Chicago by about 5 cents over the term of that chart.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I think we are going to, probably at the end of the day, agree to disagree, Dave.  I appreciate your answers, but I guess what I'm looking for is some evolution that ought to occur, that ICF isn't the only crystal ball you guys are looking at to make your forward purchase decisions because they're not always right.

And nobody is always right, but, if you don't use any kind of test for reasonableness, including market perception, then you are at risk of being wrong half of the time, and that's not going to be a good batting average in terms of ratepayer value.  So I'll leave it at that.

Okay, I think you've answered those questions.  I just want to get down to the slide.  Again, it is PDF 56, so it is slide 50.  Your last section is about the cost of supply diversity, and I just -- we'll use NEXUS as an example.  You are talking about NEXUS in light of its -- what I thought I heard you say -- its value relative to going to Clarington as opposed to staying at Kensington; is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And have you analyzed what it would be is -- what it would be to take an alternative for, say, Rover from Clarington to Dawn?

MR. JANISSE:  As a new source of supply?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. JANISSE:  Like that, that ROFR option is reflected in our average day contracting landed cost analysis.  I don't have it in front of me.  I think it was table 25, but don't quote me.  But, for this specific contract assessment, this was about diversifying our Kensington purchases, and ROFR cannot do that.

Like, we have our contracted NEXUS capacity, so this is really just about:  Do you buy it at Kensington, or do you buy it at Clarington?  It is going to flow on NEXUS to Dawn either way.  ROFR would be a different path in a different pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  Right, so that -- but that would also increase diversity.

MR. JANISSE:  To an extent.  I mean it is all Marcellus gas.  It is a different, I guess, pool of Marcellus gas that you are exposing it to, but it is the same producing region that NEXUS and Rover can do.  And, again, we are constantly looking at Rover as well as NEXUS as well as any other point that is listed in that table.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think I have exhausted my questions, except I did skip over one, and I am going to ask the question.  Both the slide 44 and 45 are graphs.  Would you be able to provide the data source for those graphs?

MR. JANISSE:  Like as in who -- yes, I think I can.  So, I believe the source of slide 44, the information that you are seeing there, is Platts, S&P Global.

MR. QUINN:  No, I'm sorry.  I didn't ask the question precisely enough.  I apologize.  Can you provide us with the data that you have for the purposes of recreating that graph?

MR. STEVENS:  Is that data we can, that we're allowed to share?

MR. JANISSE:  I do not believe I am permitted to share Platts data in data format.  We can show it in charts.  They have approved that.  We would have to ask their permission, and they have always kind of rejected raw data to be shared under their copyright.

MR. STEVENS:  Can we take it away, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  And, if we're able to provide the numbers, then we will.  Or, sorry, if we're able to provide the data, we will.  If we can't, we'll let you know that it's from a source we're not permitted to share.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And thank you, David.  That's both for slide 44 and 45, is what I was asking for, so, if you could check on both at the same time, if Platts is the source for both or whoever, wherever of the source is, if you could check, we would appreciate it.

MR. JANISSE:  It may take a few days just to get the permission.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, and I am just being reminded this may not be instantaneous, Dwayne.  But we've written it down; we won't forget.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.  I apologize if I didn't breathe enough to allow others questions in that set of slides that went through.  But thanks, Dave and Steve and David, for your responses.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Seeing no other hands, perhaps we can move on to public policy with more than faint hope that we could indeed get through things today.
PUBLIC POLICY


MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay.  In this next section, I will speak to low carbon or certified fuels in the gas supply portfolio.

Enbridge Gas intends this for the inclusion of diverse sources of supply in alignment with the gas supply guiding principles.  This includes the inclusion of renewable natural gas through the voluntary RNG, or what I may refer to as the "VRNG Program," responsibly sourced natural gas and hydrogen.  Next slide, please.

This section of the presentation will focus on lower carbon energy questions related to the 2023/'24 gas supply plan, including the VRNG program.  Enbridge Gas has procured renewable natural gas, or RNG; responsibly sourced gas, or RSG; and hydrogen as part of the lower carbon energy mix.  Through the procurement of RNG and hydrogen, Enbridge Gas has abated 313 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent as of the end of the 2022/'23 year and anticipates an emission abatement of approximately 200 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent for the '23/'24 year.
Renewable Natural Gas


I will begin by discussing RNG.  RNG is created by capturing methane emissions from organic waste, landfills, and wastewater treatment plants.  Every molecule of RNG produced and used is a direct replacement of a molecule of conventional natural gas.  Under the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, the federal carbon charge does not apply to the combustion of RNG by end-use customers, recognizing RNG as being free of net carbon dioxide emissions, supporting the description of RNG as being carbon neutral.

Enbridge Gas enables RNG connection to the system through the following regulated activities.  We assess -- we complete an assessment to determine whether a facility is suited to inject RNG into the distribution system.  We construct, operate, and maintain RNG injection stations and service pipelines as needed, where interconnection is feasible, and we provide services to inject and transport RNG to the market.

Although Enbridge Gas does not have contact details for all Ontario producers, to our knowledge, there is more Ontario RNG injected into the gas distribution system than declared by direct-purchase customers as being consumed.  This leads us to the belief that that RNG is being transported or claimed by other jurisdictions.

Enbridge Gas conducted an RNG potential assessment, which was filed quite a while ago, in EB-2011-0283, and that was Exhibit B, tab 1, Appendix 1.  But we do not believe that the results of that study have changed materially since the assessment was completed.  Enbridge Gas recognizes the potential value of CFR credits that may be created from RNG under the clean fuel regulations or CFR.  The number and value of credits created will be specific to individual projects and depend on the approved carbon intensity, or CI value, by environment and climate change Canada.

An estimate of the potential value has been completed with a range of assuming carbon intensities and CFR credit prices.  The range of CIs is 50 to minus 372 grams of carbon dioxide equivalent per megajoule, with credit prices ranging from $0 to $300 per gaseous CFR credit.  At the lowest CFR score of minus 532 grams of carbon dioxide equivalent per megajoule and a maximum credit price of $300, the value generated from the sale of a CFR credit under those assumptions is approximately $132 per GJ of RNG.

Under CFR the RNG or hydrogen producer is considered the default credit creator and can choose to generate CFR credits on the production of low CR fuels.  If the producer creates CFR credits they can choose to sell the RNG or hydrogen molecule with or without the CFR credit.

Due to this, there are several purchase options when procuring RNG or hydrogen, one of those being to purchase the RNG or hydrogen molecule with CFR credits that were credited by the producer.  The decision to purchase RNG or hydrogen with or without CFR credits will be evaluated on a case by case basis and will require a comparison and consideration of other bids received during the contracting process.

Also, we expect each producer could value CFR credits differently, and while there is the potential for producers to add a CFR premium, not all producers may assign that premium.  If RNG or hydrogen is produced or purchased with CFR credits Enbridge Gas could then sell the credits to obligated entities and the revenue generated, less costs incurred, through term to ratepayers through the newly created CFR credit deferral account.  Low carbon fuel procurement will follow the gas supply guiding principles with CFR credits being just one consideration.

On to the next slide.  We received questions on the -- on the RNG-specific to our voluntary RNG program.  The focus on of the VRNG program is residential customers, and right now it is offered to all general service rate classes across the three rate zones.  Eligible customers can pay -- can elect to pay a fixed charge of $2 per month on their gas bill which is used to procure RNG to be blended into the gas supply.  There is a price premium for the RNG molecule over a conventional gas molecule.  Administrative costs of the VRNG program are managed by Enbridge Gas but not program participants.

The focus of the proposed low carbon voluntary program, which is part of Phase 2 rebasing, but we were asked to provide a comparison of the two, so I will speak to it to that degree here.  The low carbon voluntary program or LCVP is designed for large volume sales service customers.  Eligible customers, which we've defined as customers with annual consumption greater than 15,000 M-cubes a year, can elect up to 100 percent of their gas supply to be delivered as RNG.  The target for year 1 is one percent of the gas supply portfolio, which equates to approximately 5.3PJ.  Any amount procured but not elected by voluntary program participants will be blended into the gas supply commodity portfolio.

Enbridge Gas has proposed that the maximum bill impact for the average residential customer be limited to $2 per month per percentage of RNG in the gas supply commodity portfolio.  As of October 31st, 2023 there were 3,559 participants in the VRNG program and that's distributed between commercial, industrial and residential customers in the rate classes as presents on this slide.  In the first year Enbridge was able to procure 1,100GJs of RNG and 2,300GJ last year.  The amount of RNG procured each year has been captured in our performance metrics in Appendix J.  The average price paid on the spot market for all RNG procured is $35.92 per GJ.  The price paid for RNG on the spot market is subject to the RNG market at the time of procurement.

The feed stock for the RNG sourced for the VRNG program was food waste from an Ontario producer.  RNG procurement for the VRNG program did not generate CFR credits.  The VRNG program had lower than anticipated enrollment and Enbridge believes there were a few factors that contributed to that.

The first challenge was participant enrollment process.  Participants are required to enroll in a -- using a form that includes entering their account number which many customers may not have on hand, making modifications  -- making modifications to the form, such as integration with My Account, were considered but were cost prohibitive.

Also, the VRNG program had limited budget allocated to marketing.  Budget is required to generate understanding and awareness of new programs and services.  The limited marketing budget for this program precluded the availability to reach a broad audience and using far reaching tactics.  Notable enrollment increases during the active marketing campaigns demonstrated the positive impact marketing had on enrollment, but the budget prohibited adequate scale to achieve more significant results.

We did consider the program to have had successes, as it raised awareness and education about RNG amongst our customers, address the signal in the Ontario governments made in the Ontario energy plan indicating the need for a voluntary RNG option for customers, provided us an opportunity to get in the RNG market and understand the counterparties and dynamics enabled to us procure the RNG.

Enbridge Gas has not provided a copy of the RNG procurement contracts as they are commercially sensitive.  We have received a question on RNG supply availability and Enbridge anticipates an increase in supply availability as awareness of RNG increases and organizations look towards 2030 and meeting ESG goals.  We leverage industry information such as the Canadian Biogas Association and the Canadian Gas Association reports, as well as conversations with producers to better understand RNG availability.
Responsibly Sourced Gas

Next slide, please.  Next is an overview of responsibly sourced gas, or RSG, an emerging trend in the natural gas industry.  RSG is also known as certified natural gas.  This topic was discussed at quite a bit of length in the stakeholder conference from two years ago, to help us provide a few answers to the questions that we did receive.  Responsibly sourced gas is natural gas that has undergone independent third-party certification where molecules are produced under specified best practices that aim to minimize environmental and community impacts.  Natural gas suppliers have recognized RSG as a means to improve their ESG performance and reduce emissions and utilities have encouraged this responsible production.

Enbridge Gas signals to the market that we are interested in and support the procurement of RSG through conversations with suppliers and presentations at conferences such as LTC forums.  A comprehensive scan of the RSG market has not been completed, however Enbridge Gas does continue to evaluate RSG opportunities as they arise.  There are conversations with suppliers and as part of our existing procurement practices.  We do not track individual requests for RSG by customers.  When RSG is procured it is blended into the existing gas supply commodity portfolio with the cost being comparable to conventional natural gas.  All customers benefit from RSG, which is produced under specified best practices from methane emissions transparency, and meets standards for other environmental and community impacts along the entire value chain of production.  If Enbridge Gas were to attempt to procure all of its supply as RSG it is likely that cost increases would occur, and due to the RSG premium required by some suppliers.  Enbridge Gas does not know if sufficient RSG supply exists to satisfy its gas supply needs at all purchase locations.

Enbridge Gas has not developed a RSG procurement strategy and cannot comment on it, or how RSG would be included in future promotional material.

RSG has been procured through normal procurement practices aligned with our gas supply guiding principles.

When RSG is procured, it has been offered as part of a standard RFP process.  We do not set a targeted volume or percentage, and we have not paid a premium for RSG procurement.

We have not estimated the GHG emissions or methane reduced from RSG supplies compared to other sources of natural gas.

And, as I had mentioned, there was quite a bit of information on RSG provided in the 2022 annual update, which was docket EB-2022-0072, pages 33 and 34.

Next slide, please.  There are three main RSG certification program options:  equitable origin, MiQ, and Project Canary.  The certification programs focus on different ESG attributes, including providing transparency into the carbon and methane emissions in the production process of the certified natural gas.

The focus of the programs and the ESG attributes align with Enbridge's commitment to corporate social responsibility and the spirit of public policy.

The table you see here on the left of the slide can be found in a report issued by the ERM International Group Limited, prepared for the natural gas supply cooperative.

We presented this table because we were asked to compare the different program -- certification programs.

Enbridge Gas does not have a preference between the certifications, as RSG is currently procured through standard procurement practices.  We have procured RSG and certified under the equitable origin and MiQ programs, with the majority certified under both of those two programs.

Enbridge Gas has not assessed whether RSG certification frameworks are compatible with Indigenous Peoples Policy, or the Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan that I had discussed earlier.  But based on a review of the certification types, equitable origins specifically addresses the rights of Indigenous people.

Project Canary considers community impacts and risk factors in their TrustWell standard, but does not explicitly address the rights of Indigenous Peoples.  And MiQ is focused on methane and GHG emission reduction.

As RSG procurement is part of the standard permit process, Enbridge Gas does not explicitly request one certification over the other.
Hydrogen


And on to the next slide.  Enbridge Gas has been procuring and blending hydrogen for customers since October of 2021.  The amount of hydrogen procured each year has been captured in our performance methods in Appendix J.

Phase 1 of the low-carbon energy project is a five-year pilot.  A report on Phase 1 of the low-carbon energy project is to be prepared and made available in 2026, in accordance with the OEB's decision and order on that low-carbon energy project Phase 1 application.  And that was docket No. EB-2019-0294.

Since commissioning of the low-carbon energy project, the average percent of hydrogen blending on a 12-month annualized basis is 0.9 percent, and the maximum percent is 2.0 percent.

Enbridge Gas has no plans to convert existing storage or use incremental storage for hydrogen.  Currently, the life-cycle emission calculations have not been done on hydrogen produced by electrolysis at Enbridge's power to gas plant from which the hydrogen is procured.  Completing lifecycle emissions calculations is being considered for completion in the future.

And that completes the presentation on the topic areas of RNG, RSG and hydrogen, and in response to the questions that we received on those topics.

And we can now take any further questions.
Q&A Session

MR. STEVENS:  I think I saw John's hand go up first.

MR. DeVENZ:  Great.  Thank you.  Thank you, Amy.

I think what I heard, Amy, you indicated that the last RNG potential assessment was done in 2011, and you see no need to do an update.  Is that correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  My understanding is that the -- that was a maximum -- I don't know what the right words -- of complete potential?  And that the potential has not changed materially, since then.  That's my understanding

MR. DeVENZ:  Right.  Okay, yes.  Thank you.  And my recollection is that potential assessment assumed that you could get up to 5 percent RNG into the system.  Do I have my numbers about right?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I am sorry, I have not reviewed that report in preparation for this conference.

MR. DeVENZ:  Is anyone familiar with what the approximate number is?  My understanding is it was 5.

MR. STEVENS:  That could be.  We are not doubting; we wouldn't doubt you, John.

I can advise that there is going to be a lot of attention on RNG in Phase 2, as Enbridge is proposing a different approach to RNG.  I know that there has been a huge number of interrogatories asked, and there will be a technical conference.  So I am sure that the questions and the review around what is the future role for RNG in the EGI system, how much RNG exists, et cetera, will be fully canvassed in that case.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.

To slide 53, Amy, and there were two numbers that I heard.  Well, one I see -- I saw the 313 tonnes of carbon abatement.  But I also heard a number, 200, and I missed what that was associated with.

But ultimately, my overall question is is there anywhere that that is filed where, you know, what are the assumptions that went into coming up with this 313, so that we can review it for the reasonableness of...

And also, Enbridge makes the claim in the supply plan that renewable natural gas is, in fact, carbon neutral.

So is there anywhere that that information is filed that kind of goes through all that, so that we could review it, as opposed to trying to go through anything here?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I am just trying to see if I have the calculation of the 313.  I don't know if I have it handy.  And it did speak to our position on RNG being carbon neutral, and the reference to the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act.

MR. DeVENZ:  Yes?

MS. MIKHAILA:  And I don't think I have much more to say on that topic, right now.

MR. DeVENZ:  All right.  You know, in the gas supply plan, it makes the statement that the base case for renewable natural gas is that all the gas would be vented.  And, you know, is Enbridge saying that for municipal wastewater and landfills, that the base case for all municipalities, that they would vent that natural gas?

MS. MIKHAILA:  No.  I do understand that there are some requirements for capturing it otherwise, and that would come into the calculation of carbon intensities.  And that is my limited understanding.

MR. DeVENZ:  Right.  Okay.  So ultimately where I am driving, because those were the assumptions I read, and Mike and I chatted a bit about it.

So once again, is there anywhere that we can go to -- and not getting into the nitty-gritty here -- that we can go and review the assumptions that went into coming up with these numbers and these claims that renewable natural gas is, in fact, carbon neutral?

Is there anywhere we can go?  Or do you expect to file that information, any time soon?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I don't specifically recall whether there was an interrogatory on that in Phase 2, but I think for purposes of this stakeholder conference, you know, we've got small amounts of RNG in accordance with the approval of the voluntary RNG program, and so I think maybe some of these broader questions of RNG might be better discussed on our proposal in Phase 2, for a larger program.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, John, I have no doubt that questions will be asked, indeed by Pollution Probe, about the chemical composition and characteristics of RNG as part of Enbridge's Phase 2 proposal.

MR. DeVENZ:  Uh-hmm, uh-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  And they will be in scope there, so certainly we can answer them.  I don't have a photographic recollection amongst the 1,500 IRs as to what was actually asked.  But I know that the technical conference is coming if somebody didn't ask quite the question they were intending.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.  No, that's fair enough.  So really just sort of planting the seed that this is the kind of information we would like to review, to review the reasonableness of these kinds of assumptions because they are important.  So, yes, that's all my questions.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Thank you.  Mark?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I have a question about the responsibly sourced gas.  Is Enbridge still using that term, or does it believe it still can use that term after the passage of C-59 and the new provisions there?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Um...

MR. JANISSE:  I guess we're still using it.  It is RSG and certified gas are kind of used interchangeably within the industry.  My recollection is RSG was actually proposed to be used from the stakeholders when we first introduced this a few years ago.  I think at the time we had called it "sustainable natural gas" or something like that, and we were actually suggested by stakeholders in this proceedings to start calling it "responsibly sourced gas" or "RSG."  So I think that's the history of where it got.  We still call it "RSG."  We also call it "certified gas," as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I understand the history.  But this is, the last couple of weeks, the change to the Competition Act has added some new provisions with respect of claims you can make, and I'm just unclear if this meets those requirements.  But my question really is:  Are you still planning to use that, in light of that, or you don't know?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I think it's something we'll have to take away.  I did just recently become aware of those changes to the Competition Act, and, quite truthfully, I haven't been in any discussions on what changing and any terminology that we use, yet.  So I don't believe, since those changes, this is anywhere else other than in this presentation, so I'll have to take that away and have that discussion with our internal folks.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And maybe, actually --


MR. STEVENS:  And certainly --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- (overspeaking) --


MR. STEVENS:  -- (overspeaking) -- to be fair, Mark, it really is a recent change, and I'm not sure that we would characterize what is in this presentation as promotional materials.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To be fair, I wasn't suggesting that.  I just want to be fair.  It was more of a broader question, and, actually, that gets me to the second question.  I mean, obviously, you are marketing the RNG; it's a program.  With respect to the responsibly sourced gas, what -- I'm just a bit unclear of -- I mean I know we've talked about it in the context of these annual updates, but are you marketing that to customers?  I'm just a bit unclear of actually what you're doing with that information or with...

MS. MIKHAILA:  No, we don't actually have a procurement strategy for it, and we aren't marketing it to customers.  We do procure it through the normal course of our gas supply procurement activities, but it is the -- it is chosen still as lowest cost option there, and it is just an additional benefit of the procurement process for those supplies.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Does it show up in any Enbridge Gas ESG reporting or something like that?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Not that I'm aware of.  Just in the performance, the performance metrics, as part of this annual update.

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

MR. STEVENS:  Kent?

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I understand that you have not paid a premium for certified gas.  Do you plan to pay a premium for certified gas?

Or maybe I should ask:  Is it open to you to pay a premium for certified gas, or would you need to seek or would you seek OEB approval through, for example, a future gas plan hearing like this?

MS. MIKHAILA:  My understanding, although I wasn't part of the process in the past, is that there was lots of discussion on this topic, and we got the feedback that, you know, parties weren't interested in paying a premium for the certified gas.  And we do believe, though, that we would seek an OEB approval if we were to pay something other than the lowest price for natural gas through our procurement processes.

MR. ELSON:  I got it.  And, just to be clear, what you're saying is that Enbridge will not pay a premium for certified gas until it has OEB approval to do so?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  If you could turn to page 56, there's the table of different certification types.  There is a checkmark next to "methane emissions," and, in your previous, in one of the previous, gas plan proceedings -- I can't recall which -- there was a discussion of which of the certifications, certifications, actually has a specific restriction on how, you know, the level of intensity of methane emissions from extraction and transportation.

And my recollection is that a number of them didn't, and so I'm just looking at this table here and wondering if the checkmarks next to "methane emissions" actually mean just that there has to be transparency about methane emissions -- I heard you say something about transparency about methane emissions -- as opposed to specific thresholds that need to be met.  Any comment on that?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, I can't really comment.  Again, I just took this table from something we were just -- we found just through an internet search.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I don't have details on the different programs, and it's not something that we'd look at closely because we don't have a certified gas procurement strategy.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, I mean it seems to me that really the key question is whether they have that threshold.  Does anyone else on the panel have any insight on that?

You know, it's another way of asking:  Is this gas any cleaner than other gas?

MR. JANISSE:  I'm not familiar with the ins and outs of the specific certifications.  Sorry, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And, just lastly, in terms of promotional materials, so on and so forth, I did a quick Google.  I just Googled "Enbridge and responsible natural gas," and I got a bunch of hits, including some from your website, so it might be worth looking.

I mean I'll state our comment for the record, which is that you should not be calling it "responsible" gas because it's not responsible, and it's very different from RNG and has the potential to cause confusion with RNG, and so, if you do talk about it at all, which in and of itself is, you know, potentially where somebody should call it "certified gas."  And, you know, we'll add to this in our submissions, but there is certainly a concern that, by calling it "responsible" gas or even calling it "certified" gas, you could lead customers to believe something that isn't true, such as that it's actually
cleaner or that much better when, even Enbridge right now, it seems like it's, you know, you folks aren't clear on that.

So that's just something to consider, and we'll add that in our comments.  Thank you, folks.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Kent.  Okay.  Well, seeing no more hands, perhaps we could -- we're in your hands as to whether we should take a short break or launch straight into the final section, but I think it's practical to think we could finish by 5:00 o'clock either way.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, it looks like we should be able to finish by 5:00.  Well, look, I'll throw it back at you.  If anyone from Enbridge Gas would like five minutes, I think we can do that.  If not, let's press on.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps, if we wouldn't mind -- and I'm sure it is pretty hard listening to us and transcribing everything we're saying really quickly.  Maybe we could take 10 minutes in the hopes that we could also get answers to the couple of takeaway questions that we have.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, so we will be back at 4:25, everyone.  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 4:14 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:24 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back everyone for the home stretch.  David, I'll pass it back to you.  Let's do our best to wrap up by 5:00 o'clock.  I can tell you, David, that I don't need the full 15 minutes for wrap up I just need one or two-minutes max.

MR. STEVENS:  Perfect.  So, two follow-ups for us.  One was just to close the loop on provide in the underlying data for slides 44 and 45.

I can advise, Dwayne, that we're in the process of confirming where the data came from and now reaching out to the parties who provided the data to find out whether it can be publicly provided in a form other than a chart, and we will advise when we have that information but that's likely to take a couple of days.

And then secondly, there was a question, I think also from you, Dwayne, about understanding the difference between the peak demand as I understand it for Sarnia as expressed in the rebasing case versus what was expressed in the slide in this presentation and I think Dave Janisse has some information about that.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  So, I think that the quote that you gave was the rebasing for preceding EB-02020-0200, and it was FRPO 66 and attachment 3.  And you were comparing the design day demand in that IR response against what we had showed in slide 39.  The primary difference in the two, as I suspected, was the IT demands are included within the response filed with the rebasing proceedings.  The slide that we showed today on slide 39, it's design day demand with IT off, so there is no interruptible demand.  There are other differences in there that are a lot less material than the IT demands.  One of them is timing, so the rebasing IR response, that forecast was prepared in 2022 for the rebasing forecast.  The slide that we displayed here today was prepared in the summer of 2023 to support contracting decisions, so minor differences when you prepare forecasts at different times.  And the last one was just methodology, so the rebasing one was prepared using proposed design day calculation methodologies for Phase 1 rebasing, whereas the slide that we displayed today was using pre-settlement methodologies for design day.  But, again, the large different driver of the difference was the interruptible demand.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, Dave, for that response and, David, for the ongoing work to determine the data.  And, not to put us over 5:00, but at 15 minutes I might ask to steal five of it to ask questions about the changes to your landed gas costs that were submitted as part of the application, but they were not in slides.  So, I didn't have a note there but I had it in the revised evidence you put in, so if I can steal some moments at the end, depending on how this historical review of performance metrics goes I would like a few minutes.

MR. STEVENS:  All right.  Well, let's get to it.
HISTORICAL REVIEW AND PERFORMANCE METRICS


MR. JANISSE:  Okay.  So, Dave Janisse speaking again.
This is the final section of the presentation which we're going to respond to questions that we received on the three-year historic review as well as the performance metrics.
Three-Year Historical Review


Next slide, please.  So, we received some questions on the three-year historic review, which is filed as section 7 of the annual update, this can be found on page 74 to 79 of the evidence.  Please note that table 30 was corrected and re-filed.  The corrected version is the one that's shown here on the slide.  The 12-month period for these tables is the gas year so that the gas year starts in November and ends in October of each year.

One question was to explain the 2020-2021 actual versus planned variances for WCSB and Dawn supply in the Union rate zones.  So, in Union North the upstream transportation capacity is first sized to meet design requirements, the amount of the transportation capacity needed to meet average annual demands is less than the capacity required to meet design day.

So, therefore, a portion of uncontracted capacity for Union North rate zones is planned to be unutilized but on an actual basis Union North and Union South transportation portfolios are managed on an integrated basis and the pipeline to leave unutilized, if necessary, is determined based on the least cost option.  Therefore, gas supply pricing and operational requirements may dictate that more of our TransCanada capacity be filled with WCSB supply, which is offset by less supply at locations in other Union rate zones.

With the update to table 30 there is no longer a material difference between actual and planned Dawn purchases for the Union Northeast in 2020, 2021.

The gas supply plan includes a planned volume of purchases at Dawn for Union South to meet forecast demand.  Based on actual demand in the gas supply inventory position, when the plant is operationalized more or less Dawn supply will be purchased in response to actual supply position.  In 2020, 2021, less Dawn purchases were required than planned due to lower than planned demand in that year.

We also got a question of how variances between planned and actual supply purchases in the Union Northwest zone impact UFG and the answer is that there is no direct impact.  It's possible that it is meant to say UDC and not UFC, so I'll respond to that as well.

As I mentioned, on an actual basis all Union rate zone portfolios are managed on an integrated basis, supply decisions are done based on least cost option.  So, therefore decisions to reduce planned supply on upstream locations, including western Canadian supplies, may increase UDC but they result in lower cost of commodity relative to alternatives such that the total cost to ratepayers is minimized.  UDC then gets allocated proportionately to demand variances across the Union rate zones and that's to ensure equity between the various rate zones.

We were also asked to explain actual versus planned variances between 2020 and 2021 and the '21-'22 gas year.  The '21-'22 actual demand was not as far below planned demand relative to the prior year and therefore we did not need to reduce planned purchases in total by as much.

We received a question asking (audio interruption).  Sorry, about that, Siri is interjecting here.  We received a question asking what significant adjustments were made to adjust a lower demand during this recent winter, so that would be winter of '23-'24.

This question is not really in the scope '24 update, since it actually relates to execution of this past winter which occurred after the '24 plan was set.  We'd typically be speaking to this in next year's annual update when the '23-'24 gas year is included inside the historical review.  However I do want to be responsive here, so I'll provide a brief overview on what Enbridge Gas did in response to lower demands from this winter.  So, we reduced purchases at Dawn and other supply locations starting in November and December of '23 and we also did this in March of '24.  And this was in response to lower consumption and resulting storage levels getting high.  All planned purchases were made during February and January, or January and February, of 2024, this was to protect against the risk of experiencing a potential design day during these peak winter months.  The total volume of planned purchases that were not bought for the November to March period over this past winter was around 11.7 PJs.

We also received a question about information we presented on table 31 in our evidence, specifically why there was no planned and actual UDC and EGD rate zone, yet there is actual UDC in the Union South rate zone.

Firstly, I want to call out this table has probably been named a bit incorrectly.  It should be named actual versus planned unabsorbed demand charges, and not unutilized capacity.  Sometimes these terms are used interchangeably but they are different, so UDC is a rate design concept that is not synonymous with empty pipe or unutilized capacity.  UDC refers to an under-collection of transportation demand charges from ratepayers as a result of transport cost being allocated to a transportation unit rate that is based on a higher assumed load factor than what actually occurs.  Since ratepayers consume a lower volume than what's assumed in the rate design for transport, the transportation rates paid by ratepayers are lower than the cost of transport to the utility which results in unabsorbed demand charges.

The treatment of UDC and transportation cost recovery differs between Union and EGD rate zones.  In the Union rate zones the demand charge associated with upstream transportation capacity that's left unutilized it tracked and recovered in the UDC deferral account.  In the EGD rate zone, upstream transportation costs are recovered within the PGVA, including upstream transportation costs for unutilized capacity other than unutilized TransCanada long-haul capacity.

Demand charges associated with unutilized TransCanada long-haul capacity in the EGD rate zone are not recoverable from ratepayers, and therefore  Enbridge Gas only reports TCPL long-haul UDC as part of this table.


Operationally, Enbridge Gas ensures that TCPL long-haul capacity is fully utilized, resulting in no unabsorbed demand charges for the EGD rate zone.

For the Union South rate zone, Enbridge Gas plans for upstream pipeline capacity to flow at a hundred percent utilization for every day of the year.  During times when demands are less than upstream supply, excess supply is planned to be injected into Dawn.  When demands are greater than upstream supply, gas is planned to be withdrawn from storage and transported to Union South and franchised customers.

Consequently, there is no planned unutilized capacity in the Union South rate zone, and the same planning principles exist for EDG rate zone, resulting in no planned UDC.

I mentioned this a few times on this slide already, but I will do it again, just to complete the picture.  On an actual basis, Enbridge Gas manages the Union rate zone transport portfolio on an integrated basis.  decisions about which plan supply purchase to reduce in response to demand is determined based on achieving the greatest avoided cost, while meeting customer demands in the summer, and storage injection requirements.

As a result, Enbridge Gas fills storage using the most cost-effective supply path, which may vary year to year or month to month even, based on natural gas market price differentials that are occurring.

Once again, the same practices are used in the management of the EGD rate zone on an actual basis.
Transportation Portfolio Term


Next slide, please.  The next few slides address questions on the performance metrics, which can be found in Appendix J of our evidence.  The purpose of the performance metrics is to demonstrate how the gas supply plan is performing across each of the planning principles from the framework, which are cost effectiveness, reliability and security of supply and public policy.

Some performance metrics are represented by binary measures, where Enbridge Gas is either compliant or non-compliant.  These metrics are scored with a "C", indicating that Enbridge Gas has appropriately complied with the requirement, or an "NI", indicating that Enbridge Gas's performance with respect to that metric needs improvement

Other performance metrics are statistics, which allow Enbridge and stakeholders to monitor trends over time, and to context Enbridge Gas actions in a particular gas year.

We have considered adding target results for these performance metrics.  However, since the metrics are mostly comprised of compliance requirements or operational metrics that are not conducive to setting a specific target, we have not included targets for these metrics

Overall, we met all compliance metrics, which are shown as "Cs" in the results, and we feel that the performance metrics show the plan is performing as intended.

These metrics are not set in stone; Enbridge Gas may include additional topics in the performance metrics table, including those related to emerging policy considerations as they become relevant to the plan.

We received a question on the waterfall chart that you see up on the slide, which outlines the expiration terms of our upstream transportation contracting decisions.  We were requested to complete a comparable chart showing side by side from the prior year, and we did try to pull this together, and found that it is not very easy to convey the changes, year over year, because some contract terms have dropped off, so that it shows a negative requirement versus new contracts on there.  So it didn't really lend itself to having a nice picture like that.

So I think what may be an easier way to get an idea of how things have changed since last year is to look at one of our reported performance metrics related to diversity of contract terms, and that is also up on the slide in the top right.

So you can see on the performance metrics in that box, the average contract length has been shifting over time.  We now have less contracts that are expiring more than 10 years from now, as they have been shifting into the six- to 10-year bucket.  And, as stated earlier during the market date, we have managed to maintain relatively short terms for contracted capacity changes.

The important thing to take away from all of this is that we have ample flexibility within the gas supply plan to respond to future changes in supply or demand levels.
Curtailments


Next slide.  Another area we received question on was on failed supply deliveries, and this slide shows both our reported metrics on supply disruptions, as well as a chart that shows the trend of failed delivery of upstream supply to Enbridge Gas.  And, as you can see, this is certainly a growing trend, year over year

In 2022/2023 gas year, of the 161 days of failed supply, 160 of the days can be attributed to pipeline interruptions which were due to planned or scheduled maintenance.  On three days, two of which were coincident with the pipeline interruptions, they were related to failures of gas supply or related deliveries.

So as outlined in the performance metrics, we were still able to meet customer demands despite these failures, because they didn't occur on a design day.  So consequently, there were supplies available from other sources that could meet customer demand on those days, such as withdraws from storage.

An important takeaway from these outages are the continued importance of supply diversity across suppliers, supply locations and upstream transportation options, to continue to mitigate any potential impacts on supplies, and Enbridge Gas.

I will now turn things back to Amy to take us through some questions we got on a couple of the public policy metrics.  Thank you.
Public Policy


MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay, on to the next slide.  On the topic of RNG, we would were asked if we would add a metric to track supporting activities for RNG.

Enbridge Gas would consider adding a metric to track supporting activities for RNG at a future date.  To identify a meaningful metric, several unknowns would need to be clearer, including a federal funding impact due to government change, additional producers coming online and approval of the low-carbon voluntary program requested in Phase 2.

Under the current VRNG program, there is no RNG target.  We simply procure the amount of RNG that has been funded by customer contributions.

We were asked if we could report emissions abatement from our RNG and hydrogen purchases separately, and we will plan to separate the two in future filings.  We have separated out historical information between RNG and hydrogen on this slide, in response to that question.

We have received a question to provide the greenhouse gas emission reduction from the low-carbon energy project using life-cycle emissions from the blended emission versus the life-cycle emissions of natural gas avoided.

Enbridge Gas does not calculate emissions or emission reductions on a life-cycle basis.  Enbridge Gas calculates emissions and emission reductions based on the end-use combustion of fuel.  However, we do have the direct emission reductions from the procurement of hydrogen, and those have been provided on this slide.

We can confirm that IRP projects and impacts on natural gas demand are delivered and tracked separately from DSM.  We talked about this earlier, but this is where we had it planned for discussion.

To the extent that demand-side IRP alternatives are implemented that enhance existing DSM programs, they may leverage existing DSM delivery channels, delivery agents and approaches to market for efficiency.

On the topic of DSM, Enbridge Gas has not yet proposed a DSM plan for 2026 and beyond, as such potential future changes to DSM programs have not been incorporated at this time.

As noted in the metrics, there have been no OEB-approved IRPAs to date, other than the one small one that we have heard of this morning.  And none have been included in the gas supply plan.  However, we do have the IRP pilot project application before the OEB.  And, if that receives OEB approval, it will be our first OEB-approved IRPA, and it will be captured in the applicable gas supply plan, depending on the timing and decision in the budget cycle

And this is the final slide in our presentation, so I invite any final questions that stakeholders may have on our performance metrics section.
Q&A Session


MR. ELSON:  You know, actually, I probably should have looked at this in a bit more detail and asked some upfront questions.  But I just noticed, I just took a look now at your 2022 annual update.  And you have different performance metrics than you have now; like, these GHG emission reduction metrics are new.

What was the thinking behind that?

MR. JANISSE:  I think if I recall correctly, Kent, we received feedback from stakeholders in prior updates to include that, and we committed to doing so in future annual updates.  And this is that future annual update.

MR. ELSON:  And do you guys have like a sort of track-changes summary of all the changes between your performance measurement between your last plan and this plan?

MR. STEVENS:  No, we don't.  But I do think, Kent that, they are just presented on a page or two, so it should be pretty easy just to line them up on two screens.

MR. ELSON:  Uh-hmm, yes.  I mean I guess the only thing is if there are underlying differences that aren't apparent from the name of the measure, such as how they're calculated.  Have you made any changes in that regard?

MR. JANISSE:  Not that I'm aware of.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And, if I understand it correctly in terms of avoided GHG emissions, you're treating all RNG as avoiding a hundred percent of emissions; like, there are none that you are treating as being even, you know, more positive from an environmental perspective, or negative, and, for hydrogen, you are just treating it, again, as combustion emissions but ignoring the combustion emissions for the power generation that created the hydrogen in the first place?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, we'll have comments on that, but I'll leave that to the next.  Thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks.  Dwayne?  Oh, you're on mute if you are speaking.

MR. QUINN:  No, I had actually waited to speak this time, David, until I could get back to the button because I had other slides open.  If we could go back a couple of slides to the UDC.  And, Dave, I appreciate you are distinguishing some terms.  I am going to have to go back and actually read it, but my question is more aligned with -- sorry.  It's the one before that.  Yes, one more before that, sorry.  Yes, prior to it.  Yes, thank you.

So, in table 31, we see that, over the last three years' reporting, Union South has zero planned actual and some quantities in the -- sorry, zero planned and the actuals have quantities in each of the three years.  First off, does Union South have any Dawn discretionary purchases in the summer?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, it does.

MR. QUINN:  Are those avoided first, before you leave the pipe empty?

MR. JANISSE:  It depends.  So this gets into what I was talking about, greatest avoided cost for the portfolio.  Let's say we're in a situation, and, you know, we haven't purchased capacity.  I'll just use a random pipeline as an example, Great Lakes.  But we have looked, and, for some reason, if we were to buy that gas at Empress, it would cost more than what we could have bought at Dawn; we would actually just not buy the commodity at Empress.

So we'll make the best decision on behalf of the portfolio.  If Dawn is the most expensive gas to be bought and we need to shed supply, then Dawn will be shed first.  But we would not shed Dawn supply when there's more expensive supply outright to be purchased because that wouldn't be in the benefit of the ratepayers.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think implicit in what you're saying is that you're treating the fixed costs of the pipeline as a sunk cost and you're only looking at the marginal costs of the commodity at location, either Empress, for your example, versus Dawn; is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  Well, that's helpful to understand.  The second part of that would be:  Have you looked, do you look, to your other areas -- let's say, to choose one, Union Northeast or even Enbridge CDA for that matter -- to say, "Are any of those portfolios" -- I'll use Enbridge to stay on one of them.  If Enbridge has Dawn discretionary purchases, to look at what their discretionary purchases are versus that cost of the alternative of UDC versus nixing the Enbridge purchases?

MR. JANISSE:  The Union rate zone portfolios, they are all managed together, so, yes, from a Union rate zone perspective, the UDC rate zone is managed separately.  So we don't mix between the two because of cost-recovery purposes, but the Union portfolios are certainly managed together in the way that you're suggesting.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  Well, I guess that's something for potentially one benefit of harmonization yet to be determined.  Okay, so lastly in this area, is that not an opportunity, if you are recognizing that you are getting Union South UDC year over year, that you need to look at your portfolio, of the quantity you're purchasing to meet annual demand when you do have the opportunity to, instead of purchasing pipeline, just purchase at Dawn on a discretionary basis and let some of your pipeline obligations lapse that are traditionally feeding Union South?

MR. JANISSE:  I think that would hurt our supply diversity.  Right?  Like, the individual decisions to respond to demand variances from plan are done once our portfolio is set, so we are just operating within that portfolio.  The decision on where to contract our gas to obtain supply diversity is done on a much longer-term basis, looking forward, and it is based on the gas supply plan in normal weather and such.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess diversity comes at a cost, as you have in another slide.  But, to me, this is an ongoing balance that ought to be considered because you do have other tools in your tool chest that you could deploy, and that's in the market versus ex-market, you know, associated with pipeline.  But I'll submit that in my comments going forward, and it may, may, improve depending on where you go with harmonization in the next proceeding.  So I'll leave it at that, and thanks for your answer.

MR. RICHLER:  I don't see any other hands up.  Dwayne, did I understand you correctly, that you had some questions on a different topic that you wanted to get to, time permitting?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I'm just -- and I did some of this in parallel with hearing that, Ian, so thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Well, so can you keep it to five minutes?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, that's what I'm going to do because I did --


MR. RICHLER:  All right.

MR. QUINN:  -- some homework while they were speaking the last area.  You've made changes to appendices that we had asked about, where there seemed to be inconsistencies with the basis differential.  When I now compare them, can I summarize those changes as the basis was wrong but the rest of the numbers were right and so the basis was not actually used for the math for the purposes of coming up with the landed gas cost?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, that's correct.  The basis that you see in those charts is actually back-calculated from the forecast prices that we have.  And, I mean, maybe giving you more detail than you need, but there was just an incorrect reference to what the NYMEX price would be to back-calculate it.

MR. QUINN:  Mmm.

MR. JANISSE:  So updating that does not change any of the other numbers, just the basis numbers that display in those specific landed cost analyses.

MR. QUINN:  Right, okay.  But basically what your supply cost is cost -- that's fixed for the purposes of the rest of your math, so your landed costs end up being the same between this version and the one you had back in March.

MR. JANISSE:  That's right.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay.  That was the nature of my concern.  I realized I missed it when I was looking at my questions on UDC, so thank you for those answers.  That was it, Ian.  Thank you.
Wrap-Up & Next Steps


MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you, Dwayne.  So, we made it.  This concludes the stakeholders conference.  In terms of next steps, I would refer you back to the OEB's kick-off letter of April 15th and the follow-up letter of April 22nd which revised the dates.  So stakeholder comments are due July 17th; Enbridge Gas' response is due July 31st; and, again, comments are welcome on the GSP review process.

And, in that regard, we heard earlier today Enbridge Gas committed to let everyone know by way of a letter that it would file by July 10th if it intends to propose any -- if it has any changes to the -- to propose to the current process.  So, that way, stakeholders would have a week to respond to that proposal when they file their comments on the 17th.

David, any housekeeping matters that you wanted to speak to?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think so.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Well then, in that case, thank you very much, everyone, for your participation today.  We look forward to your written comments, and we are adjourned.
--- Whereupon proceedings adjourned at 4:55 p.m.
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