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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1, IRM, ASSET LIFE EXTENSION AND SYSTEM PLANNING, resumed
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MR. RICHLER:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to day 2 of the technical conference.  We are picking off where we left off yesterday with Enbridge Gas' first witness panel.  I'm going to hand it over to Dwayne Quinn from FRPO to finish up.  Just one quick administrative point, just to assist the Enbridge folks who are pulling up the documents on screen, it would be helpful if questioners could refer to the entire interrogatory number, not just for instance Staff-3, but the whole tag.  That might just make things run a little smoother.  And with that, I will hand it over to you Mr. Quinn.

MR. BROPHY:  Ian I just have a quick administrative item.  It is Michael Brophy.

MR. RICHLER:  Go ahead, Mr. Brophy.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So there was an oversight on the schedule update last night.  Lillian probably let you know we've coordinated to try and stay within our time limits, so what we've done is we've taken our panel 3 time.  It was only 15 minutes and moved it to Panel 2 but should keep us within our total time and enable everything.  So we would have no questions for panel 3 now.  It will just be Panel 2 today.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay,

MR. RICHLER:  Okay I think we can accommodate that.  Thank you.  Okay, Mr. Quinn.
Preliminary Matters


MR. QUINN:  Good morning, Ian.  Good morning Enbridge witnesses and I did have a slight preliminary which I knew had the opportunity with the mic, so just quickly.  I appreciate Enbridge submitted a more fulsome or response to FRPO-85 last night and I've had a chance just to skim it, not go through it in detail, but we had asked for the Excel spreadsheet that was associated with that analysis.  I haven't checked the Board website or Enbridge's website.  Is the spreadsheet being added to either of those websites?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne, it is David Stevens.  I would say we are all looking at one another blankly.  We will have to look into that and get back to you as soon as we can.
Examination by Mr. Quinn (cont'd)


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I appreciate that, David.  Thank you.  Okay.  I'd like to start off where we left off yesterday.  I only have a few minutes left but I want to make sure it's hopefully clear.  We were in Exhibit I.17-FRPO-41 is where we left off yesterday.  If you have it, Angela, just for the witnesses just to remind where we left off yesterday.  Thank you.

And so, it was just at the bottom of page 1 and the top of page 2 there was the:
"Where possible the existing resources with capacity will be allocated to support this work, however there is a need for additional resources."

I was speaking be with Ryan at the end of yesterday and I had focused in for the moment on the inline inspections that are contemplated to be increased and we get that because that's contractor work.  And the 7 and a half million dollars of the 12 and a half million dollars, from my recollection, is allocated just to the inline inspection work.  Would you agree with me, Ryan, that only a small fraction of that would be internal resources or FTEs from the company?

MR. WERENICH:  Yes I would agree with that.  Ryan Werenich.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Ryan.  And do you have an estimate of the -- I know there was an IR response that -- in fact it was in evidence.  There was an outline of resources that the company is going to use and given the questions I was asked about FRPO-43 late yesterday, how many of the resources that were associated with capital, either reinforcement projects, or other projects like RNG that resources from that area would be utilized for the purposes of your FTEs in the EDIMP program in general?

MR. WERENICH:  I don't have a specific estimate on that this morning.  But what I would say, and what was mentioned yesterday as well is that, I mean obviously the EDIMP has a program and also the ALE work that will stem from the EDIMP work in the day we collect that program will be specific to a set of skills that are required in order to be able to complete the complex type of risk assessment and NPV calculations that are required.  So there may not be a one-to-one connection between resources that would otherwise have been doing other types of work and could now be available to do this type of work.  But again, where those skill sets are a match then we would look to leverage those individuals for sure.

MR. RICHLER:  And just a reminder to the witnesses, especially those sitting in the back row, if you could just identify yourself before you start answering a question.  For the assistance of the court reporter, that was Mr. Werenich.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you.  And I might have thrown Ryan off by using his name initially so he was identified, Ian, but I respect that.  Ryan, just to summarize on this and then I'm going to move on.  So, I'm hearing not one-to-one, you don't have a number this morning but you agree that some of the resources with the skill sets that are appropriate could be reallocated from capital work to the EDIMP work.  Is that a fair summary?

MR. WERENICH:  Yes, certainly something that we would look at and try to leverage for, sure.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I'm going to turn to the next IR which is the next one here, I.17-FRRPO-42, because all of this comes down to, and I'll say this appropriately, but ratepayers are supported Enbridge in the settlement proposal to the Board that EDIMP was an important project and we wanted investment in that.  At the same time at the end, we came up with a settlement proposal that says describing what facilities work was deferred or avoided or otherwise impacted as a result and discussing the cost benefit analysis of DIMP/EDIMP work done during the past year.

Now, this speaks to the reporting that we are looking for.  So in terms of recording value for money in this new program for Enbridge -- perhaps it was our use when we asked a question; we used the word "format".  Please provide proposed format for data information evidence to the demonstrate value for money.  I guess I don't necessarily need the format, but this is not a one-year project.  It should be a shift of resource emphasis and deployment.  Can you provide us with what your senior management have done to refocus, and the metrics that have been considered to demonstrate value for money?

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich.  I think 2024 is really the first year that the EDIMP has been set up so our expectation, our commitment, that we had made previously from the Phase 1 settlement conferences, that there will be an annual reporting where we'll have that opportunity to demonstrates and how we've effectively spent the money and provided the benefit to the ratepayer through that process.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If we could just scroll down a bit, Angela, because the response says similar to that.  I guess I'll change the context for a moment, and I hope this will be helpful.

But if you were going into your bank, you were a business and you were going into your bank and the bank says okay, we'll support you for the first year, but we want you to report back and make sure there is success in what you're doing to get this capital for the next year, wouldn't you put -- in that first year, wouldn't you put some thought into what you would report back to your funder, to tell them yes, this is doing what we said it was going to do in the first place, and we want funds for next year also?

With that kind of backdrop, is there not anything that you can add beyond, yes, the first year, we're thinking about it?  There must be internal discussions that are going on that say these are the types of metrics that we can use to demonstrate value for money.

Can you elaborate on your answer any more than you have so far?

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich, again:  Yes.  Certainly, there has been a lot of thought put into this program and how we're going to make sure that it is demonstrating significant benefit.  So I think the one thing that I would add this morning is that, you know, something we talked about yesterday as well, is that the program, particularly for 2024 has been very much targeted around collecting information on three specific projects that were already in the asset management plan, with the hopes that we can provide some asset life extension opportunities to those particular projects and avoid full replacement.

So that's essentially, I think that's the thought that we've put into it at this point.  And going forward we'll continue to take a similar type of approach.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I respect that it is too much detail to get into what these projects are actually going to do.  I'm hearing asset life extension.

We would look forward to that, but please understand, that is the premise where we're coming from.  And I guess we may have some more discussions at the hearing.  Maybe the company wants to put some thought into -- some further thought into what it can demonstrate to the Board that value for money is going to be the bottom line of the program.

With that, Ian, those are my, those are my questions.  Thank you, very much.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Next on our list was BOMA, but I understand they no longer have questions for this witness panel.  That brings us to VECC; Mr. Garner, please go ahead.
Examination by Mr. Garner


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Panel, I hope you can hear me.  Good morning.  My name is Mark Garner.  I am a consultant with the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.

I only have two questions this morning, so this should be relatively quick.

If you could turn up I.1.17-VECC-16, which in my document is on 1,024 on the PDF.

This was a question about ALE, and which you corrected me; I intermixed with ALS and I guess a Joe Biden moment I am having.  But the question is really -- you answered a lot of the questions that were in here before, to Mr. Rubenstein, about the financial ways of getting it into an ICM for ALE.

What I was interested in this question was what were the criteria that would define an ALE project.  And you had some in the evidence, and I laid them out here.  And I said so these are the ones you say are an ALE project.

And I said, well, I want -- what I was looking for was a definitive list.  And so you ended saying yeah, this is true, but it's not a definitive list.

And so I would just like to turn that back to you and ask you what is it that would be missing from this list of projects that would be a criteria to be ALE?

So what I'm thinking in my mind, let's say the Board in its decision or us in an agreement could say there is an ICM, and there is an ALE, but it can only apply to these types of projects, no other projects.

What's missing out of this list or what sort of language is it that you would be saying it's, "Oh, no, no, I need something else," because an ALE could be something other than what's in this List.

So my purpose is to narrow what you could be doing into exactly certain things.  And you seem to have a broader view than what's on this list.

Could you help me about what that might be?

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich:  Could you just clarify the list you are referring is the list in response A?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, that's right.  Thank you.

MR. WERENICH:  So the list of -- okay.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. WERENICH:  I think as far as, you know, obviously not knowing what the outcomes of EDIMP are going to be, or what the required mitigation actions are going to be for these specific projects that we are focused in on.

This list is I would say, as far as we can think of right now, the most common types of capital repair options that we would have available to us in order to extend the life of an asset.

So there's nothing in our minds I don't think at this point that's missing from this list.

The reason that we would have said it's not exhaustive is primarily because, you know, there could be something that comes up that is maybe a little bit of a unique approach that's not typical.  But these would be the typical capital responses.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you, for that.  I would only leave you with a comment as we go forward in this thing is if you would turn your mind to is there some language that expands this list, because I think that's where we'll be going at some point in this exercise.  But that is helpful.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask a follow-up question?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, absolutely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just with respect to the list and the types of activities, the language I think in the response is it can be used to extend the life of a steel pipe asset.  And this, I guess, would qualify as an ALE.

But could there be a situation where you do one of these activities. but it is not an ALE activity?  Like, it wouldn't qualify as an ALE?

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich:  I think in the context of -- again, we're looking at ALE in the context of EDIMP subset of pipelines.  So certainly I think any of these particular options applied to one of the EDIMP pipelines, it would be an ALE type of opportunity.

Having said that, you know, these particular repair features are also available on, you know, the complete system, which would not necessarily be -- at least in the context of the evidence that we have presented here, considered asset life extension for EDIMP pipelines.  It could extend beyond that scope of pipelines, for sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But with respect to the EDIMP pipelines, if you do one of the six methods of work that you've listed in this -- in part (a) of this response, it will be an ALE expenditure?  Or is there a scenario where it is not an ALE; it could be done, even on an EDIMP, but it would not be an ALE expenditure?

MR. WERENICH:  Just one second to confer please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich:  Yes, all of these would be in an effort to extend the life of the asset.  So they would all be asset life extension.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the one that stood out for me is the Roman numeral VI: "Installation of physical barriers to prevent third-party damage."

That is quite broad, right?  Presumably often, you will have installations to avoid -- I mean, that is a broad category of different things that could occur.  And are you saying any time you do any sort of work that creates a physical barrier which could prevent third-party damage, it would count as an ALE?

MR. WERENICH:  Ryan Werenich:  In the context of seeing what we with were thinking of specifically for this response, we were more thinking of a buried type of physical infrastructure over top of the pipeline that would prevent an excavator from damaging the pipeline.

So I would agree that there could be other smaller types of above-ground efforts that are intended to prevent some types of damages.  But specifically here, we're talking about buried physical protection.

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

MR. GARNER:  Well, just on that though, do you today install barrier protection on an infrastructure where you find it exposed and in, for instance, dangerous situations?

MR. WERENICH:  We have, in the past, yes.  Ryan Werenich, sorry.

MR. GARNER:  I see.

And that -- today wouldn't be an ALE, because there is no such thing as, I guess, ALE right now.  Right?

MR. WERENICH:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  All right.  Thank you.

My second question, panel, you may be happy to hear is probably not going to be answered by you.

It is a bit of a -- or maybe it will be, but it is a bit of a legal question.  I'm not a lawyer, but it was something that I wanted to explore.  And it's in response to interrogatory I.1.17-VECC-18.

And in this interrogatory, what we were exploring was Enbridge's position with the issue of what's -- you know, what's being called pruning the system.

And what I was interested in or we were interested in is what were the statutory requirements that said that you could not, in a sense, abandon the system.  And we asked so what part of the act is that under, and we were given this response.  In my experience, this response deals with something that, in my experience, what's called lies along, and lies along, I thought this provision was about if you had a pipe and people lied along it, they had a right to get on to that pipe.

And it didn't deal with the idea that a utility could abandon its actual infrastructure and nobody would get it.  So, do you see the difference I'm talking about?  So, I'm in a neighborhood and there is a pipe going through it, and the way this reads, it sound to me like the position of Enbridge would be that as long as one single customer was along, let's say, a distribution pipe, it couldn't abandon that pipe and say no we no longer have service, everybody doesn't get service.  Is that the position of the company with respect to abandoning the system?

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

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Dave.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks again, Mark.  I think you've characterized Enbridge Gas' position appropriately.  Enbridge Gas interprets the duty to connect.  What we see in section 42.2 of the OEB Act to say that where there is an existing line, there's a customer along the line, the lies along rule as you say, the customer has the right to be connected to that line.  And I think Enbridge believes that it could be challenged and perhaps properly challenged if it did an end around on that provision and took out a line and said ah-hah, there is no line here anymore here so there's nothing for you to connect to subject to section 42.2 of the OEB Act.  This is where Enbridge has said in response to other answers, and I believe in the  pre-filed evidence, that the company believes there would have to be clarification or amendments to legislation in order to allow for the abandonment of lines where, you know, in the most extreme situation 99 out of 100 people are content to disconnect but the 100th person isn't.  I mean, we certainly recognize that that is an odd outcome but the legislation, in our view, is fairly clear, in terms of what's allowed and what's not allowed at this point.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens, that's very helpful.  And those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mark.  That brings us to the end of witness panel number 1.  Thank you witnesses.  You are now  excused.

I understand, David, that Panel 2 is ready to go and we don't --


MR. STEVENS:  We'll probably need three or four minutes just to get set up and then we can resume.

MR. RICHLER:  Well, for those of you following along on Zoom we'll stay live but just bear with us for a second.

MR. STEVENS:  And just for clarity, one of the witnesses in the next panel, Amanda Nori from Concentric will be appearing virtually.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  David, could I ask you to introduce witness panel 2, please.


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Ian.  Enbridge's second witness panel will be speaking to the Energy Transition Technology Fund, or the ETTF; low carbon energy in the gas supply commodity portfolio; rate design proposals; the ETTF deferral account; and site restoration costs.

And now I shall introduce the witnesses.  So, starting in the first row on the left side we have Mark Prociw, supervisor, large commercial industrial accounts.  Next to Mark is Stephanie Fife.  Stephanie is the manager, new energy supply.  Next we have Cora Carriveau, supervisor, climate policy.  And finally, in the front row we have Jane Hwang, supervisor, technology development, commercial and industrial.  In the back row we have Michelle Tian, manager, capital FPNA.  And Danielle Dreveny, manager, rate design.  And then joining us online today is  Amanda Nori from Concentric.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 2, ENERGY TRANSITION TECHNOLOGY FUND, OR THE ETTF; LOW CARBON ENERGY IN THE GAS SUPPLY COMMODITY PORTFOLIO; RATE DESIGN PROPOSALS; THE ETTF DEFERRAL ACCOUNT; AND SITE RESTORATION COSTS
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MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, David.  First up is Ian Mondrow on behalf of IGUA, Industrial Gas Users Association.  Ian?
Examination by Mr. Mondrow


MR. MONDROW:  Thanks Ian.  I don't get to do that very often, trade Ians.  Thank you very much.

Good morning, witnesses and Ms. Nori.  You are a little box on the screen in front of me but I'll see to the extent I can.

MS. NORI:  Good morning to you.

MR. MONDROW:  There we go, that's better.  Thank you.  Someone made you bigger.  I'm going to spend most of my allotted time talking about site restoration costs.  I may have a few questions on the ETTF afterwards, but I just want to understand what the figures in your evidence purport to be and, you know, I guess as a matter of good practice I did anchor this to, there is one interrogatory and there is different terminology used.  So, you can turn it up if you want but I'm not going to dwell on it.  It is Exhibit I, tab 4, schedule 5, CCC-45, and which I think is the first interrogatory that was asked numerically, at least on-site restoration costs.

And in the response to part B, there is a sentence after the -- the question was actually about how the account works.  And there is a debit and credit entry you see at the top of page 2, there.  But if you scroll down just a touch in the paragraph, it describes the figures. The word "represent" is used.  So it says:

"In conjunction with the $1.6 billion cumulative pre-2024 SRC liability," then the accruals to the account -- I am paraphrasing -- will "represent."  It is the word "represent" I focused on, "the cumulative net amount of salvage collected through depreciation."

So I want to understand what represent means in respect of these figures.

To do that, I am going to just going to take you back to the evidence, and sorry about the long preamble, but just so you understand where I'm going.

So if we look at your evidence, which is -- it is the Phase 2 evidence, Exhibit 4, tab 5, schedule 2.  And I'm going to start fairly early in the evidence, at paragraph 2.

So the first part of your evidence talks about the historical SRC provision; I'm going to use the word "provision", and I am going to ask you about that word in a few minutes.

And then the second part of the evidence talks about kind of the forecast for the future.  And this $1.6 billion is the historical number.

If you look at paragraph 2, the third sentence, it says:
"Enbridge Gas has accumulated net site restoration costs to date of $1.6 billion as explained in Phase 1 Exhibit..."

It gives a reference.
"This balance represents the presumed amount recovered in rates."

So we have seen the word "represent", we've seen the word "presumed."  And I want to try to understand with your assistance what that means.

By the way, this figure is according to the footnote as of December 31, 2022.  So I just want to note that, because I'm going to come back to that date as well, in a few minutes.

So I gather that "presumed" here is used because to derive an actual amount recovered from customers, you would need to have used a forecast of gross plant values times the net salvage provision in depreciation.

But the calculation that you used, you used actual gross plant values rather than the forecast every year.

Is that kind of notionally correct?  Is that why that this was a presumed amount versus an actual collected amount?  Anybody?

Ms. Nori, maybe to start?  Or is it...

MS. NORI:  I believe this would be for Ms. Tian.

MR. MONDROW:  Ms. Tian?

MS. TIAN:  Hello.  Yes, I would understand "presumed", and in conjunction with, they are -- it means that the provision is calculated on the net salvage component of approved depreciation rates.  So it is not an actual, but it is based on the depreciation rate.  That is what we would have recovered.

MR. MONDROW:  So could you calculate -- sorry, let me parse what you just said.

It's not actually what you have recovered; it is what you are allocating to site restoration costs.  Right?  You haven't calculated what you actually recovered.

You calculated a provision which is a percentage of the original asset value times your actual rate base.  And you derive a number that way.  But that has no connection with the revenue that you actually recovered in rates.

It's a calculation of the revenue that you've taken from rates to allocate to site restoration; is that correct?

MS. TIAN:  Please give me a moment to confer with my colleagues.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.

MS. TIAN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. TIAN:  Michelle Tian:  So that is correct.

I agree that it is not an actual recovery from our revenues.  It is calculated based on the forecasted and the set depreciation rates.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, I missed the last part. It is a calculated...?

MS. TIAN:  It is a calculated amount.

MR. MONDROW:  Amount.


MS. TIAN:  Mm-hmm.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So could you actually calculate what you recovered in rates, what customers paid for site restoration costs if you used the forecast gross plant values that were in use when you set the SRC provision in depreciation?

So let me elaborate:  When you set the rates including the SRC provision, you use a forecast of your gross plant values and you multiply that by the SRC provision that's derived -- we'll talk about that in a few minutes.  And that resulting forecast revenue requirement on a kind of SRC goes into your rates.

So, could you not calculate what you actually recover by then looking at volumetric variances relative to forecast and calculating an actual SRC cost recovery from customers?

MS. TIAN:  I think I need to confer with my colleague again.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.  Yeah, thanks.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Ian, it is David Stevens.  I assume -- just to be clear, Joel and I were talking about your question, that to get a full picture of this, one would have to go back to, well, not the beginning of time, but somewhere close to there.

I mean, it's one thing to think about this on an annual basis, but the total amount here reaches back to when these amounts were first being collected.  Is that fair?

MR. MONDROW:  I think that's fair.  But right now, I'm just asking about the methodology.  But yeah, I think that's fair.  I don't know about the beginning of time, but the beginning of your system.  I'm not sure it's the same thing, but I take your point.

MS. TIAN:  It is Michelle Tian:  So we have not conducted or performed such an analysis before, so I would have to take this back to our revenues group to see if such a calculation can be done.

MR. MONDROW:  All right.  So let's back up half a step.  If you wanted to derive the amount you've actually collected from customers, that's notionally how you would do it.  You would take the amount that was put in rates for SRC in a given year, let's say 2020, and that was done based on the -- and then rates were set based on a forecast of volumes and customer numbers.  And you would then have to adjust that for actual volumes and customer numbers.  But that would give you site restoration costs recovered from customers.

Is that correct?  I know you haven't done it, but that's how you would do it?

MS. NORI:  This is Amanda Nori:  You are correct, Mr. Mondrow, that that would give us an IPF for a given year, what the site restoration costs were.  But, as Mr. Stevens was indicating, to do that over time I think would be very burdensome, because of (audio dropout)


MR. MONDROW:  I didn't hear you.  To do that over time would be?

MR. MORAN:  Would be burdensome.  It would be very difficult to go back for however long the system has been in place for, and figure out exactly what those calculations are, because they would change year over year as the estimates for cost of recovery would be changing.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So when Enbridge calculated the $1.6 billion, was it just a point in time?  Or did you accumulate it?  Did you calculate it for each year, and accumulate it?

MS. NORI:  There is a -- in the compendium you sent through, I believe on Saturday, there is the working file that does have that $1.6 billion in the closing balance.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So, you are being generous with compendium, Ms. Nori, thank you.  But I think I just alerted your counsel to one particular interrogatory response.  So, this is a Phase 1 response, and it's Exhibit I, Tab 4, Schedule 5, IGUA-13, I think you are referring to.

MS. NORI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  And you are probably talking about the table which is attachment 1?

MS. NORI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Is that right?

MS. NORI:  Yes, that's exactly where I was looking at.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And so, what were with you pointing out to me on this table?

MS. NORI:  That closing balance on 1.6 there for 2022.  It is 1.615.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  But what I asked is when you calculated the 1.615 did you -- was it a point in time calculation or did you accumulate calculations from a number of discrete years and from the table it looks to me like it's the latter.  You accumulated here calculations reflected on the table from 2013 through the end of 2022, right?  Each year is a separate calculation?

MS. NORI:  I'm going to have to defer that one back to Ms. Tian in terms of how this table was compiled.  I did not compile this table, but these are the numbers that we used for table 2 and 3.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So, Ms. Tian, does that represent a separate calculation for each of those years?

MS. TIAN:  That's correct, it is calculated annually.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And so, where did the 2013 opening balance come from?

MS. TIAN:  So, this calculation is done annually even before 2013, so that would have been, you know, since the beginning of time.  So closing balance in 2022.

MR. MONDROW:  And have you been doing it since the beginning of time or was it back cast at a certain point in time, do you know?

MS. TIAN:  Based on my knowledge, it is beginning of time.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And is it the same plan going forward?  That that's how you will -- so there is a calculation that we're going to come to in the second half of the evidence in this phase about forecast future amounts, and in order to continue to run this continuity from year to year you are not planning -- you are planning to keep this methodology that you are going to use rather than doing it based on forecast gross plant values, which is how you set the rates, you are going to calculate a provision after the fact based on actual gross plant volumes and that provision will be allocated to site restoration costs.  Right?

MS. TIAN:  Yes, but meanwhile the forecast is intended to represent the actuals.  So, at the end of the year, should there be variances that would cause a variance in the site restoration amount as well.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So, what is the -- leaving aside this is what you've done in the past, what is the rationale for deriving an SRC balance because now you've been directed to  track it from year to year and actually -- I don't know if you are actually segregating it but notionally segregating it.  Why do you not -- why would you not calculate what you actually collect from customers as opposed to taking a chunk of your revenue requirement and putting it aside.  What's the rationale for that?

MS. TIAN:  Just give me a moment to confer, thank you.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.

MS. TIAN:  This is Michelle Tian.  So, this approach is consistent with how we treat other costs in rate base.  So the forecasted spend or costs are what we put into rate base or in the forecast and then there would be variances on actuals that at which time we would true-up.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, variances on actual what?  Actual net plant balances or actual revenues?

MS. TIAN:  In both.  So, there would be variances to plant balances, site restoration costs.  We believe this is a similar situation as the other types of costs that we've filed in  evidence.

MR. MONDROW:  I see.  Okay.  So, if customers pay more actually than the provision recognizes, what happens to that excess revenue?

MS. NORI:  Perhaps I can jump in, Mr. Mondrow, it is Amanda Nori.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.

MS. NORI:  All depreciation studies do include a true-up calculation.  It is inherent in the remaining life calculation that was part of the depreciation study.  So, if there is more accumulated depreciation in the account than we would expect that will be recovered over the remaining life of the assets.

MR. MONDROW:  But that's not what I asked.

MS. NORI:  I'm sorry.

MR. MONDROW:  No, that's okay.  You don't have to apologize.  Maybe I didn't ask it clearly.  That, of course, would be true, Ms. Nori, but what I asked was you have a -- we've just explored the calculation of an SRC provision effectively after the fact, right, based on actual gross plant balances rather than forecasted gross plant balances.  And so, what happens is that after the end of the year there is a calculation done based on actual gross plant balances times, you know, the depreciation factor for that type of plant, aggregate it up and that's a provision that's then taken and allocated to SRC and going forward you are going to track that in a separate account.

But what customers actually paid in their rates on account of SRC are not going to be the same, because that payment was set based on a forecasted gross plant values.  And then there's, of course, variances in volume of customer numbers over the year.  So, what I asked was if the revenue paid by customers for SRC exceeds the SRC provision as calculated after the fact, what happens to that excess revenue?  Presumably it goes to the shareholder.

MS. NORI:  I think I'm happy to defer to Ms. Tian or Ms. Dreveny for those responses.

MS. TIAN:  Michelle Tian.  So, the actuals are filed in our annual earner sharing mechanism.  Filing in -- so at that time any variances are tracked and the true-up would happen at the next rebasing.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay but it's not a true-up to the SRC provision that you are talking about, Ms. Tian.  So, what happens with excess -- customers pay more in SRC than you calculated and allocated at the end of the year.  That falls into revenue and goes to the shareholders subject to earning sharing, and conversely, in fairness, if you recover less from customers, the shareholder kicks in to make sure the provision is actually set aside, right?  So that's how it would work.

MS. TIAN:  Based on my knowledge, so any excess earnings would be subject to the ESM sharing.  So, it would not all go into the into the shareholders' pocket.

MR. MONDROW:  Well, okay.  That's fine.  Thank you.  That's fair, I guess, we understand how that works.  But, I guess, my basic point that I'm just trying to confirm with you is what customers pay on account of site restoration costs and what gets set aside on site restoration costs are different numbers calculated in different ways.  They are not necessarily matched  I think you agreed with me with me on that earlier.  And that may be okay but that's the reality, right?

MS. TIAN:  I agree, that is the reality, but that is no different than other costs which we file based on a forecast.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  Except these costs you are setting aside so that in the future when the assets get retired there is money for them, there isn't enough money or if there is too much  money there is an implication for customers potentially.  You don't set aside your all your revenue but you are setting aside some portion of this revenue, right?  It's different in that way.

MS. TIAN:  That is that correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  If we just go -- so, while this is still on the screen, and this is the interrogatory response from Phase 1, I just want to ask you -- so, Ms. Nori, you took me to this -- and I did look at this too, as you know.  So, by year we have got an opening balance cost of removal which is the actual cost of the year as I understand it.  And then adjustments. What's in the adjustments column?

MS. TIAN:  It is Michelle Tian:  So the adjustments represent the collection of the provision and any other adjusting journal entries to site restoration.

MR. MONDROW:  What would be the other adjusting journal entries?

MS. TIAN:  There could be -- so it is specific to each year.  It is primarily -- it would be the collection of a provision.

MR. MONDROW:  Would it be difficult for you to undertake, Ms. Tian, to explain, just in respect of the years on this table and what -- could you provide a list of what the various adjustments captured in column C and ultimately column J were for, other than -- well, what the adjustments are?

MR. STEVENS:  Yeah, Mr. Mondrow or Ian, while they are considering, would it be sufficient for you just to provide that information for column L, as in the years since amalgamation?

MR. MONDROW:  Well, I'd like to know if it would be difficult to go back to the earlier years, how burdensome that would be.  I don't want to make too much work, but four years might not give me a representative sample of what kinds of adjustments are made.  So I am really just looking to understand what those adjustments are.  Without knowing what they are, David, it is hard for me to cut it off at four years, if there is more available that's not too burdensome to collect.  But I'm in the witness's hands.  If it is burdensome I'm not going to ask for a whole bunch of new work.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Michelle, do you have a sense of how available or not available information to explain what's included in each of the adjustment lines would be?

MR. MONDROW:  Maybe another way to do this if there is a live version of this spreadsheet, if you provided that, along with any narrative that you think would be appropriate.

MS. TIAN:  It would definitely be easier to provide for the years since amalgamation.

MR. MONDROW:  But again, that's not the question though.  Of course it is easier, but is it burdensome to provide the other years?  And maybe the answer is yes, but that's what I'd like you to answer.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear I think, Michelle, the question is are the records readily available for the years, the last years of EGD and Union, to be able to explain what are the components of the adjustment line.


MS. TIAN:  Not readily available, no.

MR. MONDROW:  So, David, why don't we proceed on this basis, then:  If you would provide a narrative list of what the adjustments are that are captured in column J of that response, and the live spreadsheet so that we could see if it's anything more than just a number, and that should be easy to provide if there is a live spreadsheet. Could we do that?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  To be clear, to you mean column L?

MR. MONDROW:  No, I mean the whole spreadsheet that's on this page.

MR. STEVENS:  You were asking about a narrative list of the adjustments.

MR. MONDROW:  I'M sorry, did I?  What did I say, "J"?

MR. STEVENS:  You said "J."

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah, that's my eyes again -- column L.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  And when you say a live version of the spreadsheet, I assume for it to be useful, it would have to be more than just a dynamic version of what we see here that just does the arithmetic?

You are thinking there would be an underlying table for rows C, H and L?

MR. MONDROW:  Either formulas or an underlying table, yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  We can see whether there's something that feeds into it or whether this is just an overall presentation with nothing behind it.

MR. MONDROW:  That's fine.  If it is the latter, obviously I can see the numbers as easy as you can.  But if there is something behind it, it would be useful to see what that is.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that we can take on, Michelle?

MS. TIAN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's record that as undertaking JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING JT2.1:  TO PROVIDE A NARRATIVE LIST OF ADJUSTMENTS CAPTURED IN COLUMN L, AS WELL AS A LIVE VERSION OF THE SPREADSHEET.


MR. MONDROW:  So I think I've probably beaten the historical net salvage provision to death.  Let's look at the prospective, the forecast of SRC.  So, let's look at paragraph 11 of the evidence, which again is Phase 2, Exhibit 4, tab 5, schedule 2.  I'm looking at page 5, paragraph 11.

About halfway through that paragraph it says:
"To provide a range of future possible outcomes, future net salvage costs required to retire assets were modelled under two separate scenarios:  net salvage estimates as approved in the Phase 1 decision (low end of the range), and 2) Enbridge Gas's actual historical net salvage activity (high end of the range)."

And I know there is more narrative about this, but I just ask don't quite understand what is different essentially about these two approaches.

MS. NORI:  Amanda Nori -- sorry.

MR. MONDROW:  No, please go ahead.  Thank you.

MS. NORI:  What we modelled was the cost of removal equalling what was approved in Phase 1.  So if retirements cost exactly what was estimated by the OEB in Phase 1, that got us to the low end of the range.

If cost of removal going forward equals exactly what the historical numbers were -- so in section 7 of the depreciation study, the life-to-date numbers.  That gave us the high end of the range.  So it's just a difference in what we are assuming cost of removal costs, going forward.

MR. MONDROW:  So, Ms. Nori, I thought that -- well, not thought, I know what the Board ordered in Phase 1 is the so-called traditional method for deriving SRC, which is to multiply the value of the asset by a factor which presumably your expertise would provide which represents, on average, the net salvage cost expected for that particular type of asset, and then recovering that derived cost over a period of time.

And the time period I guess is dictated by what you would call an Iowa curve; is that the approach?

MS. NORI:  That's correct, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And so when you say Board-approved versus Enbridge experience, is it the Iowa curves that contribute to the very different outcomes of the calculation?

MS. NORI:  No, they don't.  We use the same Iowa curve for both scenarios.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.

MS. NORI:  So we plot the Iowa curve and the average service life the same.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.

MS. NORI:  What we changed was that factor that you are referencing for the cost of removal.  So both used the traditional method.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.

MS. NORI:  We just changed the input that is that cost of removal percentage.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay. So when the Board made the rate order in Phase 1, and set the depreciation level, did they not -- they adjusted the factor that you recommended, and in some cases directed that a lower factor be used?

MS. NORI:  They did.  But to be clear, we didn't recommend the historical numbers either.

There's always a degree of moderation and professional judgment that goes into selecting the net salvage amounts and the Iowa curves, all the depreciation parameters.

When the Board looked at it, they took my estimates and Mr. Kennedy's estimates, along with the intervenors' estimates, and came to their conclusion on what the correct number was.  Nobody came in recommending the historical averages.

We were simply looking for a high-end benchmark for what could happen if future retirements look exactly the same as the historical ones.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.  Sorry, I am just -- and I did look back at Phase 1, and I read this part of the decision.  I guess I could have dipped/dove in, maybe, to the draft rate order, and I didn't.  But I am trying to figure out why the Board got the raw numbers?  What is wrong, from your perspective?

MS. NORI:  No, I would never suggest that they were the raw numbers.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.

MS. NORI:  They recommended what they believe was the best estimate.  I don't believe --


MR. MONDROW:  But where did -- sorry to interrupt, but where did they get those estimates?

MS. NORI:  Those were a combination of the estimates that EGI presented based on my evidence and Mr. Kennedy's evidence.

And I believe Mr. Bowman, representing OEB Staff, had estimates as well.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.

MR. NORI:  Those were used, the historical numbers, in formulating them.  But there are other changes that are made.  So we don't only look at the historical numbers.  We also include peer review to look at who else throughout the country is using different numbers.

We look to see if there is any stories in those numbers, so perhaps there was a retirement program that changed what the historical numbers represented.

When the Board made their decision, they took all of that into account.  I am not suggesting that the historical numbers are the correct numbers, by any means, in this.  I am simply saying that that is the high-water mark for where we could be going forward.

MR. MONDROW:  Well, wouldn't the historical numbers represent, subject to professional judgment and review of other jurisdictions, kind of the best starting point?

MS. NORI:  We generally start there.  That's one of the first things we would look at.  However, quite often the numbers are substantially higher than what would be a reasonable amount to go to the Board and ask for it.  In some cases it is over 150 percent, which can cause rate shock.  We try to take a process of gradualism and moderation, so we are not wanting to go in recommending huge increases in net salvage amounts.  Some of these numbers would represent very large increases, though.

MR. MONDROW:  So, Ms. Nori, these effectively said, these two tables on page 6 now, represent the two goal posts, I think you've described kind of the two scenarios.  One on either end of low SRC versus high SRC, and the high SRC is based on historical numbers and are those then -- what you told me earlier, are these then unadjusted?  They are just the historical numbers and you don't apply your discretion and the jurisdictional review and all of that stuff, you just took the raw numbers to get to the high point?

MS. NORI:  We did.  We just used the raw numbers in this case.

MR. MONDROW:  Got it.  And those are not the numbers you would necessarily recommend.  And probably they are not the numbers you would recommend because you said there is always judgments and adjustments, right?

MS. NORI:  Yes, I would have a hard time going to the Board with these numbers.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you.  That's very helpful.  Also, there is no inflationary adjustment done for these calculations.  Why wouldn't you do an inflationary adjustment?

MS. NORI:  We were looking just to get a simple idea of what the future might look like to incorporate inflation and future retirements and any of the other inputs that we could change would have made the calculation a lot more complex and given you and I a lot more to argue about.  And so, for the time being we've just made it very simple and used the inflation that's inherent in the net salvage calculation O&M.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Well, that gives great context for these numbers.  Thank you.  So, maybe just looking at these tables and I just want to understand the columns, I think most of them are self-evident.  So, there is the total, the first column, column A, and this is by asset category.  These aren't asset accounts, right?  There are many more accounts that are rolled up into those categories.

MS. NORI:  The first ten are actually the asset accounts.  The 11th is an amalgamation of a number of other accounts.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  All right.  So, total site restoration costs required to retire assets as of December 31st, 2021, is that effectively the historical -- well, what is that?

MS. NORI:  So that is taking the -- I'm sorry, I jumped in on you again.

MR. MONDROW:  No, no.  That's fine.  Go ahead.

MS. NORI:  We checked the cost of removal amounts that would be required for all assets that were in service as at December 31, 2021.  So, you will notice in table 2 that's a  smaller number than in table 3.  And that's because we are assuming a different cost to retire those assets.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So, in table 2 it's the values the Board used and in table 3 it is these unadjusted historical values that that we talked about earlier.

MS. NORI:  Exactly.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, got it.  Sorry.  I was kind of slow, sorry about that.  Thanks.

And then the cost already collected, that's the same in both cases.  Now, this is as at December 31, 2021 and we were talking about a $1.6 billion number that was December 31st, 2022.  That's it, the difference, is that extra year?

MS. NORI:  It is and you can actually see that 15249, if you go one year up in the table that we provided in the compendium.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Sorry the 1543?

MS. NORI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Great.  And then site restoration costs collected between 2022 and 2050.  That's the forecast of SRC recoveries using the Board's numbers in table 2 and the unadjusted historical numbers in table 3?

MS. NORI:  No, we assumed collection at the Board-approved numbers.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  Same number.  I see that.  It's been a couple of days since I  since I looked at the table, sorry.

MS. NORI:  No worries.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So, Board numbers in both cases for the forecasts and then the uncollected -- the column D is just a math.

MS. NORI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  And the net/salvage costs incurred.  Those -- it's that column, column E where you use, in table 2, the Board's numbers from Phase 1 and in table 3 the unadjusted historical values?

MS. NORI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, got it.  Thanks.  So, the result is the brackets -- I'm just checking my numbers here.  Just making sure I have the right numbers.  In the range that you've identified -- this number is different?  Sorry, just give me a second to reorient.

Okay.  Now I've completely confused myself.  Sorry, maybe you can help me.  So, I am looking at paragraph 15 of the evidence which talks about table 2 and table 3 that we've just been through, and then it says the estimates presented in table 3 are more representative the anticipated future costs and unfunded balance as they are based on actual historic costs of removal.  So, is that true based upon what you said, Ms. Nori?

I thought you weren't necessarily comfortable with the unadjusted numbers but this says -- Enbridge, at least, is saying they are more representative.

MS. NORI:  No, I would agree they are likely more representative.  I think it is difficult to go to a commission and suggest that we increase cost of removal by 100 times.  Which quite often is the case that we are looking at in some of these numbers.  So, our estimates that we would go into a hearing room are just generally quite a bit lower than what historical numbers tell us, however I think if you were to talk to many depreciation experts we -- this is an issue that we are all discussing that quite often these historical numbers are  quite a bit higher than what's approved.  And if the future does, in fact, look like the past there is going to be a large unfunded liability.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, Ms. Nori, the reporter is having a bit of difficulty hearing you.  We're going to go off the record for second so we can try to troubleshoot this.

[Discussion off the record]

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  We're going to go back on the record now.  But we will take our -- we're just about at the time of for our scheduled morning break anyway, so we're going to break for 15 minutes, Ms. Nori.  I'd ask you just to stick around for a minute while we continue to troubleshoot the audio issues we're having.  We'll see everyone back here in 15 minutes.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:39 a.m.

--- On resuming at 10:55 a.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back.  We're going to get started again.  Ian, back to you, please.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Yeah, I'm just ready to --


MS. NORI:  I'm here.

MR. MONDROW:  Good.  Now you're on the screen.  Perfect.  A couple of more questions, but just to hopefully close off on the numbers.  And I was scratching my head, just when we were a taking the break.  So if I look at the end of paragraph 15, there is an expectation of an under-recovery of $4.7 billion using the Phase 1 decision.  And I don't see that number anywhere, including in tables -- well, in table 3, I guess.

So, can someone help me?  Where would I find that number articulated, other than in that paragraph?  So if I look at table 3, I see uncollected site restoration costs at 2050, using the Board's numbers of 46 billion.  So does that relate to the $4.7 billion mentioned at the top of page 8?

MS. NORI:  I believe that number is if you subtract the 6086 from table 3 --


MR. MONDROW:  Yes.

MS. NORI:...From the 1419 from table 2.  And I am saying that because it is an additional under-recovery.  The word "additional" there is meant to imply that it's above what we would expect for later recovery.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  That would work, thank you.

So just a couple of more questions on site restoration, and then I have a few quick questions, I think, on the ETTF.  But -- if I've got that acronym right.

But on the site restoration calculations, Ms. Nori, I think these were yours, out to 2050.  Is 2050 an assumed truncation date, when all remaining assets are retired?

MS. NORI:  No.  We did not build in a truncation date into these calculations.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So, is it assumed then that all of the assets covered in this period that reach the end of their useful lives are removed and replaced?

MS. NORI:  No.  There's no replacements in here.  We didn't add in any additions.  So it is purely retirements.

MR. MONDROW:  And does that mean removal?

MS. NORI:  It would be using the -- however Enbridge is planning on carrying the assets.  So if they are being retired in place for a new plant, I don't think we have -- the calculations themselves make no differentiation between those two.

MR. MONDROW:  Well, sorry, try not to maybe trail off at the end, Ms. Nori; I think you are getting a little quieter, so just slowly, and monotone would be wonderful, for this purpose.

MS. NORI:  I am sorry.

MR. MONDROW:  No, no, that's okay.  But I don't quite understand that answer.

I mean, does someone know whether the figures used in the calculations assumed asset removal or retirement in place, and how that was determined in respect of each of these asset classes?

MS. NORI:  Well I think the question is to me, as I am the one who did the calculations.  I don't think anyone from Enbridge could answer that.

The calculations themselves were purely using the inputs of either the OEB-approved numbers or what has been done historically.  So assets have historically been removed from service, and we are in the section 7 of the depreciation study as being removed from service, that would be continued.

It is just using the arithmetic.  We are not making any planning, for these.

MR. MONDROW:  So, Ms. Tian, historically most assets would be removed rather than abandoned in place; is that correct?  Is that a correct assumption?

MS.TIAN:  Yes.  I agree with that assumption.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, great.  Thank you.  Just give me one minute.  Good.  When I am faster than my iPad, I need a new iPad, I guess.

I'm going to switch gears and just ask a couple of questions to understand the ETTF plans.  So I am going to go to one of our interrogatories.  So this will be Phase 2, Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 1, IGUA 3.

Great.  And if -- perfect.  To the response, would be great.  You can go down a bit.

So this is an interrogatory where we asked for more specific activity and action details for what seems to be for all of the activity described in the evidence, a relatively small amount of money.

I mean $5 million is a lot personally, but in the grand scheme of Enbridge's revenue, it's not a lot.

And so we were trying to figure out what are you going to be able to do with this money.  And we have a whole list of things that you say you are going to do, which is summarized in the responses:  improve the availability, awareness, accessibility, affordability and acceptance of low-carbon technologies to drive market adoption.

So I just want to take a couple of minutes and look at each of these categories, which you then helpfully set out in the response below.

So, on availability -- and who would be answering these questions?

MS. HUANG:  Jane Huang.  I will be answering the questions.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Just so I can look at you when I'm talking to you, asking the questions.


So availability, identifying and evaluating new technologies through an extensive network of industry partners and research organizations, what's the actual activity?  Is it kind of watching for talks, press releases, advertising material on new products?  Is it going out and talking to people?  How are you going to monitor the market?

MS. HUANG:  We do have an IR response to elaborate on that, furthermore.  So I'm just going to locate that one; give me a second.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.

MS. HUANG:  So if I could bring up PP 8?  Sorry, Exhibit I.1.10-PP-8, please.

So response A is on the screen.  If we can scroll down to -- for the details.  So hopefully that provides the examples that, Ian, you are looking for.

So that would be through collaborating with world-class research organizations.

MR. MONDROW:  What does collaborating mean?

MS. HUANG:  So we, 1) attend their meetings, conferences.

Also, we actually -- there are further examples down in this response that we actually participate in their utilization, technology development program.

MR. MONDROW:  What does "participation" mean?

MS. HUANG:  Funding.

MR. MONDROW:  Funding?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And in exchange for their funding, you get what, access to the data?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Sorry, go on?

MS. HUANG:  So that's one avenue.  We also participate and present at conferences.  So recently we have presented -- attended actually and presented at the International Gas Research Conference and the Canadian Hydrogen Convention in Canada.  Then the other ways that we are staying --


MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, sorry, how does presenting at conferences help in the development of technologies to reduce customer GHG emissions?  Because that's the objective of this fund, I believe.

MS. HUANG:  Correct.  So presenting at conferences really is to share our part of learning with the general community, as a contributing member of the technology innovation.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, so that's like promoting specific GHG-reducing end-use technologies?

MS. HUANG:  Sharing our learnings.  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Sorry, go on.  There's more.

MS. HUANG:  So next to that is we do actively participate in golden standard committees.  We then also, in addition to that, work with manufacturers and technology developers.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, what does that mean, "working with"?

MS. HUANG:  Working with, engaging with them, funding certain projects, evaluating the technologies that they develop and, if appropriate, we will provide funding to support the development.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  When you say "evaluating", you test their stuff?  Or you just consider the results of their studies?

MS. HUANG:  We will -- so initially, when we engage with them, they will present their information.

So we will have our subject-matter experts to evaluate whether or not there is specific information are valid and have merit.  Then if we have made a determination that it's worthwhile to -- has potential, we would then further engage them in subsequent activities.

MR. MONDROW:  What are subsequent activities?

MS. HUANG:  Including the projects that we have listed in PP-8 in those attachments of list of projects, funding the projects either from TRL advancement or, if it makes sense, where the stage is close to commercialization, in terms of field demonstration locally in Ontario.

MR. MONDROW:  What does TRL stand for?

MS. HUANG:  Oh, technology readiness level, sorry.

MR. MONDROW:  That's okay.  Thanks.  That's what this discussion is about, information.

MS. HUANG:  Correct, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Okay, sorry.  Was there something else that you wanted to add?

MS. HUANG:  No, I think that's the response.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  That's helpful.  Thank you.  I'm going to leave that there because I have one more question, I think and I'm probably out of time.  So, if we look at IGUA-4.  So, this is  Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 1, IGUA-4.  And I just -- in this interrogatory I was trying to understand the nexus between the ETTF and DSM, and I know there is some other interrogatories about this and some other responses.  Indeed, you referred us to two responses in answer to our question and I looked at those  and I still don't quite understand, so I'm just going to see if I can ask you again and just clarify this.

What wasn't clear to me from the evidence which I cited in this interrogatory is whether the ETTF money might be spent on technologies that qualify for DSM spending but the money for them in the DSM plan has run out.  That's one category.  Or are they -- is that -- is the ETTF money to be spent only on technologies that don't qualify for DSM funding?  It wasn't clear to me.

MS. HUANG:  So, the response to that would be the latter.  So, the energy efficiency technology that qualified under DSM framework would be funded by DSM funding.  There would be no subsequent ETTF funding to that.  What's in scope for ETTF funding is energy efficiency measures outside of DSM framework.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And the corollary then would be true that DSM funds wouldn't be used to supplement the ETTF work.  They're two separate silos and they are to be kept separate with different objectives and different technological focuses?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, perfect.  That's what I was hoping you'd say.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions, thank you for your help.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Ian.  Next up is Environmental Defence and GEC.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, and I just have a procedural matter before that, if it's okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Go ahead.
Procedural Matters


MR. STEVENS:  I just want to give people a little bit of notice.  We just learned for our next panel, our expert, Michael Sloan from ICF, it appears he won't be available today.  He's apparently dealing with impacts of wildfires where he is.  He's hopeful that he will be available tomorrow, and I know that panel number 3 is primarily up for tomorrow, but I just wanted to give a warning, in terms of organizing what's going to be happening, that Mr. Sloan don't be available today and maybe most relevant to FRPO.  But I just wanted to let people know as soon as we knew.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, thanks for that heads-up, David.  Mr. Elson, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Elson


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Again, my name is Kent Elson and I represent Environmental Defence, and I'll be asking questions also today on behalf of the Green Energy Coalition.  And I'd like to start with some questions on the ETTF and in interrogatory 8 from Pollution Probe and 63 from Environmental Defence there is some discussion of research and development that's taken place under the technology development team funded out of O&M.  It seems like the number is somewhere between 4 and 8 million dollars since 2027.  I'll be following up later to reconcile those numbers.

But I first had a high-level question which is:  What is the difference between the ETTF and the R&D research that you've been doing under O&M so far?  Now, I understand the ETTF will be  coming from a rate rider but aside from how it's funded, you know, what's different about the criteria for selecting those programs or otherwise?

MS. HUANG:  Sure.  Actually, can we bring up Exhibit I.1.10-ED-63, please.  If we can go down to question A, and the response to that.  So, I think in this IR response we provided what the technology development team, it's main functions are.  So, the technology development team currently leads the low carbon technology development work with a goal of advancing customer focus, low carbon solutions by supporting, evaluating, developing and implementing low carbon technologies.  So that's really the goal of the team and the O&M budget currently allocated to the team is to serve that purpose.

As we outlined in the evidence part, where we recognize the need to accelerate the pace of advance -- technology advancement in the area to support the net zero goal for both the federal and the provincial level.  So, we propose the ETTF to be able to accelerate the pace of that activity.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So, in terms of eligibility there isn't a difference I'm hearing.  Really the ETTF will add additional funding to accelerate the pace of similar kind of work.  Is that fair to say?

MS. HUANG:  That is fair to say, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And could you undertake to let us know what the budget is for the rate term for R&D taking place through O&M spending and the technology development team, outside of the ETTF?

MS. HUANG:  So, just to clarify the question.  So, you want to know the O&M budget allocated for T&D activities from 2024 to 2028?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, please.  Out of O&M.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that information that's available?  When you say "budget", Kent, are you talking about what Enbridge Gas is forecasting as its budget for these future years?  Because I  think we've heard from other panels that the budget is not complete for future years, or are you interested in what portion of the 2024 O&M envelope is allocable to this activity?

MR. ELSON:  I would like to know for 2024 and future years as best as you have planned for.

MR. STEVENS:  So, for 2024 and any future years where there are plans, what is the amount of O&M budget for R&D activities related to similar items as covered by ETTF?  Is that the  question?

MR. ELSON:  You know, I don't know what to call it, to be honest with you, David, but I think that sounds about right.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that we can look into, Jane?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Then we'll provide that undertaking.

MR. RICHLER:  We'll note that as undertaking JT2.2.
UNDERTAKING JT2.2:  FOR 2024 AND ANY FUTURE YEARS WHERE THERE ARE PLANS AND APPROVED BUDGETS, TO CONFIRM THE AMOUNT OF O&M BUDGETED FOR R&D ACTIVITIES RELATED TO SIMILAR ITEMS AS COVERED BY ETTF

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, can I actually clarify?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. HUANG:  So, for 2024 that's the scope, correct?

MR. STEVENS:  We'll look into 2024 and to the extent that there are amounts established or budgeted for future years, we'll let Kent know, but if there aren't we'll let Kent know that that budgeting hasn't happened yet.

MR. ELSON:  And I think we would all appreciate if, for future years, you don't have a specific number, a sense of whether when you expect it to be in the range of 2024 or higher or lower.  Because if the Board is going to be granting a certain amount of dollars for the ETTF it's good to know what that's incremental on top of.  So, we would appreciate some sense of that even if you haven't picked programs or plans, whether there is, you know, anything that you can provide to us as for additional detail for future years.

MR. STEVENS:  We'll advise if there is any sense of how the budget will relate to the 2024 number in future years, if we have that information.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.  If we could turn to ED-3, please.  And in ED-3, there are some attachments.  And I am looking, for example, at attachment 2, page 3.  And on attachment 2, page 3, at the bottom of this table there is reference to "field trials of a residential gas heat pump."  And it includes DSM spending in 2024.

And throughout these tables, there's reference to DSM spending that seems to be on gas equipment. And so what we would appreciate from Enbridge is a list of all the DSM spending on gas heat pumps in 2023 and 2024, and how that spending is complaint with the DSM decision.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand your question, Kent.  I'm struggling to understand how it's relevant in this case.

MR. ELSON:  It's relevant in a couple of ways.  One is that Enbridge is asking for more dollars in relation to R&D, and it is important to know how much and what kind of governance is needed over that.  And we are exploring what has, you know, transpired in relation to what the Board has ordered in relation to DSM.

I'm also just trying to understand if it is indeed the case, that DSM spending and a significant amount of DSM spending went towards gas heat pumps in 2023 and 2024, as that relates to what would be spent on gas heat pumps in the ETTF.

Maybe it hasn't.  Maybe this table is, you know, I'm sort of misreading it.  It looks to me like there's $20,000 in 2024, DSM spending on gas heat pumps.

But rather than go through this big, long table verbally today, which would use up all of my time, I would prefer to have the undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Thank you for the explanation.  I mean, from Enbridge's perspective, the question of what's happening or what's happened historically with DSM and DSM spend isn't within scope of Phase 2 of this proceeding.

I am not closely involved with it, but I understand there is a new DSM plan coming up in the near future being filed.  I imagine there will be questions about what's happened in the past, through that process.  So we decline to answer questions around historic DSM spending as part of Phase 2 of this proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I am not sure if 2024 can properly be described as historical, but I'll have to move on, Mr. Stevens, based on your answer.

If we could move to ED-5, please.  So ED-5 asked about whether Enbridge would consider spending ETTF funds on network geothermal or district energy pilots.  I know that in other jurisdictions that has been one of the prime areas for gas ETTF spending.

And Enbridge responded, saying that it is open to reviewing new gas technologies or developing non-gas technologies if they are integrated with gas technologies.

And it seems to be saying that you wouldn't look at, for example, district energy with electric geothermal.

Have I understood that correctly?  Or is that also in scope?

MS. HUANG:  If technology is purely electric, that would not in be in scope for ETTF.

We have provided a response in other IR to clarify that the ETTF fund would be focused on technologies that use the Enbridge Gas system to varying degrees.

MR. ELSON:  So can you explain the rationale for that?

MS. HUANG:  Can I take a moment to confer?

MS. HUANG:  Right.  Jane Huang here.  So currently, ETTF is proposed to be funded by the gas ratepayers, so it is to the gas payers -- gas ratepayers' benefit to focus on gas-related technology and innovation.

The goal of the fund is to help customer -- customer gas ratepayers, to be able to reduce their GHG emissions.

MR. ELSON:  So even if they can reduce their GHG emissions most cost effectively with something like electric geothermal, you would not consider that to be eligible for ETTF funding because it doesn't use your gas system; is that fair?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to Exhibit 1, tab 10, schedule 7, paragraph 13, which is on page 5, I believe Enbridge has referred to this list as your criteria under the ETTF.

But it seems to me more that this is a prioritization as opposed to a screening list.  And I understand we have just discussed one additional screening criterion that we hadn't understood before, that all of the projects have to involve the gas system somehow.

Are there any other ways -- any other screening criteria that Enbridge would apply?

MS. HUANG:  So if you are referring to project selection criteria in terms of when we have the project intake, how we evaluate and decide on the funding, Enbridge has considered what a scoring matrix could look like for ETTF.

So some initial thoughts, I can share some details here, could include elements such as technology innovation and the level of uniqueness, to see if they have a clear, competitive advantage.  That TRL level, technology readiness level of the technology also will be a factor into that scoring, could be an element of the scoring matrix.

Definitely GHG reduction potential benefits will be part of that.  And other elements that could be considered into the scoring matrix could include whether or not the budget proposed will be reasonable, and then whether or not they have subsequent other potential funding available to be leveraged, as well as project teams expertise, whether or not they were likely to carry out the project with a high probability of success.

So these are some examples of the elements that could go into a scoring matrix, if that helps you clarify your question.

MR. ELSON:  Do you have a draft scoring matrix that you prepared internally?

MS. HUANG:  We don't have a draft prepared.  But what I shared would be the elements that we have considered.

MR. ELSON:  Now my question wasn't about scoring, but screening.  Are there other criteria by which you would look at a project and say no, this project is not eligible.

Is there is screening criteria?

MS. HUANG:  No.

MR. ELSON:  No.  And I guess I should say any screening criteria aside from the fact that it needs to use the Enbridge Gas system in one way or the other?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. MONDROW:  Kent, it's Ian Mondrow.  Can I jump in for one minute?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Am I correct, Ms. Hume -- is it Hume?

MS. HUANG:  Huang.

MR. MONDROW:  Huang, sorry.  That one of the primary objectives of the ETTF is to promote and enable the continued use of the gas distribution system.

MS. HUANG:  Can you repeat the question, sorry.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.  And I'm looking at an interrogatory response.  It is to our first interrogatory, so it is Exhibit I, Tab 1, schedule 1, IGUA-1.  And we actually asked about the Enbridge's position on jurisdiction.  But in the response what's highlighted is a GHG reduction, which is what we asked about but then Enbridge goes on to highlight the benefit to Enbridge Gas' customers.  You referred to those customers a minute ago, the  gas customers, by promoting and enabling the continued use of the gas distribution system.  And then the response goes on to effectively refer to reducing stranded asset risk.  And I thought that was kind of one of the primary objectives of this proposed fund, and I'm just asking you if that assumption of mine is correct.

MS. HUANG:  I would say the primary objective is to help our customers reduce GHG emissions.  The two leverage -- continued use of gas distribution system is a way to -- we consider to get there.  To be able to maximize the ratepayer benefit.

MR. MONDROW:  So, okay, that's fine.  I won't go on further, Kent, it's your time.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Back on that paragraph 13 there's a line that talks about -- provides safe reliable and affordable low carbon options.  And could you explain what affordable means?  And could you explain if it means that Enbridge would not fund projects or technologies that are less cost effective at achieving decarbonization than alternatives?

MS. HUANG:  So, as I mentioned previously we will evaluate technologies definitely on their technology potential.  The other element that also would be included as part of the consideration is the market potential and affordability and choice customers.  So, absolutely, if we need to have a reasonable determination of the -- certain technology would have possible potential trajectory of getting to a reasonable price, price point for a customer to be able to adopt.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to ED-11 and part E.  And here we're talking about the efficiency of converting bio-gas into bio-methane or RNG.  And you talk about a conversion efficiency of 70 to 95 percent.  What does that mean?  What's that efficiency?  So, that's how much the energetic value you have left over after the losses from the conversion process?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Cora Carriveau.  I wanted to clarify the response.  In respect to the conversion of biomass, via gasification, and I believe that you spoke to the conversion of converse of biogas?

MR. ELSON:  I did.  You're right.  And my question is still:  What is the -- what's the meaning of the numbers here, the 70 percent?  Does that mean that the energetic value that you get out of the product or the process is 70 percent of what is put into it in terms of biomass and then the outcome being  RNG?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Yes, the recoverable amount of energy from the biomass itself would be roughly translated into the RNG.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  And so, does that include the losses from converting the bio-gas into RNG upgrading?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Sorry.  Again, we're not talking about biogas in the response to this question.  We're talking about the conversion efficiency of solid biomass into RNG.

MR. ELSON:  And when you have solid biomass there's no upgrading.  It's not like you have a step you are going straight from biomass to RNG?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  No, it is a step-wise process.  There is energy that would be involved in gasifying as a first step as an example of a type of process that would convert solid biomass into RNG.  There is energy input into the process.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I'm just looking for clarification here and maybe the best way to do it is by way of undertaking to convert -- confirm the efficiency of turning biomass into RNG,  including any upgrading that is needed.  And also to express that as kilowatt hours per cubic metre of -- of RNG that's created.

MS. CARRIVEAU:  To clarify, you want the amount of energy required to create the RNG, so to convert the solid biomass into the RNG?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, or maybe that's another way to express the losses as kilowatt-hours per cubic metre.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something, Cora, that Enbridge can calculate or determine or find out?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  That would be a literature review and, again, there's quite a number of different technologies that would be realized.  So, that would take quite a bit of work to  undertake that literature review.

MR. ELSON:  And so, the 70 percent and 95 percent is not describing the efficiency of turning the biomass into RNG.  Is that fair to say?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, that's fine.  I can -- go ahead, Ian -- sorry, David.

MR. STEVENS:  It sounds like you are going to go where I was going to ask --


MR. ELSON:  I've got a lot to cover today.  If we could turn to Pollution Probe-8, please.  And Pollution Probe-8 has a long list of R&D projects that were undertaken from 2017 to 2023.  Further down, it may be in the attachments.  I don't need to ask you about specific projects, but I would ask who owns the product of the work conducted by Enbridge under its technology development O&M spending?  Is that for the benefit of ratepayers or is that considered to be proprietary Enbridge information that you cannot share?

MS. HUANG:  So, if you -- it's Jane Huang here.  So, just to clarify, so you are asking about the intellectual property owner of the work developed?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. HUANG:  So, the project owners, i.e. manufacturers, would own all the IP developed through these funded projects.

MR. ELSON:  So, you cannot -- Enbridge doesn't own or have any rights to that data?

MS. HUANG:  Enbridge have access to that data, for sure.  But we don't own the IP rights to those.

MR. ELSON:  Interesting.  Well that comes to my next question, which is whether you could undertake to file the data and the outcomes from the projects listed in the attachments to PP-8.  And that may be something you'd have to take away.

MS. HUANG:  So, if we could bring up attachments there is a significant number of projects listed in there.  It is onerous to be able to produce the entire outcome of each and every single project, given the allotted time.

MR. ELSON:  My concern is that Enbridge is asking for more funding for R&D of a similar nature to what's occurred in the last five years, and yet we don't have the income -- the outcome of how effective that spending has been and what the conclusions have been, what the learnings have been.

You could apply a threshold, any projects that are over, let's say $25,000.  But I do think the Board and intervenors ought to know what has come of the, somewhere between $4 million and $8 million, before there is approval of more of a similar kind of spending.

MR. STEVENS:  Angela, could you please scroll down a little bit, just so we can see the whole list?

This will be weeks of work, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I mean, I assume that Enbridge has the outcomes of this.  I mean, there's been millions of dollars spent.  And if they were --


MR. STEVENS:  And frankly, who's going to -- I'm sorry to interrupt.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  Who is going to go through these hundreds of pages of information, assuming that it exists?  I mean, if your concern is that Enbridge is directing funds towards something and paying no attention to what's happening or getting no benefit, then perhaps if we chose two or three of these as samples we could test that.

But it is far too much to ask to go through this list and set a threshold of $25,000 or $50,000 or frankly, even $100,000, and produce all of that information.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, Mr. Stevens, the list is, I guess, about two pages long, two and a bit.  And what we would be looking for -- we would be fine not to have the actual data, although at some point I would think that customers should be able to benefit from what they have spent their money on, but at least just the outcomes of all this work.

Did the work show that the technology was helpful or not helpful?  You know, what are the outcomes?  I mean, that should be in some sort of accessible form inside Enbridge.  And if it's not, I think that's telling, in and of itself.

And so our request would be for the outcomes, whether that's a final report or whatever the documentation is for all of the technology development, research in the tables attached to PP-8, where the threshold of anything -- wherein its spending is $25,000 or more.

MR. STEVENS:  If that's as far as you're able to moderate your request, then we're not prepared to proceed.  We won't provide that.

It is unduly onerous and it's highly unclear as to how helpful all of that will be to the outcome on this ETTF issue.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Stevens, are you willing to provide something less than that?

MR. STEVENS:  I suggested that, and you went back to your $25,000.  I am not particularly interested in negotiating.  I suggested that Enbridge could choose two or three of these, and provide you with a sample.

MR. ELSON:  Ms. Huang, what happens when you finish one of these projects?  How do you make sure that the learnings from them are retained by Enbridge?

MS. HUANG:  We do have project data and project reports for each of the projects.

MR. ELSON:  So you will have a project report somewhere in your files for each of the projects?

MS. HUANG:  Not until the project is finished.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So when it's finished, you have a project report?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Well, just to be sure that we're on the same page here, Mr. Stevens, I'm asking for the project reports that Enbridge already has for the roughly 40 or so projects that are listed in the attachments here with a threshold of $25,000.  That doesn't seem to be onerous to produce.

Are you willing to produce it?  Or is that still a refusal?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm still curious as to what it is Environmental Defence is going to do with these 40 reports, and how it's helpful.  We already have a big record.  This is going to make the record bigger?

If there is a reasonable representative sample then I'm willing to consider that.  But to produce 40 of these, I just don't see the usefulness.

We are not testing the prudence of these projects; we're not seeking to clear some prior spends.  We're talking about a future fund for similar, but not the same purposes.

MR. ELSON:  I'll take that as a refusal, Mr. Stevens.  I think I have explained why we are looking for the documents, and I will have to move on because my time is very short.  If Enbridge changes its mind and can provide something, then we'll take a look at it.  And otherwise, we'll have to leave it where it is.

If we could turn to ED-63, please.  Actually, before we go to ED-63 --


MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, Kent.

MR. ELSON:...let's --


MR. MONDROW:  Excuse me...

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, go ahead, Ian.

MR. MONDROW:  Ian Mondrow, thank you.  I would like that undertaking for the five highest value completed projects.  Could you do that?

MR. STEVENS:  I assume based on what you've said before, Jane, that that information would be available?

MS. HUANG:  So, if a project is completed, we would have the report.  So okay -- I want to clarify:  There are three attachments included in PP-8, so those are three categories of projects.  Attachment 1 is the Enbridge-led demonstration and technology innovation projects.

Attachment 2 is the projects Enbridge participated and funded through the natural gas innovation fund.

Attachment 3 is the list of projects -- that's hundreds of projects, funded through the Gas Technology Institute, utilization technology development project.

So those are the three.

I guess to answer your question, I think if you are looking at in total, everything of the three categories, just to clarify your request, the top five funded of all three categories, correct?

MR. STEVENS:  I assume we are probably focused on attachment 1?

MR. MONDROW:  Just before you answer, I think maybe the best way to do this is I will withdraw the request for now, but we are going to -- some of us will take this away and talk about it over lunch, and maybe figure out how to -- if there's a request that we think would be most useful for the objectives of this process and in the ETTF, as you suggest.  And we'll take into account information on the three different categories.

So let me talk to some of my colleagues, rather than having a bunch of us ask for different things, and maybe we can coordinate it.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could turn to page -- sorry, attachment 1 in PP-8.  And at the bottom of the table, that's perfect, right there.

There is a reference to total expenditure of $4 million.  And then if we could turn to ED-63.  And in the response to ED-63A, it says that the technology development team has funded approximately $8 million of projects, I assume that should say, through O&M and various technology innovation projects in the last seven years.

Can you reconcile the $8 million and the $4 million and provide an annual breakdown?

MS. HUANG:  Could we go back to PP-8, then.  I can actually go, walk through the numbers with you -- not the attachment but the main part of the response.  Okay.  Thank you, I should state --


MR. ELSON:  Being as I'm looking -- I was going to say, seeing as we're also looking for an annual breakdown, maybe it would just be more efficient to provide that reconciliation by way of an undertaking response?

MS. HUANG:  Let me -- I can walk you through the numbers, the $8 million and $4 million, pretty quickly right here.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MS. HUANG:  Okay, if we can go to -- yes, "I" -- sorry, 2, of this.

So there are three categories of projects that Enbridge has funded through its O&M budget as outlined here.

The first category is the Enbridge-led technology studies, field trials and pilot projects.  So that total is the $4 million contribution as outlined here, approximately to $4 million, and that's the total that you see in the attachment 1.

Then there is a second category, which is the natural gas innovation fund projects.  And that list has a total of $3.5 million within 2017 to 2023.

Out of that, $3.2 million comes from the O&M budget.  So that is $4 million plus $3.2 million, right here.

And then if we go down to the third category, that is the Gas Technology Institute utilization technology development projects,  And the total from 2017 to 2023 is approximately 1.55 million U.S. dollars.  Of this, 50 percent is contributed through the O&M budget as outlined here.  So, adding the three numbers together, that's where we get to the 8 in the response to ED-63.  So, that's just to high-level addition.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could you undertake to provide an annual breakdown of the O&M's spending on technology and development?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, it is David Stevens.  Enbridge will provide its best information about the annual profile of the  approximately $8 million spend on R&D projects from 2017 to 2023.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.3.
UNDERTAKING JT2.3:  TO PROVIDE ENBRIDGE'S BEST INFORMATION ABOUT THE ANNUAL PROFILE OF THE  APPROXIMATELY $8 MILLION SPEND ON R&D PROJECTS FROM 2017 TO 2023.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I will turn to low carbon energy now and 4.2.7, I'm in ED-40 in particular.  And just a simple question on ED-40, which is whether you could provide the response in terms of dollars per cubic metres?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  Yes, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Sorry, could you just summarize that undertaking one more time, please?

MR. ELSON:  To provide the response in terms of dollars per cubic metre.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING JT2.4:  TO PROVIDE THE RESPONSE TO ED-40 SHOWING DOLLARS PER CUBIC METRES.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  ED-41, please.  There is a table 1 in the response to ED-41.  And it is a comparison of biogas to electrical and gas grid pathways.  And could you update the table to account for the energy losses in biogas upgrading?  Or confirm that that's already been accounted for in the table by way of an undertaking?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  There was a previous question that asked for the amount of energy to be used to upgrade biogas into RNG.  The answer in C of this undertaking is .2 to .9-kilowatt hours per cubic meter of biogas to upgrade.  So, the numbers that are included in this table speak to the amount of energy that's retained from the biogas itself.  So, the actual residual amount of energy that is left at the -- upon either creating power or creating RNG, that's the conversion efficiency of the energy.  And we've already provided the amount of energy in the -- that it requires to upgrade the biogas into RNG.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So, that table 1 already accounts for the losses of energy through the upgrading process.  Is that what you're saying?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  No, the table specifically provides the amount of energy that was originally contained in the biogas and the amount of residual -- the amount of energy at the end point, whether that -- energy equivalent basis, that if you're creating -- that if you had your starting point of, I believe it's 20 gigajoules of energy in a hundred -- I'm sorry, a thousand cubic metres of biogas, that the amount of energy that is available at the end of that process would be 8 gigajoules of electricity versus 19 gigajoules of RNG.  So, it does not incorporate the amount of energy used in the process.

MR. ELSON:  Could you update the table to account for the energy losses in the upgrading process, which I assume is only relevant to B, which is the gas grid pathway where you talk about the energetic value of the RNG that's created?


MR. STEVENS:  Is that something, Cora, that we can do if we express assumptions or a range?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Yes, I expect I could provide that number.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  We'll have to include whatever assumptions that are there, as I understand there is an associated range, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  As always, that's fine.  Thank you,  Mr. Stevens.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.5.
UNDERTAKING JT2.5:  TO UPDATE TABLE 1 IN ED-41 TO ACCOUNT FOR THE ENERGY LOSSES IN THE UPGRADING PROCESS


MR. ELSON:  And if we could turn then to C, there's a reference to the losses of the biogas upgrading to RNG.  Are those losses roughly between 2 to 10 percent?  Is that a fair characterization?  Or could you provide the losses by way of a percent?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  I wouldn't characterize the amount provided in C as a loss.  That is the energy that's input for the  process.  The energy that's provided in the process.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So, that our losses in addition to that that you have biogas that goes into the process that is not converted into RNG at a hundred percent from an energetic basis?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  So, there are minor amounts of -- depends on the upgrading process.  There are some amounts of the methane from the biogas that may go into the tail gas burned at the end, but generally those are minor and those are in the way of 1 to 2 percent.

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.  I'm just looking -- the energy that goes into the process in terms of biogas, whether there's electricity that gets used, whatever form that energy is, versus the energy that comes out as RNG.  What's the percentage, energy in versus energy out?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  I've provided that in the assumption.  I took a conservative assumption where the energy going into the process and you have a recovery of 96 percent of that energy that goes into the process, but that does -- that is the energy that goes in and how much of that energy is recovered on the outputs, that does not include the amount of energy that's required for the process.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Can you provide a whole number that includes the energy that's required to run the process?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  That would be quite an undertaking because there are numerous types of upgrading process, each of those upgrading processes has a different energy requirement.  So, to provide a -- specific number or a range of numbers would take quite a lot of time.

MR. ELSON:  Let me ask you this question.  Sorry to cut you off.  What's the most common process that's run?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  I can't speak that to myself.  I am not in the team that does the RNG upgrading.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So, could you go and talk to your team and provide the value based on the most commonly used upgrading process?

MR. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please.  I think we're prepared to provide that information, Kent, so long as it's not an unreasonable amount of work.  I mean, none of the folks who do the work are here.  So, if you can restate the question so it's clear for the record, we can undertake to provide it on a reasonable efforts basis.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  And that would be the percentage difference between the energy that goes in to biogas upgrading, both in terms of the biogas itself and the energy required to run the process, in comparison to the energy that comes out which consists of renewable natural gas.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as undertaking JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING JT2.6: IN ED-41c, TO EXPLAIN LOSSES OF THE BIOGAS UPGRADING TO RNG, COMPARED TO THE ENERGY THAT COMES OUT WHICH CONSISTS OF RNG.

MR. RICHLER:  And, Kent, can we just do a time check?  How are you doing?

MR. ELSON:  I have more questions and I can confirm that I would like to move my 15 minutes from panel 5 to this panel.  And I may be able to be done in 15 minutes.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just took clear on the last question.  The basis on which Enbridge is going to answer that is based upon what it understands to be the most common or most easiest to explain or, perhaps, quantify upgrading method.

MR. ELSON:  I think the most common, yes, would be our request, Mr. Stevens.  Okay.

Could you provide an estimate of the fugitive methane emissions that arise in the process of upgrading biogas to RNG?

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that's readily known or available, Cora?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  I'm uncertain of that amount.  That's not a number that I am familiar with.

MR. ELSON:  I'll be happy to have an undertaking on a best-efforts basis to go back to the team and ask them what the percent of fugitive methane emissions are in the most common upgrading process of biogas to RNG.

MR. STEVENS:  One moment, please.  We can provide that on a reasonable basis.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.7.
UNDERTAKING JT2.7:  TO ADVISE THE PERCENTAGE OF FUGITIVE METHANE EMISSIONS IN THE MOST COMMON UPGRADING PROCESS OF BIOGAS TO RNG.


MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to ED-44, please.

And in ED-44, we asked Enbridge if Enbridge was required to procure RNG based on the cost per tonne of avoided CO2 emissions.  In order to account for the fact that different RNG sources have very different RNG impacts, what would be the decision-making test that Enbridge would apply?  And we didn't get an answer to that question.

What we got was Enbridge's explanation for why it does not believe it should prioritize the most effective RNG at reducing carbon emissions.

And so we'd like to re-ask that question to let us know what decision-making test Enbridge would apply if either the OEB or a settlement agreement required that that prioritization take place in procuring RNG, based on cost per tonne of avoided CO2e.

MS. CARRIVEAU:  I can speak to the response; maybe that will help clarify the response.

And the response that we provided where we did not feel that it was appropriate to provide a limit -- a dollar per tonne abatement limit related to RNG, is because under scope 1 emission reporting methods, the use of RNG from an end-use facility creates the same amount of emission reductions.

So this dollar per tonne abatement cost would really just be a proxy for the cost of RNG.  So at an end user -- from an end-user perspective, there is no difference in the amount of abatement at the end-user perspective because all types of RNG produce biogenic CO2 emissions.

And so the upstream --


MR. ELSON:  Well, I mean --


MS. CARRIVEAU:  I can elaborate.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. CARRIVEAU:  The upstream-avoided emissions related to the upstream production would not be emissions that customers get to claim in their use of RNG.

So, from an end-user perspective, the dollar per tonne CO2 is directly related to the dollar per gigajoule of the RNG.

MR. ELSON:  Now that's a bit of a fancy way not to answer the question but, you know, I think we all understand, as did the consultant that prepared your RNG report, that there is a very, very big difference in the life-cycle emissions of different kinds of RNG.

And I expect my client will be saying if you're going to be procuring RNG, you should procure it on that basis, because there is far more benefit to certain types of RNG versus others.

So we're just asking not you not to agree with us, because we understand you don't, but to describe the decision-making test that Enbridge would use if it were to do that.

Is that something that can you provide for us?

MR. STEVENS:  I think the witness, Kent, has provided an answer.

It may not be the answer you would like.

I mean, of course Enbridge will follow the direction from the OEB or, to the extent it comes to this, the approach that's set out in a settlement proposal, in terms of how it would procure RNG, if there is extra directions as to how that's done.

But I think Enbridge would wait for such direction before figuring out how to implement it, rather than guessing what the direction is in advance, and giving you a hypothetical in response.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I'll take that as declining to answer that question, and move on to ED-48, please.  And in particular, on page 2, table 1, there is a high and low estimate of the cost per tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent of reducing emissions from RNG.

And it seems to me like this table accounts for the federal carbon charge, and then nets out the federal carbon charge from the cost of reducing emissions.

And we would ask that you redo the table without netting out the carbon charge, and so you just have the pure cost of reducing the emissions.

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Cora Carriveau:  I don't think that would actually reflect a marginal abatement cost because the inclusion -- RNG is not subject to the federal carbon charge.

And the marginal abatement cost is the difference between natural gas and the emissions of natural gas and the emissions of renewable natural gas.  And so the cost -- the -- incremental cost of that RNG, you need to consider the federal carbon charge is exempt, and also the commodity cost.

So that would not actually be representative of a marginal abatement cost, the way that you have proposed to us to redo that table.

MR. ELSON:  Now I think it depends whether you are doing that cost analysis from a societal perspective or otherwise.  And we can agree to disagree on what's appropriate, and you can put in whatever caveats you believe are appropriate.

What we are looking for is the cost of reducing emissions that do not net out the federal carbon charge, so that is the price per tonne of CO2e avoided.  Could you undertake to provide that figure, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please. 

[Mr. Stevens confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  Enbridge is prepared to provide that response on the express statement that we don't believe it's representative of any analysis that should be done.  We don't want to be held to having a complete list of caveats and reservations in our answer.

I just want to say that upfront, that just because we're providing you the math does not mean that Enbridge stands behind what the math shows.

MR. ELSON:  That's sufficient for my purposes.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as undertaking JT2.8.
UNDERTAKING JT2.8:  TO UPDATE ED-48, PAGE 2, TABLE 1 TO SHOW FIGURES WITHOUT NETTING OUT THE FEDERAL CARBON CHARGE.


MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to ED-48(b), we had asked for some calculations based on an RNG cost, wherein the 1 percent RNG penetration is achieved for the $2 per month residential customer cost cap, and in response, Enbridge said that the incremental cost of RNG would be $25.58 per gigajoule.

I just have a simple question mere by way of undertaking:  Could you express the total cost and the incremental cost of that RNG as dollars per cubic metre?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  We could express this in a dollar per cubic metre.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, the undertaking is to provide the information in ED-48(b) in terms of total cost and incremental cost per cubic metre?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, both a total and incremental.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.9.
UNDERTAKING JT2.9:  TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION IN ED-48(B) IN TERMS OF TOTAL COST AND INCREMENTAL COST PER CUBIC METRE.


MR. ELSON:  And if we could turn to ED-50.  Again, another simple question, which is:  Could you please provide the figures as dollars per cubic metres in Canadian dollars?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  Yes, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.10.
UNDERTAKING JT2.10:  TO PROVIDE THE FIGURES IN ED-50 AS DOLLARS PER CUBIC METRES IN CANADIAN DOLLARS.


MR. ELSON:  ED-51, we asked some questions about the individuals that Enbridge contacted to determine whether they support Enbridge procuring low carbon energy, and this flows from a number of letters that were included in the application.  And we wanted to know, well, if there was these letters that were received, how many customers or organizations were contacted?  And so, we'd asked for a list of those customers.


What we got back was a, you know, a presentation provided at the customer meetings.  And so, what we would look for by way of an undertaking is how many customers and organizations were contacted, whether they support Enbridge procuring low carbon energy.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can provide that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.11.
UNDERTAKING JT2.11:  RE ED-51, TO ADVISE HOW MANY CUSTOMERS AND ORGANIZATIONS WERE CONTACTED, WHETHER THEY SUPPORT ENBRIDGE PROCURING LOW CARBON ENERGY.


MR. ELSON:  I have a question relating to ED-52, and we had asked a number of questions of in relation to the -- Anew report.  And in response we understand that Anew is no longer providing these kinds of consulting services, and so Enbridge was not able to reach out to them to provide a response.  And that leads us -- leaves us in a bit of a difficult situation.

Is Enbridge planning to withdraw this Anew evidence, and if not, could Enbridge contact the authors that originally prepared it in whatever capacity?  You know, they are probably with a different consulting shop such that we can ask answers -- ask questions on this Anew report?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  So, Enbridge did contact Anew to try to find people that had responded.  They are no longer with the consulting firm.  Anew has discontinued that consulting business.  We did receive one call back from somebody who had since left the company when the consultancy was dissolved, and he was unable to respond to any of the questions.

In addition, the Anew was contracted as a jurisdictional overview.  They were not asked to provide an opinion on the program.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Stephanie.  I can just follow up on that.  Enbridge is not proposing to withdraw the information from Anew.  We think that it's information that would be interesting and relevant to the OEB, as Stephanie said.  It's in the nature of a jurisdictional review.  We don't know that it's particularly controversial.  We certainly understand that the OEB and parties may take a view as to the weight that should be given to it, but we don't see that it's helpful to the process to simply withdraw it.  It certainly was not within our plans that Anew would be winding up this business, but that's where we're at now and, as Stephanie said, efforts have been made to try to find the authors and we have not been successful.

MR. ELSON:  And the one person that you did contact, was that the lead author?

MS. FIFE:  No.

MR. ELSON:  No?  Who is the lead author?

MS. FIFE:  I'm not sure that's stated in the report.  I would have to go back and see if I could find out.  I don't know that I can get that answer for you, though.

MR. ELSON:  And do you know why you were unable to reach that person?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that the efforts were made through the remaining Anew organization, as Stephanie explained, so the information was taken from them and follow-ups were made where appropriate, and Stephanie explained the results.

MR. ELSON:  So, my request would be to undertake to try again, in essence, and in addition to contacting Anew, to look up the lead author or authors and try to find them.  I think the probability that they are with a different consulting firm is quite high, and that if you offered to pay them to answer these interrogatories, they may well be willing to take the work.  And so, we would be asking that you take best efforts to try to find the authors of the report and retain them to answer these interrogatories.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  We're going to take that question under advisement.  We'll -- we will let you know by way of response what Enbridge is and is not prepared to do.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  We'll note that as JT2.12 as being taken under advisement.
UNDERTAKING JT2.12:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO FIND THE AUTHORS OF THE ANEW REPORT, TO PROVIDE THEIR NAMES, AND TO RETAIN THEM TO RESPOND TO THE RELEVANT INTERROGATORIES (UNDER ADVISEMENT.)


MR. RICHLER:  And, Kent, just to check in, we are almost at the time for our scheduled lunch break.  Are you nearly done?

MR. ELSON:  I'll be done before the lunch break, yes.  Can we also have an undertaking to provide the names of the authors of the report?  You can include that in the previous undertaking if you prefer, Mr. Stevens.

MR. STEVENS:  We will include that in what we've taken under advisement.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I would like to turn now to ED-1.  And as I was preparing for this -- for these questions today, I noted that I'm not sure where scorecard questions are supposed to go and whether this is the right panel or a different panel is the right panel which is the evidence of 1.7.  We had asked a number of questions in F, G and H.  We had said if, for example, the OEB expressed an interest in a scorecard measure regarding the implementation of cost effective life extension through repairs, what would Enbridge suggest?  And then please comment on a specific potential econometric, and that's F.

And then in response -- well, we didn't really get answers, and so we would just be looking to have Enbridge's comment on potential new scorecard metrics relating to the topics addressed in F, G, and E, including the possibilities that we proposed.

We think it would be helpful for the OEB to have this information on the record from Enbridge because it is a live issue, certainly that we will be bringing forward in this case.

And I can say one more thing, Mr. Stevens.  You know, I think there may have been some confusion in responding to the questions.  For example, in part G, Enbridge states in response, the rate base liability for decommissioning the entire distribution system at its end of life is difficult to measure, and that really wasn't what we were asking.  What we'd asked in G is if the OEB expressed an interest in a scorecard measure relating to rate base liability, what would Enbridge suggest?  Please also comment on annual decline and rate base as a potential econometric.

And I think the confusion there is in  the term that I used which is rate base liability, and by that I really mean a concern about rate base continuing to increase.  And that being something that customers need to pay back in the future.

So it may be that for some of F, G, and H there is just a confusion as to what was being asked.  And so, we would like you to look at F, G and H and provide responses as best you can by way of undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  You are quite right.  This wouldn't be the panel who would be answering those questions.  I can't promise you that there will be anything more provided in response to E, D, F, G and H, but we can undertake to revisit the responses and supplement them as we believe appropriate.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING JT2.13:  TO RESPOND TO ED-1, PARTS F, G, AND H.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And those are our questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Kent.  Let's take our lunch break now and come back at 1:00.  Thanks everyone.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:16 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:01 p.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back.  Before I hand it over to the next intervenor on our list, I understand, Mr. Rubenstein, you wanted to speak to something?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, thank you.  During the IGUA discussion with the panel, he had taken that over the break he would have a discussion with respect to an undertaking he may ask with respect to Pollution Probe 8, and some certain reports.

And there has been a discussion of a number of -- a few parties during the break,  And I just wanted to have a clarification question.

In attachments 2 and 3 of 1.10-PP-8, there are, it shows different Enbridge contributions to either the natural gas innovation fund accelerator, and then the other one I think is the Gas Technology Institute's utilization development fund.

With respect to the ETTF proposal, could the funding from that be used to fund -- are those the sorts of things that are potentially eligible?  So it's not just Enbridge-led projects, but also the funding through maybe even specifically the utilization technology development fund or the natural gas innovation fund accelerator?

MS. HUANG:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So it can?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So we would ask that for each of attachment 1, 2 and 3, Enbridge please provide the top three funded, in terms of Enbridge funding, the final reports for the top three projects.  And, to be clear, that is projects that would be completed.  So some of these may still be in flight, so it would be the top three where there is actually a project and the projects have been completed.  So the final project report that, I guess from attachment 1, would be something Enbridge produces or its consultant or whoever is doing it.

And then for attachment 2 and 3 would be the entity, either the -- whatever you are provided with, from the Gas Technology Institute or the natural gas innovation fund.

Is that something you can undertake to do?

MR. STEVENS:  I just have a couple of questions for Jane, if you don't mind.  And I will break it down into the components.

For the attachment 1 for the Enbridge projects, is that something that you're able to provide as reports or final reporting on the top three most -- highest contribution projects that have been completed?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And then turning to the NGIF, or maybe I don't need to break down as between attachment 2 and 3, the -- the two third-party accelerator models, do they have final reports that are, (a) available and, (b) something that is within your control to provide publicly?

MS. HUANG:  I don't have that information.  What I can clarify is the Gas Technology Institute's utilization technology development program, they do publish annual reports and also impact reports.  So in that, there would be updates of all the in-flight and completed projects.

So if that's of interest and provides relevance to this, I think that we can provide.

The NGIF, the natural gas innovation fund, we need to go back to check with the organization as to what extent the information can be published.  So I am not sure, at this time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, if you could publish it publicly or it's filed confidentiality, it is a different question.  I am interested in the documents, and you will have to make a determination; you could seek whatever it's about.  I --


MR. STEVENS:  We are prepared to provide the undertaking, Mark, on the understanding or the proviso that if there are reports which are available which are not within our control to publish, then we'll indicate such.  And if we require any confidential treatment, we will also indicate such.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  And just to be clear, I think you were talking about the third category, that there's some -- there's an annual report and they may provide it.

I am more interested in what you get.  So presumably, you are getting more than that.

So, for example, I am just looking at the first project in attachment 3, here.  Enbridge contributed about 14 and a half thousand dollars to a thermal electric generator for a self-powered water heater.

Presumably you are getting more than just the summary in an annual report; you are getting something specific to that.

MS. HUANG:  Yes, we do have access to project files.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that's what I am looking for, whatever the final report is.  I am just using this example.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It is still the top three highest of that group, but that's what we are looking for, not some public summary in some other document.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Thank you, for the clarification.

So I mean, still, the provisos that I indicated will apply.

MS. HUANG:  And also, I just want a further clarification.  So the attachment 2 and attachment 3, Enbridge contribution is listed there, but the actual total project cost, collectively funded by other utilities and members, are much larger.

So you are asking for specifically Enbridge contribution, ranking that by -- it's not really the actual project size, in terms of...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, I mean --


MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- Enbridge's is fine.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  That will be undertaking JT2.14.
UNDERTAKING JT2.14:  FOR ATTACHMENTS 1, 2 AND 3 OF 1.10-PP-8, TO FILE THE FINAL REPORTS FOR THE TOP THREE COMPLETED PROJECTS.


MR. RICHLER:  And with that, we can move on to Three Fires Group and Minogi.  Nick Daube, go ahead, please.
Examination by Mr. Daube


MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, everyone.  Can we start on Exhibit I.1.10-Staff-4.  The first half of my questions will relate to the energy transition technology fund.  The second half of my questions will relate to the low-carbon voluntary program.

In question A at the end of this paragraph, OEB Staff asked:
"Has Enbridge Gas developed a scoring methodology to compare and rank potential initiatives?"

And, in your answer on the next page, Enbridge indicates that a scoring methodology will be developed upon approval of the fund.

My question is why is the scoring methodology being developed after approval and not now, as part of the proposal?

MS. HUANG:  It's Jane Huang here, for ETTF.

So the final scoring methodology will be developed once we have the approval for the fund, bearing any changes.  Because what we have proposed is from Enbridge's point of view, and the final decision for ETTF may have incorporated other changes.  That is something that we cannot foresee.


But having said that, we have put in initial considerations into what a scoring matrix could look like.  So I can go through that, if that helps clarify your question.

MR. DAUBE:  Can you give me the reference?  I might have seen it.

MS. HUANG:  I don't think we have filed that in any IR responses yet.  We did talk about it in the morning, to the ED session.

MR. DAUBE:  I see, okay.  Have you given thought to setting criteria and your scoring methodology in such a way that ensures that those metrics take into account available benefits for Indigenous communities and other underserved communities?

MS. HUANG:  The answer to that question is yes, the affordability and choice of customer is one of the possible scoring metrics that we have considered to be included.

MR. DAUBE:  And how would that apply specifically to Indigenous communities?  Or would it?

MS. HUANG:  So if I can bring up the IR response, Exhibit I.1.10-TFG-M/2?

So, the response to question A -- sorry, section J of that IR response.  So, the objective of the ETTF is to reduce GHG emission and provide safe, reliable, and affordable low carbon options for our customers.  So, the ratepayer benefits, I think is back to that Staff-4 response that we have provided in detail, in terms of help customer reduce their overall gas consumption resulting in GHG emission reduction and also supply more affordable fuel to the customer by increasing the supply and lowering cost of low-carbon fuels as well.  The third point is to help customer to reduce equipment replacement cost by enabling the continued use of existing gas burning and associated equipment through RNG, CCUS.

And also in addition to that, the additional benefit is to provide energy resilience to customers.  And then Indigenous community including Indigenous communities will enjoy all these benefits similar to other customers.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there any other way that your metrics or scorecards will take into account or otherwise track the effect for Indigenous communities or have you told me everything?

MS. HUANG:  So, I guess in the same response, section (k), I think we elaborate a little bit more on that.  Second part of it:
"Enbridge Gas will consider the specific circumstances of impacted Indigenous communities and will make efforts to ensure selected technologies align with the needs of impacted Indigenous communities."

And we provided some examples there.  So, such technology could include distributed energy resources and district energy as outlined in a separate response in ED-4.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Are you saying that's going to form part of your proposed scorecard when it comes time to develop that scorecard?

MS. HUANG:  I think affordability, as I said earlier, is one of the scoring matrix element that we are considering, for sure.

MR. DAUBE:  Affordability as generally applicable to all customers.  Is that correct?  Nothing specific to Indigenous customers or Indigenous communities?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  On page 3 of Staff-4, if we could just go back to that, please.  Answer (b) you mention on page 3, final paragraph, that an internal review committee will review proposed projects.  Why is the committee you're proposing an internal committee as opposed to one that also includes individuals from outside the company?

[Witness panel confers]

MS. HUANG:  So, Enbridge has definitely considered how an internal stakeholder can provide the input throughout the process of ETTF management.  I can take you to Staff-4(b) section where we talked about our annual reporting process.  It's right here.  So, one: Enbridge will be providing annual reporting to OEB on funded projects.  I think we went into a little bit more detail on that, so feedback can be received for consideration and incorporation in subsequent year.  Scroll down a little bit further on that next page.  We also proposed to hold an annual public webinar to share information about the ETTF activities and receiving feedback.  So, that's our proposal to incorporate external or stakeholder input into the ETTF process.

MR. DAUBE:  Sorry, maybe my question wasn't clear.  It was why is there no external representation on the internal review committee?

MS. HUANG:  So, the consideration of our proposed ways to incorporate external stakeholder input is really to try to strike a balance between the needs of supporting projects because we do have limited resources.  We do want to focus our -- most of the efforts in supporting projects versus the administration workload.  So, that's more of a balance act that in consideration to formulate our proposal and that is for the  benefit of the ratepayers.

MR. DAUBE:  Can we go please to Exhibit I.1.10-TFG/M-1.  In answer (a), Enbridge says that there were specific funds reviewed during the process of developing the ETTF.  Was there any specific rationale why these funds were reviewed and not others?

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, can I get a moment to read the question?  Can you go back up?  And just to clarify, Nick, your question is why Enbridge reviewed the funds that are included in the evidence?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes, I assume that it's not every similar fund around the world.  So, I'm just wondering and there may not have been any specific rationale other than we've included a lot  but if there was a rationale, how you picked the funds, I'd like to know it, please.

MS. HUANG:  Sure, if we can go back to the evidence 1.Phase-2, 1.10.7, please.  And if we can go to -- under the section 3, I believe.  No, go down to section -- let me see the page number.  Sorry, give me what a sec.  Oh, wait, thank you.  So, in paragraph 23 we did actually articulate.  We -- the reason for inclusion of the FortisBC Growth Innovation Fund and the SoCalGas Research Development & Demonstration program are because they are related innovation fund that supports clean energy and led by a natural gas utility.  So, those are the most relevant to the case that we're discussing.

MR. DAUBE:  Can we go, please, to my client's second interrogatory.  So, Exhibit I.1.10-TFG/M-2.  Question (a) or rather your response to question (a) references a jurisdictional scan.  I just want to confirm that it's the same jurisdictional scan that we were talking about in our conversation just now.  Is that right?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  If we go back to question (i), please, which I think is on the same page.  The question was what efforts have been taken to identify any examples of Indigenous  participation in other EGI projects that could provide helpful precedence for Indigenous participation relating to the proposed fund.  And in -- I'm sorry, I read the wrong question.  So (i) is:
"What opportunities, if any, will there be for Indigenous participation and/or consultations in the ETTF, including with respect to the development, piloting or selection of projects?"

And you say in the final sentence to your answer -- I'm really focused on the qualifier to the extent.  So you say or Enbridge says:
"Enbridge Gas routinely meets with Indigenous communities regarding ongoing projects.  And to the extent that such opportunities may be available, Enbridge Gas would discuss those opportunities with the community."

So my question is, absent the specific identification on the part of Enbridge of an opportunity, is Enbridge open to ongoing and regular consultations with Indigenous communities that express an interest in regular and ongoing consultations about the ETTF as the company evaluates projects, not just consultations when Enbridge has identified a specific opportunity?


And if the answer is it's appropriate to or you would prefer not to include that as an aspect of your proposal, could you please explain why not.


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Nick, it's David Stevens speaking.

Are you proposing something that would be above and beyond discussions and consultations that would take place through action items or areas of interest for the Indigenous working group?

MR. DAUBE:  I am definitely proposing more than what I see in the sentence.  To me, the sentence says that what Enbridge is committing to here is that when the company identifies a specific opportunity, it will discuss that opportunity with the community, which seems like a -- something approaching a bare minimum.

So what I'm asking is whether the company is willing to go beyond that and include more meaningful and ongoing conversation as part of its proposal with Indigenous communities who are interested in that sort of ongoing conversation.

Does that make sense?

MR. STEVENS:  That makes sense, Nick.

I think, to be fair to the witnesses who probably don't have -- who have operational responsibilities but not entire decision-making responsibility on all of these various items, it might be best for us to take this away in writing.

MR. DAUBE:  Sure, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as undertaking JT2.15.
UNDERTAKING JT2.15: TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION:  ABSENT THE SPECIFIC IDENTIFICATION ON THE PART OF ENBRIDGE OF AN OPPORTUNITY, IS ENBRIDGE OPEN TO ONGOING AND REGULAR CONSULTATIONS WITH INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES THAT EXPRESS AN INTEREST IN REGULAR AND ONGOING CONSULTATIONS ABOUT THE ETTF AS THE COMPANY EVALUATES PROJECTS, NOT JUST CONSULTATIONS WHEN ENBRIDGE HAS IDENTIFIED A SPECIFIC OPPORTUNITY; IF THE ANSWER IS IT'S APPROPRIATE TO OR YOU WOULD PREFER NOT TO INCLUDE THAT AS AN ASPECT OF YOUR PROPOSAL, COULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY NOT.


MR. DAUBE:  Can we go to question (k), please.  Now, you can read the question if you would like, but your answer was comprehensive.  So I'm most interested in -- well, way more interested in your answer than I am in my question.  So we can go back if it's helpful.

But what I am focusing on, let's start here, is the sentence:
"When evaluating low-carbon technologies, Enbridge Gas will consider the specific circumstances of impacted Indigenous communities and will make efforts to ensure selected technologies align with the needs of impacted Indigenous communities."

So, my question first is in the context of the ETTF how are you defining or understanding the word, "impacted"?

MS. HUANG:  I think when you we refer to "impacted", it's more of a general term.

For example, when we evaluate ratepayer benefits, GHG reduction potentials, so that's an impact.  So that's what we are referring to.

Other things could be that geographic location related to, for example, the climate zones the Indigenous communities are located in, that making sure there are proper initiatives covering the evaluation of such climate zone conditions.

MR. DAUBE:  Are there any categories of initiatives under the ETTF that you can anticipate now that wouldn't impact Indigenous communities in the sense that you mean it here?

MS. HUANG:  Nothing comes to my mind, right now.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there going to be any specific guideline or internal process that helps the Enbridge representatives involved, helps them to know how to operationalize this commitment?

MS. HUANG:  What I can say is we will be working with our colleagues in the Indigenous group to make sure that proper inputs are provided to help us better evaluate the initiatives that could impact Indigenous communities.

MR. DAUBE:  Is that potentially on every project that you'll be doing that?

MS. HUANG:  Where applicable.  I don't think it makes sense to include Indigenous colleagues in every potential project screening process.

MR. DAUBE:  And you reconciled that last answer with your previous answer that, if you can't -- and I am paraphrasing here, so please correct me if I am mischaracterizing it -- but with your previous statement that you can't think of a category of project that wouldn't impact Indigenous communities in the sense that you've put it here?

MS. HUANG:  To the extent a project initiative could provide general benefits to the ratepayers and different customer groups, I think on that merit basis we will proceed with the -- with that initiative, without specific consultation for each individual groups of the customers that will potentially be benefitting.

Just from an administration point of view, if you are looking from an operation aspect, I think that's what is realistic.

MR. DAUBE:  If we go to Exhibit I.1.10-TFG/M-4, please?  Question (a), you reference the fact that the BC example, FortisBC, includes an external advisory council as part of its equivalent to the ETTF.

What were Enbridge's thoughts about whether a similar external advisory council would be a good idea as part of what you're proposing here?

MS. HUANG:  So, we've certainly considered that.  We are -- our proposal is what I said a bit earlier in the Staff-4 response.  I think a balance of focusing on supporting projects versus admin side of the work and also providing transparency and governance to the ratepayer and OEB is to provide annual reporting on funded projects, including funded projects, milestones.  I think we also included progress of the funds on an annual reporting basis.  That is available for review and receiving feedbacks, as well as in addition to that, hold a public webinar on an annual basis so interested stakeholders can provide feedback and also get updates of what activity -- activities, ETTF is undertaking.

So I think that is our proposal and I want to do point out that SoCalGas RD&D program is using a similar structure.  So, they do manage by internal employees as well as holding public workshop on annual basis so we considered married or both.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions on the first half.  So, I'm probably thanking you for your answers and moving on to someone else now.  So, my remaining questions are on the low carbon voluntary program.

First set of questions are with respect to Staff-35 and TFGM-6.  So, the full citation is Exhibit I.4.2-Staff-35 for the first one.  And the reason I pull -- so it's (c) that I'm interested here -- interested in here.  Does Enbridge Gas propose a target of performance metric?  Why or why not?  And then I'll just give you a quick chance to look at your response because you reference it in -- well let me ask you this:  The final sentence here says:
"Metrics specific to the LCVP have not been identified as the program has not been approved.  Once approved, Enbridge Gas will be better able to identify potential performance metrics for ELCVP."

And let's go to TFG/M-6 please.  You give a similar position at (g) in relation to what I'm really interested in here.  Which is metrics specific to Indigenous participation.  And you clarify or your elaborate that metrics relating to Indigenous participation or Indigenous-owned sources and suppliers have also not been identified.  So, similar question to the one I asked your colleague:  Why should these metrics be developed following approval and not as part of the proposal and not this time?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  We have not developed metrics for the low carbon voluntary program at this time.  To develop metrics we need to understand what we are measuring.  So, in evidence we did point back to the annual update process as an area where we will include metrics and expand on the existing reporting and metrics included there.  Regarding the Indigenous-owned sources and suppliers, we have not identified specific metrics for Indigenous-owned sources and suppliers.  Our RFP process, similar to purchasing conventional gas, will follow those same guiding  principles.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  Can we go, please, to TFG/M-8, the  full citation is Exhibit I.4.2-TFG/M8.  Question (c), again, about procurement targets.  This is in the context of the LCVP.  But also, generally, in relation to RNG.  So has EGI set any targets for procuring RNG from First Nations and Indigenous suppliers?  And I think you answered the first part of the question.  You gave me a very helpful "no", which I appreciated for the clarity.  I don't think you answered the final part to the question was:  If no, please discuss why not.


MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  So, we can scroll up just a bit to (b), please.  So, if we look in the context of our existing procurements of RNG, so we have not, for the voluntary renewal program procured from First Nation sources.  They did not bid into the RFP process.  If Indigenous producers are interested in selling RNG to Enbridge Gas we would act consistent with the programs including our Indigenous Peoples Policy.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Are you familiar with the commitment in -- I assume within that you mention the Indigenous Peoples Policy, but I assume another one of your policies that you'd act consistent with is Enbridge's Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan?

MS. FIFE:  Familiar with.  I don't know it in detail.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Are you familiar with the commitment in the IRAP, I'll call it for short, for Enbridge to establish an Indigenous spend target in 2023 for the year 2024?

MS. FIFE:  I'm familiar with.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you know if it's -- if the company has done that?

MS. FIFE:  I do not.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Can we please confirm whether it has or hasn't?  It wasn't a trick question.  I genuinely don't know.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Nick.  To be clear, you are asking about a commitment in the IRAP for a spend target with Indigenous counterparties?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  So, my undertaking request after this is going to be for you to put the IRAP on the record please.  It is page 19, the very final row where I'm seeing the commitment.  So my question is whether that has happened or not.  And then, if it has, whether the specifics, if it hasn't, why hasn't it happened?

MR. STEVENS:  And not having it in front of me I apologize for this, but perhaps you can remind me, is this an Enbridge Inc. policy or an Enbridge Gas Inc. policy?

MR. DAUBE:  I believe -- let me not speculate here.  I don't know what the answer to that is.  It HAs appeared in other Enbridge proceedings so I assumed it was EGI.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Certainly we can put a copy of that document on the record here by way of undertaking.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  So JT2.16 will be an undertaking to file on the record a copy of the policy in question.  And that's the extent of the undertaking being given, I take it?

MR. STEVENS:  I was going to split it into two just for administrative ease.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  So, that's JT2.16 again.
UNDERTAKING JT2.16:  TO FILE A COPY OF THE INDIGENOUS RECONCILIATION ACTION PLAN

MR. STEVENS:  And Enbridge would also be prepared to provide whatever information it has available as to whether the Enbridge entity mentioned in the policy has reached or what its progress is towards investment or spending targets with Indigenous counterparties in 2023.

MR. RICHLER:  And that will be JT2.17.
UNDERTAKING JT2.17:  TO PROVIDE WHATEVER INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE AS TO WHETHER THE ENBRIDGE ENTITY MENTIONED THE IRAP POLICY HAS REACHED, OR ITS PROGRESS TOWARDS INVESTMENT OR SPENDING TARGETS WITH INDIGENOUS COUNTERPARTIES IN 2023.


MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Mr. Stevens, I'm going to return to it in a little bit, but just while we're taking undertakings, I am noted sure if the Indigenous Peoples Policy is on the record.

Do you happen to know?  If it isn't, can we get an undertaking for that, please?

MR. STEVENS:  We don't think it is in Phase 2.  We think it may have been in Phase 1, but it is probably easiest just to have everything in one place, to provide another undertaking and file a copy of the Indigenous Peoples Policy.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.18.
UNDERTAKING JT2.18:  TO FILE THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY


MR. DAUBE:  So I'm going to come back to the Indigenous Peoples Policy in a second.  But, before I do, can we go to TFG/M-10?

Question (a):  I assume -- you may not be able to answer this, on the basis of your back and forth with Mr. Elson -- but I assume that you don't know whether a news review covered every jurisdiction in North America that operate comparable RNG programs; is that correct?  You just don't know?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Can we go back to TFG/M-8, please?  This is my last set of questions on this document.

At (b), you've already referenced this response, the final sentence:
"The First Nation or Indigenous RNG producers are interested in selling RNG to Enbridge Gas.  The company will act consistent with its OEB-approved VRNG program, and Enbridge Gas's Indigenous Peoples Policy."


Are you familiar with the Indigenous Peoples Policy in any detail?

MS. FIFE:  Not in any detail.  No.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Well, Mr. Stevens, I'll be happy if you want to take these away, but I'll ask them and you can guide me.

The IPP includes a section entitled, "Promoting equity and inclusion."  And it states that:
"Enbridge works with Indigenous Peoples to ensure they have opportunities to be included in socioeconomic benefits resulting from our projects and operations."

And the IPP gives examples like training, education, employment, procurement, equity participation, business development and community development.

Does Enbridge Gas have any plans to operationalize those objectives in the context of its efforts to produce RNG as part of this proposed program?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it probably makes sense to take that away by way of undertaking.

I will say and this may not be what you intended, but I don't think Enbridge has any plans to produce RNG; Enbridge has a plan to procure RNG.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  But not actually be the producer.

MR. DAUBE:  Understood.

MR. STEVENS:  But yes, we he can answer that by way of undertaking.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.19.
UNDERTAKING JT2.19:  TO ADVISE ENBRIDGE'S PLANS TO OPERATIONALIZE OBJECTIVES IN THE SECTION "PROMOTING EQUITY AND INCLUSION" OF THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY IN ITS EFFORTS TO PRODUCE OR PROCURE RNG, AS PART OF THIS PROPOSED PROGRAM.


MR. DAUBE:  Mr. Stevens, just in case I wasn't clear, procurement is one of the examples that the company gives in the Indigenous Peoples Policy.

MR. STEVENS:  No, you were very clear about that.  But you had framed your question in terms of Enbridge Gas producing RNG.

MR. DAUBE:  I'm sorry, I misspoke.  I am interested in any specific plans or efforts that the company is engaged in to advance the principles set out in the section that I just -- that I just read to you in the context of the voluntary RNG program.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.

MR. DAUBE:  All of these questions, Mr. Stevens, I suspect you might want to take them away.

I would like to know whether the statement that I read applies, whether or not an Indigenous community actively expresses an interest in participating in the development of RNG -- development or sale?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you please just repeat the request?

MR. DAUBE:  What I'm stuck on is in the last sentence to answer (b), there is a qualifier:
"...if First Nations or Indigenous RNG producers are interested in selling RNG to Enbridge Gas."

So what I'd like to know is in the context of the principles that we've just discussed and any efforts that Enbridge Gas is engaged in, whether those principles and efforts apply regardless of whether a community has actively or proactively come forward and expressed an interest?

MR. STEVENS:  I am just trying to understand the context, that production of RNG, I assume, is from a relatively limited group of producers.  And I assume those who are producers would be known and would make themselves known as being interested in being sellers.

Are you asking whether Enbridge would first reach out to all First Nation customers and communities in Ontario to find out if they have RNG?

MR. DAUBE:  Well, we know the couldn't pool, and we may have some information on current partnerships, maybe a little bit less on potential partnerships.

So I guess I am asking for -- or at least what the company's position is on whether it's open to helping to facilitate those conversations that would help to identify opportunities, even in the absence of a community not necessarily making the first step, especially in the context of a fast-evolving market.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we can take the question away and see if we have anything to offer in response.  I don't know whether we would.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  So, sorry, just for the record, David, could I ask you to try to summarize what you are actually agreeing to?

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  As I heard it, the question is will Enbridge Gas make efforts to solicit interest from Indigenous and First Nations communities around RNG procurement and activities associated with the voluntary RNG program, whether or not those Indigenous or First Nations communities have first provided their own indication of interest.

MR. DAUBE:  But I would put it as facilitate engagement, but I think it's very similar, what we are saying.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, JT2.20.
UNDERTAKING JT2.20:  TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION, WILL ENBRIDGE GAS MAKE EFFORTS TO SOLICIT INTEREST FROM INDIGENOUS AND FIRST NATIONS COMMUNITIES AROUND RNG PROCUREMENT AND ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE VOLUNTARY RNG PROGRAM, WHETHER OR NOT THOSE INDIGENOUS OR FIRST NATIONS COMMUNITIES HAVE FIRST PROVIDED THEIR OWN INDICATION OF INTEREST.

MR. DAUBE:  There's one other statement in the Indigenous Peoples Policy I want to the ask you about.  It says:
"We engage early and sincerely through processes that aim to achieve the support and agreement of Indigenous nations and governments for our projects and operations that may occur on their traditional lands."

Is it fair -- that's the end of the quote.

My question is:  Is it fair to say that Enbridge Gas's efforts to procure RNG or otherwise support the voluntary RNG pilot will likely -- will likely take place on the traditional lands of Ontario's Indigenous peoples?

MR. STEVENS:  When you say, Nick, that the activities will take place on the lands of Indigenous peoples, are you speaking to where the RNG will actually be delivered?  I'm just wondering what are the activities that you have in mind that would be taking place on Indigenous lands.

MR. DAUBE:  I think I'm more asking you whether Enbridge --


MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, the reporter was asking me to repeat something.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay, sorry.

MR. STEVENS:  What are the activities that would be taking place on Indigenous lands?

MR. DAUBE:  I would say I'm not -- I guess, in a sense I'm dodging your question here.  We can go back to it, if it's helpful.  I would say if Enbridge -- I'm looking for Enbridge's position whether any activity associated with the program it's proposing here triggers this commitment to engage early and sincerely and so on.  So, it's for more Enbridge to tell me whether procurement or development in the first place -- I'd be interested in all aspects from start to finish, but it may be that your answer carves that into categories.

MR. STEVENS:  So, just to be clear, Nick, you're asking whether would any or perhaps all activities associated with the voluntary RNG program trigger the company's commitment to act early and sincerely in consultation?

MR. DAUBE:  To me, the commitment applies with respect to Enbridge -- and I'm reading.  I have the benefit of the text in front of me, you don't.  The quote is:
"For our projects and operations that may occur on their traditional lands."

So, I'm wondering if there is anything associated or part of the LCVP that activates that general set of principles, or commitments, or however you'd like to characterize it.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, and just to be clear for the record, can you just indicate the sort of -- pinpoint citation of the sentence that you are pointing to?

MR. DAUBE:  That is a good question.  Thankfully the policy is fairly short.  The reference I have is -- well, I'm  counting the cover to the IPP as page 1.  So, page 2 is the first text page.  There are two columns.  Under the second column, the third bullet is what I've read into the record.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for that.

MR. DAUBE:  The other reference that I read earlier on is on the following page, under the heading "Promoting Equity and Inclusion."


MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Thank you for that clarification.  I think, again, we'd certainly be prepared to answer this question in writing.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  And my last question --


MR. RICHLER:  Let's just note that as JT2.21.
UNDERTAKING JT2.21:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY, PAGE 2, SECOND COLUMN, THIRD BULLET, "PROMOTING EQUITE AND INCLUSION", TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION WHETHER ENBRIDGE GAS'S EFFORTS TO PROCURE RNG OR OTHERWISE SUPPORT THE VOLUNTARY RNG PILOT WILL LIKELY TAKE PLACE ON THE TRADITIONAL LANDS OF ONTARIO'S INDIGENOUS PEOPLES.


MR. DAUBE:  Oh, I'm sorry, Ian.

MR. RICHLER: And, Nick, can we just do a time check?  You are a little bit over your allotted 40 minutes.  Do you have much more?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  I'm cutting it short and I appreciate your indulgence on this.  So, I'm just going to ask one more question.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.

MR. DAUBE:  And, Mr. Stevens, you're likely going to want to take this away as well.  In addition to anything you tell me by way of the answers to undertakings or anything that's been discussed here today, I'm wondering if there's anything else that Enbridge Gas has done by way of an implementation strategy or an action plan that sets out efforts it will make to  operationalize the principles of its Indigenous peoples policy as it relates to the voluntary RNG pilot in this proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for that.  I think, based on my notes that's captured in one of the questions that was already asked.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Well, if it is that's fine.  But I'm just looking to make sure that you're telling me everything that Enbridge or the company is doing to operationalize the IPP as it relates to this.  So, that's fine if it is.  If it's not, then hopefully you'll revisit the question.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Thanks very much, and sorry for going over.  Thank you to the witnesses.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Nick.  Next up is Pollution Probe, Michael Brophy.  And just so everyone knows, like yesterday, we're going to take two afternoon breaks.  So, we will break by around 2:30.  Michael, over to you.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may just to interject before we move on to the next question,  I know that we've got something in the order of an hour or 45 minutes for the next panel at the end of today.  And we're certainly hope hoping to use all of that, but if things get bogged down a little bit I just want to let folks know that our witnesses in this panel are not available tomorrow.  So, we are very strongly planning to -- from our perspective, finish with this panel today.

MR. RICHLER:  Understood.  Thanks.
Examination by Mr. Brophy


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Good afternoon, my name is Michael Brophy and I'll be asking questions on behalf of Pollution Probe today.  With our time we moved from panel 3 that timing in outline should work about right.  I should be done before the break.  So, that works great.

So, okay, the first question I had should be an easy one.  It was just in relation to a discussion you had this morning with Mr. Mondrow of IGUA on innovation funding.  And someone on the Enbridge panel indicated that, you know, one of the benefits of innovation funding is it provides access to certain things that benefit Enbridge, and one example that you provided was Enbridge was allowed to present at a recent international hydrogen conference.  Do you recall that?

MS. HUANG:  It is Jane Huang here.  I did make reference to our presence at the International Gas Research Conference, as well as the Canadian Hydrogen Convention.  So, those are two different conferences.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, sorry.  I just wrote it down as one.  It was two, okay.  Would you be able to provide a copy of those presentations made at those two conferences?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  Sorry, for clarification.  So, you are asking for presentation at the two conferences this year?


MR. BROPHY:  The presentation that Enbridge made at those two conferences.

MR. STEVENS:  Can you help us as to how this fits in, Mike, to the Phase 2 issues?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  So, in a couple of ways.  So, one is the discussion, I'm not going to repeat what your discussion with Mr. Mondrow this morning, but it is an example of highlighting the value of doing these kind of projects and funding.  It opens the door to being able to present that information, so it's the example that Enbridge provided.  And then secondly, hydrogen is an element that Enbridge has indicated is of interest.  We, you know, covered a lot of that in Phase 1 and some of it is related to low carbon, so I won't, again, you know, spend too much time recounting that.  But this one seems like a particularly interesting example that was provided this morning by Enbridge.

MS. HUANG:  I do want to provide a clarification to that, Michael.  This is Jane Huang.  We did present at the International Gas Research Conference.  I'm not sure whether or not we presented at the Canadian Hydrogen Convention.  I think what I was referring to in the morning is participating and  presenting, so definitely we have a position in the Canadian Hydrogen Convention, but I am not entirely sure that we had a presentation there.  So...

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  And that's fair enough.  Maybe you can just take them both away and provide if there was a presentation and, if there wasn't at the second one, then just let us know.  That's fine.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  We can provide those materials.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.22.
UNDERTAKING JT2.22:  TO FILE ENBRIDGE'S PRESENTATIONS TO THE INTERNATIONAL GAS RESEARCH CONFERENCE AND THE CANADIAN HYDROGEN CONVENTION.


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Thank you for that.  Okay, I had a couple of questions on Pollution Probe 8.  It seems like it has brought a lot of value so far, based on feedback that I've heard, and I won't walk through everything.

I think you've already been oriented with Pollution Probe 8, so I'll just to the question; I don't need to give you the background, unless you get stuck.  And then stop me and I can, for sure.

So in attachment 1, page 1 -- actually, let me just see if -- maybe you can just pull up the attachment 1, page 1 there.  Okay, great.  So I am going to talk about projects on this page and then the next page, just to help orient you.

There are three projects that we're interested in, and they're not in the top, was it three or five that you were talking to Mr. Rubenstein after the break on; these are smaller ones.

It is more about the specific kind of subject rather than the dollar amount.  But I am going to ask -- I'll tell you the three, and I'm going to ask if you can provide a copy of the study, given that they were Enbridge projects.

So the first is the heat pump technology feasibility study.  So it's an investment amount of $50,000, you'll see.

And then the second and third one are on the next page.  So the electric air source or ASHP water heating for 19,994, and then two lines below that, cold climate ASHP performance testing, 47,894.

So I'd just like to ask if you'd be able to provide a copy of those final reports.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Mike, can you explain how this factors into what's in front of the OEB in Phase 2 in terms of considering and approving the ETTF?  We have undertaken to provide, I believe, nine different reports to the extent that they are available from the lists in attachments 1, 2, and 3 to show examples of the sorts of activities that Enbridge has undertaken.

This isn't a prudence review or a backwards-looking review of everything that Enbridge has done.  So I really question how these reports are going to be helpful towards what the OEB needs to determine in Phase 2.

MR. DAUBE:  Sure, yes.  So these three reports are related to air source heat pumps, which is an area that Enbridge has -- well, not just Enbridge.  The OEB has expressed interest in, in relation to several portfolios.  So, you know, DSM, IRP, and energy transition in general.

So these are three specifically relevant reports that relate to core energy transition issues.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for that.  I understand that they would be interesting to you, but I think the witness has been clear.  Ms. Huang has been clear that the ETTF funding will not be used for, I will call them electricity applications or non-gas applications.  So these aren't items that would even be funded by the ETTF.

So on that basis, we're going to decline to provide the reports.

MR. BROPHY:  And I'll note the refusal.  I would just ask though, if you're going to answer on behalf of the witness panel, that you ensure that the information is accurate.

I'm not saying that you are saying anything about those studies that you understand is not accurate, but some of these reports, they do actually relate to gas usage, and so the statement that they are not related to gas usage is incorrect, for the record.

MR. STEVENS:  I was responding to your own characterization, Mike, but let's move on.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So while we're talking about Pollution Probe 8, so you've taken a look at attachments 1, 2 and 3.

And I understand that these projects and the spending are from 2017 to 2023 on technology project funding, including things like DERs, hybrid heating, carbon capture and many other things; is that a correct characterization?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  So what external processes and forums outside of Enbridge have you used to solicit input on funding of these types of technology projects?

MS. HUANG:  So Enbridge has actually -- has been using a number of channels for project intake. We have listed in the response to this exact IR, referring to natural gas innovation fund is a platform that we've been leveraging.  And if we go down to (b), response (b).  So we identified  -- yes, thank you.  So part 2.2, underneath that.

So I think that's the platform that we have been using for part of the intake.

And through that intake, I think we also articulate in the next page that we are able to achieve -- if we could just go down to the next page, please?  We are able to achieve a 28-to-1 leverage of the funding impact through pulling funding from other utilities and industrial players, so through that platform.

Then part 3 detailed the projects that we are leveraging:  the Gas Technology Institute, utilization technology development platform as well.

And through that, Enbridge is able to benefit from a 21 -- a 25.21 leverage ratio due to the EGD funding from other utilities.  And if we take into consideration of the R&D funding from public agencies and other project partners, we are able to achieve a 75-to-1 leverage through that funding. 

So that's the two that are currently in place.  And we go up to...

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, just a minute.  I think maybe I must have asked the question wrong, because it's -- I agree with you that what you are reading is in the response.  Maybe I will just restate the question.

MS. HUANG:  Sure.

MR. BROPHY:  And hopefully be a little more clearer, this time.  Okay.  So there are three distinct buckets; there is the Enbridge-specific, you know, projects; there is the accelerator fund I think CGA runs, or somebody like that.  And then there is the GTI buckets.  Right?

MS. HUANG:  Mm-hmm.

MR. BROPHY:  So accelerator and GTI, you know, you don't pick the projects.  They pick them; all you do is give money, I think. Right?

MS. HUANG:  No, that's not correct.  We just want to provide a clarification to that process.

So Cambridge is on the evaluation committee, actively participating in the evaluation of the projects to the point we would decide it does provide ratepayer benefit and there is sufficient merit to fund that project.  We then decide on funding.  We then decide on funding.

So each individual funder can decide which projects to fund and to what extent.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And, you know, say I've got -- a project like this is already being funded by another entity, how would you know if there's duplication in projects going on out there?

MS. HUANG:  Oh, in terms of, like, funding duplication?

MR. BROPHY:  Just the project itself.  Like, anything on these lists of appendix -- you know, in particular, Appendix 1 because those are Enbridge projects.  But, I guess, if you are on the committees for the projects in the attachment 2 or 3 you'd have influence as well for any of those projects if there already is something very similar or the same going on, somewhere in North America, what's the process?  How would you know if you are duplicating?

MS. HUANG:  Okay.  Maybe I'll provide clarification in two aspects:  One is if a project receives other funding, we ask the project proponent to actually declare that and share that information with us.  I think it is in the spirit of the proposed EGTF to be able to maximize that leverage funding, so we can make a bigger impact in terms of the advancement of technology innovation.  So, that's from that point of view.

And then in terms of what else is going on, outside of these platforms, is that the second aspect of your question about avoiding duplication?  So, we could do stay current.  We make efforts to stay current on what's happening in the technology, development front, and I think there is an IR response on that.  Let me identify that one so we can go there.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, no I'm familiar with that response and there are certain things you do to try and stay on top of things.  I think, you know, Enbridge is noted, which is reasonable, that there is so much going on that it's hard to do that.  But you did provide a list of things you try to do, not that anything's perfect, and you'd be able to stay on top of  everything, but I did see that list.  Thank you.  Okay.

So, if it's the same proponent when they apply you are asking them to declare so they can't go and do the same project somewhere else, I get that.  If it's another, say competitor to them, you know, then you -- they're not the ones applying so you wouldn't necessarily know about, say, they're a competitor doing that kind of a project for their technology.  Is that correct?

MS. HUANG:  Okay.  So, the question is:  How do we -- let me just try to clarify.  So, we are making efforts to leverage  other funding by asking proponent to disclose the funding and then if the competitors are doing that, I think goes back to the response that we provided earlier about we will actually -- we  engage in different technology forums and conferences to stay current.  If we -- that's also part of our project intake channel as well so we -- when we see interesting presentations at different conferences, we will actually engage with the presenters and understand whether or not those initiatives are worthwhile of Enbridge support, subsequent support.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  So, I had a question on Pollution Probe-8, attachment 1, page 3, there is an initiative called CCU.  And I understand that CCU stands for carbon capture and utilization.  Is that correct?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I think there is, like, two projects and they're being done in Alberta on, I think it was, multi-res buildings to look at capturing carbon.  Is that an accurate summary?

MS. HUANG:  So, that is company based in Alberta.  The projects that are listed in our attachment 1 are field evaluation projects done locally in the province so we currently have --


MR. BROPHY:  In Ontario?

MS. HUANG:  Yes, in Ontario, correct.  Both are in Toronto, actually.  One of them is the Enbridge Gas office building and the other one is a multi-res, residential building.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So, I think I understand what it's trying to do but I was struggling kind of with kind of the outcome.  So, even if it's successful and who knows, I don't know if this project is completed or not, but you could potentially capture some carbon from, I guess you know, boilers or, you know, from flue gas coming out of the building which is a relatively small amount for those kind of buildings, right?  It's not like an industrial plant.  And then, you know, I think Enbridge is involved in looking at projects to build pipelines to move CO2, but that's not what you're talking about.  This is just small scale local.  So, what would you do with that CO2 on site?  It's small amounts.  It's hard to move to a place that would need it or use it.  Like, what -- I'm just having trouble  connecting the dots.  Can you help me there?

MS. HUANG:  Just one moment.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. HUANG:  So, if you are referring to the projects that we specifically referred to here, so the process of the carbon capture actually turns into a solid and then that can be used as a raw material into building, into other products such as soaps.  Actually the company's business model, in fact, is actually by collecting the end product and use that product to build into subsequent product and make profits in the sale of the other  product, if that helps.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So, CO2 capture, it's transferred to -- it's not CO2.

MS. HUANG:  It's not, correct.  It is that utilization portion of it.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So, though you're making some other product on site, say, you know, say the Enbridge building is one of examples.  You are making a different product on site and then you are shipping that product somewhere.  Is that?

MS. HUANG:  No, the company is collecting the solid out of the carbon capture process, their process, and then that collectively will be made into a separate facility of theirs, into soaps and other products.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Would you know what the solid is?  Can you share that or is that beyond your knowledge?

MS. HUANG:  It is called pearl ash.

MR. BROPHY:  Pearl ash.  Okay.

MS. HUANG:  Actually the company has a website.  If you are interested you can look into that.  And you can purchase the soap that they produce from that.

MR. BROPHY:  Terrific, thank you.  Okay.  So, in Pollution Probe-8, one of the parts of the request was to provide the outcomes of each project.  I think there was some discussion about that this morning.  And I've been putting a bit of thought as to how the interrogatory could be answered in a way that is not too burdensome.  So, and I think you know that the outcomes weren't included in the response, but if I miss that you can kind of point me by project.

MS. HUANG:  Sure, I can point you to the attachments.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So, it is really kind of per project we were looking at.

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  We did not look at individual reporting on individual projects.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. HUANG:  I think it was -- if you'll go to attachment 1, 2 and 3, I think we already have gone through.  Attachment 1 have however many projects, and then 2 has 100-plus projects.

MR. BROPHY:  Mm-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  And attachment 3 has 200 projects.  So, we did not provide the outcome of each project in that format.  What we did is the bottom of each attachment, if we could scroll down, is where the section where we highlight the collective learning for specific and logic areas, not by project.  So, here we include our findings and progress made in DR, in hybrid heating, in gas heat pump, in CCUS, CCU projects, and if we go to attachment 2, I think there's more.  There is a lot of pages.

MR. BROPHY:  I noticed that.

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  So, the bottom of that list, if you could go all the way down, yes, okay.  So, here there's specific examples of companies and technologies out of the NGIF support, what they are.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So Enbridge harvested from each of the projects in the rows, kind of key outcomes, and then you've summarized that --


MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  -- with tables.  Right?

MS. HUANG:  And the utilization technology development program, the attachment 3, also is following a similar format, with an even more longer list of technology achievements, there --


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. HUANG:  -- if you go all the way down to...

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, that's okay.  I can take a look at it.  I know the summary, a high-level summary was there.  So that's, I think, helpful.

Okay.  So the other question is so you have the three tables in the attachment 1, attachment 2, attachment 3.

And there's the amounts that Enbridge contributed.

And I was going to ask what cost centre each of the amounts was related to, but, like, maybe it's an even easier question:  Does each of the tables, they are just funded from different pots?  So that, you know, say the attachment 1 table came from one cost centre, attachment 2 table, Enbridge contributions, came from another cost centre, and attachment 3 came from another.

Is it that simple?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  Actually, it is quite straightforward.  If we can go back to the main response in PP-8, so we have summarized the spending in each account.  So that's question (b).

MR. BROPHY:  Sorry, just go down.  So in terms of the overall technology innovation funding from Enbridge, the first category is DSM funding.  So that's (i), listed there.

And there are further details in other ED -- sorry, ED -- other IR responses referenced in that response.

The total funding from the DSM mix is $8.6 million, approximately.  So that's listed there.

And then the other buckets that we are talking about in terms of the three attachments, attachment 1 has approximately $4 million that is entirely contributed through the O&M budget.  So I think it's also laid out, there.

MR. BROPHY:  Uh-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  And then the second bucket is the natural gas innovation projects; that's in attachment 2.

The attachment 2 shows approximately of $3.5 million funding.  And of the $3.5 million, $3.2 million comes from the company's O&M budget, $0.3 million comes from the DSM funding.

That's also listed in the other part of the DSM project list.

And if we go down to the third bucket -- go to the next page?  The utilization technology development projects totalling to be $1.55 million U.S. because, they are in the U.S.  So 50 percent of that comes from O&M budget and 50 percent of that comes from DSM budget.  So that is the total breakdown.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if we add up DSM plus the attachment 1 number plus the attachment 2, plus the attachment 3, then back out the smaller amounts from attachments 2 and 3 that are DSM, that gives us the total?

MS. HUANG:  So the total, if you're asking for the total contribution from the company's O&M budget for these projects is approximately $8 million.  So before, plus $3.2 million plus the half of the 1.55 times exchange rate.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then DSM funding noted in the beginning of the response to (b), that's incremental to what's in the tables, except for the small, little amounts that you note?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay, good.  I think I can work through that math and reconcile it.

MS. HUANG:  Sure.  It's a lot of data.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I just wanted to make sure I had it clear.  And I guess you just use an exchange rate to try to convert the U.S. to Canadian.

You would have those amounts, I guess in Canadian, but it might be a bit of work to try to compile that.

So I guess, just using current exchange rates would be reasonable; does that sound right?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

So I only have one more question.  You probably don't have to pull it up, but it is in relation to Staff-4.  Enbridge indicated that Enbridge Gas will not own hydrogen production assets, which was my understanding.

And so I understand then that it is Enbridge Inc. or the affiliates that would own hydrogen production assets, if there are any, and not the utility; is that correct?

MS. HUANG:  We did state in our Staff-4 response that Enbridge Gas will not own RNG or hydrogen production assets.  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it is, yeah, RNG or hydrogen.

But that doesn't mean that Enbridge Inc. or the affiliates won't, right?  If there are ownership of RNG or hydrogen, it would be there?  Or are you trying to say no, no Enbridge entities?

MS. HUANG:  No, I'm not saying that.  I think Enbridge Inc.'s investment into RNG and hydrogen are not relevant to the approval of ETTF, because there are two reasons.

I think one, the IP, the intellectual property owners of individual projects funded through ETTF will be owned by the project owners.  So Enbridge will not have retained any IP from the development activities funded through ETTF.

And 2, we also responded in a different IR, HRAI-36, that ETTF funding would not be available to any Enbridge affiliates.  So therefore --


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. HUANG:  -- yes, we believe that Enbridge Inc.'s is not relevant to the approval for ETTF.

MR. BROPHY:  And this is more about hydrogen production rather than the technology fund.  But maybe I'll just use an example to clarify it.  So in Markham, there is the electrolyzer, the hydrogen project I'm sure you are familiar with, and I understand that Enbridge owns part of that; is that correct, the production of the hydrogen?

MR. STEVENS:  Do you know the answer to that, Jane?

MS. HUANG:  No, I don't.

MR. STEVENS:  I am not the witness here, Mike, but I can confirm that that's the information that was provided in the low energy -- or the LCEP LTC application.  So, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay, well that just helps to clarify; it's not the utility, it's the parent company or an affiliate that would own the production.

MR. STEVENS:  Yeah, to the extent that there was any production.

I mean, it seems plausible to me that RNG could come from any number of sources and, depending on how hydrogen proceeds, it could come from any number of sources.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah.  Well, yeah, this is the hydrogen, the electrolyzer plant that is feeding the Markham hydrogen-blending pilot.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes -- noted.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  I'll finish there.  I think we're right on time.

Thank you.  Thank you, panel.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  Let's break now, and come back at 2:45.
--- Recess taken at 2:30 p.m.

--- On resuming at 2:45 p.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back everybody.  Next up is Mark Rubenstein for SEC.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good afternoon, panel.  I am going to come up on a couple of issues that were raised earlier.  I don't think you need to pull this up, but you can if you will, and that is at Pollution Probe-8.  And I had a discussion with you just after the break and there was also some discussion that projects that were included in the attachments 1, 2 and 3 are of the type that the -- or at least some of them are of the type that the ETTF will fund. 

I was wondering though, is that the same with respect to the size?  So, if you take a look, for examples, at attachment 1, does that give us a sense of the size?  And by size here I'm talking about the cost for these projects.  Or is the expectation that the ETTF will fund, you know, much bigger projects, much higher costs?

MS. HUANG:  I would say that in PP-8 attachments, the type of projects would be similar to what ETTF could fund.  I really can't say, in terms of the size of each project because really the projects' needs could be different.  Where I could clarify is in terms of the reasonableness of funding proposals is part of the scoring matrix that we will be evaluating.  So, we would be scrutinizing that from the project proponent, and also to  the extent possible we will encourage leveraging other funding sources.

And further to that, in terms of the management of the fund, the funding to any specific projects would typically be managed by a milestone basis.  So, it's not that a project, say, it's $100,000 and we will pay the entire hundred thousand dollars upfront.  So --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let me just stop you.  I think your answers are getting -- it's actually not what I was trying to get at.  I was not trying to get at about the prudent management or the costs would be imprudent because it is larger percentage.  I'm just trying to get a sense of:  Are you going to be able to fund just a lot more projects of a similar type and size, or is it actually we are going to have more money so the individual projects will be of a larger scope?  And if you're doing some sort of trial you can -- the trial could be much larger in terms of the program participants?  That's what I'm trying to understand.

MS. HUANG:  Yes, thank you for the clarification.  Yes, we will be able to fund more projects, absolutely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And so it is more about funding more projects rather than bigger projects?

MS. HUANG:  Bigger projects, yes.  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, you just talked about the project matrix and I know there was -- and I am sort of scribbling some notes down and I may have missed something from some conversations that you had with, I believe, Mr. Daube earlier and I think, Mr. Elson.  I think the IRs talked about that you would be developing a project matrix.  I thought I heard you ever say that, at least now, you're further along with that, you have a draft project matrix?

MS. HUANG:  We don't have a draft matrix per se, but we have considered what possible elements could go into it.  And I would further to say that the NGIF projects, the natural gas innovation fund, they do have a published criteria for the project selection that's established. 

And that UTD, from the Gas Technology Institute, also do have -- so, those are pretty mature platform and we plan to continue to fund with the fund of ETTF through those platform as well.  So, just to help you  provide a little bit more certainty on --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So, I just want to make sure I didn't misunderstand something.  So, there is no -- you don't have a draft of a project evaluation matrix?  There is nothing more than what you provided in response to the IRs?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  The next thing I want to follow up with, and there was a lot of discussion by a number of different questioners about advisory committees or other types of involvement of non-Enbridge -- potentially non-Enbridge entities or individuals in terms of project selection, and I just want to ask the question a bit more directly. 

What is Enbridge's views of potential projects either being selected or ultimately approved by a committee made up by individual that are independent of Enbridge?  And recognizing that you maybe aren't in a position to provide sort of a corporate policy perspective, maybe that's something that you would respond to by way of undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something, Jane, you'd like to address now or would you prefer to take away and talk about with others?

MS. HUANG:  I'd like to take that away and discuss further.

MR. STEVENS:  So, to be clear, Mark, the question is:  What are Enbridge's views about having decisions about ETTF projects considered by a committee or group that includes representatives outside the company?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I think I would make it be a little more specific.  What would Enbridge's views be about potential projects either being selected or ultimately approved by a committee made up of individuals who are independent of Enbridge?  And by that I would mean either a majority or wholly independent of Enbridge.

MR. STEVENS:  So, the committee would be entirely outside individuals or predominantly outside individuals?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, either they select or at least they would be providing the final approval.

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

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.23.
UNDERTAKING JT2.23:  TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION:  WHAT WOULD ENBRIDGE'S VIEWS BE ABOUT POTENTIAL PROJECTS EITHER BEING SELECTED OR ULTIMATELY APPROVED BY A COMMITTEE MADE UP OF INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE INDEPENDENT OF ENBRIDGE, MEANING EITHER A MAJORITY OR WHOLLY INDEPENDENT OF ENBRIDGE.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.  Could I ask you to turn to 1.10-SEC-4.  And in part (d) we asked you when will the OEB review the prudence of the ETTF expenditures.  And in your response you point us to 1.10-Staff-4(b), and I reviewed and I don't really see a direct answer to the question.  When there will be a prudence review of the expenditures?

MS. HUANG:  Can we go back to the question, question (c) then.  Question (d), sorry.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Or will there?  Or is this it?

MS. HUANG:  Okay.  So, I think we interpret the question to be -- not referring to as a prudence review.  I think we are just talking about review.  So, we referred back to the Staff-4 response in terms of reporting, and so that would be on an annual basis.  We -- I think -- let me see -- we did provide a response in a separate IR so let me just take me a moment to  find that.

So, that is in Exhibit I.1.10-OGVG-1.  And that is reference there to the further prudence review there.  So, Enbridge proposal is that the intent and scope of the ETTF as provided in the evidence is pre-approved as part of this proceeding.  So, any further prudence review would be mechanical -- largely mechanical, in that it would be a review of ensuring actual funding with aligned with the approved intent and scope of ETTF.  And so, further to that is we're not proposing that each expenditure is subject to examination after the fact.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, then up to the 5 million dollars for each of the 2025 through the 2028.  It's been approved now and there will ultimately be no review of what actually gets spent, a prudence review of what actually gets spent?

MS. HUANG:  Okay.  Yes, so I think our proposal is that we will provide annual reporting and we will hold public webinar to share the information and receive feedback.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  But in terms of when I use prudence review I'm using in the context of OEB prudence review, not Enbridge.  Okay.  Can I ask you to turn to 1.10-CME-2.  So in part (a), you were asked:
"EGI has a commercial interest in the use of renewable natural gas and hydrogen.  Given that fact, why does EGI feel that it's appropriate for customers to pay for research into these topics, rather than its shareholder?"

And in your response, you point us to 10-Staff-4(c).  But I have reviewed the response, and it doesn't really provide a direct answer to the question that was posed.

MS. HUANG:  Can we go back to the question again?  I just want to clarify.

So just to clarify, when you refer to EGI has "commercial interest", what are you specifically referring to?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I didn't ask the question; it is the CME.

MS. HUANG:  Oh, CME?  Sorry.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But, I mean, obviously, the company has an interest in RNG.

MS. HUANG:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It has a commercial interest in ultimately customers using RNG, correct?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  As well as hydrogen?  Ergo there is a commercial interest.  That is what I take away.  I mean, your response is we don't have a commercial interest and you just point us to that IR, where it just talks -- it doesn't really address the direct question.

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  Yeah, sorry.  Maybe just, I do need to clarify that question for some -- to respond to it effectively.

I think what I can clarify is EGI does not intend to own any asset from a production point of view of renewable natural gas and hydrogen.  So I think I state that; and that's the response in other IRs.

If we are talking about the transportation, are you using pipeline to deliver that part?  I am trying to understand what that is referring to.  And I could clarify that ETTF is primarily focused on the aspect of customer application, not on pipeline infrastructure integration.

For example, take the hydrogen, for example.  The ETTF will be focused on the production technology, and the end use of hydrogen, but less focused on the blending side, the delivery method of it.  So I don't know if that helps clarify that.

And then, you know, for CCUS -- okay, the question is not asking for CCUS, so I'll stop there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, how about I ask you about CCUS, then?

MS. HUANG:  So, for CCUS, I think similarly, ETTF will focus on the carbon capture and the utilization from combustion equipment at the customer site.  So just to help clarify.

So it's really focused on the customer end use, onsite aspect of the technology innovation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But all of that has a benefit of utilizing Enbridge Gas's infrastructure to deliver RNG, natural gas or hydrogen.

And so I think the question is asking, since there is now an interest, Enbridge's interest that these things would benefit, why is it appropriate that this is being funded entirely from ratepayers?

MS. HUANG:  So I think, too, I think Ian asked a question earlier today:  The fund is proposed with objective to help customer reduce GHG emissions.

The way to help the customer is -- one of the ways is to leverage the continued use of existing infrastructure and minimizing incremental new investment into infrastructure potentially.

So it's not an objective; it's a way.  That's one.

And two, the proposed areas and activities for ETTF are really primarily focusing on ratepayer benefits.  So we have articulated that in Staff-4(b), I believe.  So we have detailed the benefit to the ratepayer.

To the extent of the Enbridge benefit, really, I think is indirect.  While they are aligned because, you know, the continued use of infrastructure would be beneficial to the company, but it is an indirect benefit.  But the intent of the ETTF is to generate the ratepayer benefit directly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I ask you to turn to part (d) of this question?

So here, CME had asked you:
"Does EGI anticipate that any of its innovations technologies and/or programming would be relevant to any of its non-regulated activities for affiliates?  If so, please outline how EGI would account for the benefits flowing from the subsidized and regulated activities to these unregulated activities or affiliates?"

And in your response, in part, you say:
"Non-regulated affiliates of Enbridge Gas could benefit from the fund as ratepayers and as a market participant, the same as other ratepayers and market participants."

What did you mean by that?  I didn't understand that.

MS. HUANG:  So, if the technologies advancement funded through ETTF could help reduce GHG emissions for customers, residential customers, commercial customers or industrial customers, those technologies will, hopefully, be commercialized and then be available for general customers to be able to take advantage of.

And, as non-regulated affiliates, if they are in the market of utilizing some of the technologies, they could form into other commercial agreements just as any other companies would be able to participate, because Enbridge does not own any IP rights out of the activities fund, funded through the ETTF activities.

So, it is really more of a market mechanism, how the non-regulated affiliates could possibly benefit.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Does Enbridge affiliates or non-regulated entities, will they have access to information from any of these programs that would not otherwise be available to the public?

MS. HUANG:  No, they won't.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is there any protocol set up with respect to that?

MS. HUANG:  Just a moment.  So, to answer that question, Enbridge would adhere to the Affiliate Relationships Code and so that is the protocol that Enbridge would be using.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And what aspect of the Affiliate Relationships Code would govern the situation I just referenced?

MS. HUANG:  In terms of sharing of the information?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MS. HUANG:  And sharing of -- yeah, so we will not be.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, but which part of ARC applies to this situation?  It's not entirely clear to me.  We're not talking about customer information here.  This is a test that you're undertaking, or a trial or a funding of a program.  You are gathering information from that, and it is not clear to me which part of ARC would prohibit the company from sharing from an affiliate or an unregulated component of a business that would prohibit you from sharing that information.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Mark, it is David Stevens.  Maybe the relationships, just to be clear, I am just not aware --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  No, I mean, when I reflect on ARC, I think I come to the same position as you in terms of no customer-information sharing, no -- certain limitations around employee sharing and, of course, transfer pricing rules.

So it may be that the ARC rules do not specifically apply to what you are talking about.

I mean, certainly, I have heard the witnesses talk about what Enbridge's intention is.  Are these protocols in place, or are there protocols to be created?  I think we want to be responsive to Schools' questions, but the answers may not be directly within the ARC.

MS. HUANG:  So we did respond to an IR from HRAI, specifically stating that the ETTF funding would not be available to Enbridge affiliates.  So, that is just from the funding point of view.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm not talking about funding available to them.

MS. HUANG: Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm talking about information.  Enbridge, the regulated entity through this program is going to undertake projects.  It is going to gain some information because with the partners that it's doing it's going to learn about new technologies.

MS. HUANG: Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And my question to you was, are any of Enbridge's affiliates or non-regulated entities going to have access to that information that would otherwise not be available to the public, and you said yes.

MS. HUANG:  I said no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, my, apologies.

MS. HUANG:  Just want to clarify that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You said, no, they wouldn't.  And I asked you if there is any protocol.  What is -- that may be your intent, but is there anything that governs that? 

And if you'd like to take this away and if there is something that I don't know about or you want to consider it or you are going to propose something, that's fine.  Maybe that --


MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps it's easiest just given the number of people we want to get through today is to take this away and answer it in writing as to what protocols Enbridge has or plans to ensure that information -- non-public information acquired through ETTF activities is not made available to affiliates in a manner unavailable to other persons.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine.  The one thing I would be clear, affiliates and non-regulated entities of Enbridge insofar as there will be.

MR. STEVENS:  How about affiliates or associated companies?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, that's fine.

MR. GARNER:  I wonder, Mr. Rubenstein, if you're moving on, if I could just follow up, because I actually had some questions very much the same thing, and since we are on the record in this spot.

MR. RICHLER:  Sorry, Mark, let me just mark that as an undertaking, JT2.24.
UNDERTAKING JT2.24:  TO ADVISE WHAT PROTOCOLS OR PLANS ENBRIDGE HAS TO ENSURE NON-PUBLIC INFORMATION ACQUIRED THROUGH ETTF ACTIVITIES IS NOT MADE AVAILABLE TO AFFILIATES OR ASSOCIATED COMPANIES IN A MANNER UNAVAILABLE TO OTHER PERSONS.


MR. GARNER:  Sorry, it's Mark Garner from VECC.  I had a similar question.  And in 1.10-Staff-4, you also referred us to  that same thing.  And we asked you a question about the intellectual property, what might be developed. 

So as I take it with this ETTF, you are going to do a number of things.  So, supposedly you could work with a partner and find a way, for instance, to reduce gas emissions off of a gas stove, and somehow that could have some value to it.  And in this response you said the intellectual property would be owned by project owners.  Now, I took that to mean that Enbridge could be a project owner in conjunction with a partner, it might be working with.  Is that true?

MS. HUANG:  In certain field demonstration projects, yes, Enbridge, would be the project owner.  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  And is there any circumstance in which Enbridge would sign agreements with partners about intellectual property that may arise out of, let's say, a project that they are doing?  Who owns it, how is it to be shared, et cetera.

MS. HUANG:  I'm thinking of an example to help clarify that.  So, typically Enbridge led demonstration projects are working with specific technology providers.

MR. GARNER:  Mm-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  So, that wouldn't be Enbridge really opening the learning.  So, Enbridge will use a field demonstration projects to identify area for improvement and learnings for improving the technology.  So, that information would be fed back to the technology provider working on the specific technology demonstration projects and --


MR. GARNER:  I guess, if I'm being very specific, I'm trying to say is:  Under any circumstance is it possible that Enbridge will sign and does or even has signed agreements with  partners bring include provisions about development of intellectual property and its ownership?  Has that (a) ever occurred or is that contemplated to occur in any of these projects?

MS. HUANG:  You're talking about, just to clarify the question, so you are talking about the IP ownership to Enbridge?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, I guess the way I'm envisioning in the past projects, but not ETTF.

MS. HUANG:  Yes, sure.

MR. GARNER:  But in the future ones which will be ETTF, has it been or will it be Enbridge's practice to sign agreements with these -- with the partners or whoever they're working with, in which it actually has a provision about any intellectual properties?

MS. HUANG:  Enbridge would not own any of the IP rights of the projects that ETTF would be funding.

MR. GARNER:  So, it doesn't intend to sign any agreements with those?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  And for the projects it does by itself, it owns itself, as I took it from this provision, Enbridge takes the position that it, the shareholder, would own any intellectual property in that project?  Am I incorrect that that's what that's saying?

MS. HUANG:  Yes, maybe I didn't make that clear in the response.  But the intent is that Enbridge will not be owning any IP.

MR. GARNER:  So, it is public property?  So, if Enbridge discovers a wonderful way to do something in one of these projects that has a monetary value that becomes a public good to, you know, the rights to it are public?

MR. STEVENS:  It's an excellent question, Mark.  It is David Stevens speaking.  Somebody would be the owner of the IP, and the question may well be more towards, you know, who will benefit from the IP?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, and maybe I'll leave it at this because it doesn't seem to me, Mr. Stevens, that maybe a lot of thought is given into that question by the people who have done it and I'm not actually trying to put them on the spot.  I'm just trying to figure out, you know, how that would work.  But I think that's gone as far as I can go on that.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to clarify because in my experience, provisions of contracts that talk about the intellectual property are pretty standard.  And so, some of them are just saying what you're saying, it's the IP is retained by whoever the project whose technology is being used.

MS. HUANG:  The technology provider.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But it is pretty standard in essentially every agreement.  And so, when I'm -- when Mr. Garner asked you about is there going to be an agreement about IP and your response is, well, we're not going to own the IP.  But that's a different question.  You're answering a slightly different question.

MS. HUANG:  So, just to clarify, so your question is about whether or not there is an IP provision in any contracts that Enbridge --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, that's what I took Mr. Garner's question to you was.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And your response is --


MS. HUANG:  Thank you for the clarification.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- we don't we won't any own any of the IP.

MS. HUANG:  Yes, because I didn't really understand that part of the question.  Yes, there would be a standard IP provision in the contracts that would be entered within projects.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And do I take it those provisions are essentially saying we're not taking the IP, not our IP.  It would be allocated to the project, I don't know, the project partner?

MS. HUANG:  Yes, to the bests of my knowledge, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you.  Can I ask if we can go to 10.1-ED-63.  And in this IR you were asked a number of questions regarding a residential natural gas heating program. And you were asked in part (a):
"Please confirm that the incentive is being funded by Enbridge's Gas' technology development team, what are the functions of that team, and what its budget is."

And in the response you talk about the technology development team.  That they lead low carbon development and there is a reference to a number of Pollution Probe IRs.  When I look at those IRs there is lots of -- there is a discussion of the research innovation fund.  There is a discussion of a number of different innovation or research teams, buckets of funds.  I'm not sure how to describe it. 

I know there was an undertaking given earlier on with Environmental Defence, and I didn't catch exactly if this is -- I'm going to ask you to provide some information.  If it is essentially what's been already agreed to be provided you can point me on that. 

But I'm looking to find, looking to see a breakdown of what essentially is in base rate, 2024 base rates, with respect to innovation funds of any type being the amounts that are funded that are -- that is this technology development team.  So, there's a team that does it or it's a bucket of funds that comes from another category, there could be a breakdown of what -- essentially what's in base rates with respect to innovation or innovation-related funding.  Is that something you could do?

MR. STEVENS:  And just to be clear, Mark, when you say base rates does that include DSM?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, sorry.  I should say it -- no, so it would not be -- it would be exclusive of DSM.

MR. STEVENS:  So, I'll read back what I wrote down as the undertaking to Environmental Defence.  The question there was: What is the O&M budget for R&D-type activities in 2024 and in future years if we have a sense of the number in future years?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I guess it covers the 2024 -- sorry, can you read that back to me?  I apologize.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  The O&M budget for R&D-type activities in 2024, and to the extent information is available for future years.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Insofar as that covers for 2024 as a subset, which is what I am interested from in, it is R&D or innovation funding.  And it's broken down into where this
-- like, those sort of buckets are.  And it doesn't necessarily, if there is -- and my other -- it would also be if there is also some capital, if it is part of a capital budget also includes some innovation-type funding.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps what we could do is offer an expansion of 2.2 to provide -- to expand on the information in undertaking JT2.2, to provide any categorization details of the R&D budget amounts, and also to indicate if there are any 2024 forecast capital amounts associated with R&D activities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  The only thing is it uses the term "R&D."  And I don't know if maybe that's how you categorize is the technology development team, R&D?  Or is that sort of a broader innovation categorization?

I leave it to you, but it's the broader R&D innovation-type funding that's in 2024.

MR. STEVENS:  Would those be effectively one and the same, Jane?

MS. HUANG:  I do want to clarify though.  Are you asking for the spend on technology development team?  Because there will be other innovation activities happening in other functions.  That's not relevant to ETTF, so I just want to clarify.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It is all R&D Innovation, relevant to ETTF or how you define that or otherwise.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so this is why I am a bit -- I don't know if I -- I don't want to mess up Environmental Defence's undertaking by asking, so maybe it is best, as a separate undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps we're best to, instead, provide details of all R&D and/or innovation budget amounts for 2024, both capital and O&M?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. RICHLER:  JT2.25.
UNDERTAKING JT2.25:  TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF ALL R&D AND/OR INNOVATION BUDGET AMUONTS FOR 2024, BOTH CAPITAL AND O&M.


MS. GIRVAN:  I just had a question; it is Julie Girvan.  When Mr. Brophy was asking these questions, he sort of took you through the list, I think -- a big list.  And he said take out DSM, and you were left with $8 million.  And I just wanted to know what's -- how does the $8 million relate to what Mark is asking for?

MS. HUANG:  The entire $8 million is coming out of the O&M budget, nothing from capital.  So that's -- so...

MS. GIRVAN:  But is that the answer to his question, the $8 million?  I'm not clear.

MS. HUANG:  To a large extent, yes.  So...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I thought it was a different -- he was taking you to, over a period of time, the funding that -- for those attachments, which are spread over multiple years --


MS. HUANG:  Oh, okay, you want the specific year, 2024.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And are -- would be only the -- it would be a subset.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, one other clarification:  Because you could have innovation in HR, you could have innovation in -- I mean, you are looking for specific to sort of natural gas technology, aren't you?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, I don't think it is the HR innovation we're looking for.

MR. GIRVAN:  No, no.  But I am just saying, innovation is a broad word throughout the company, I expect.  And I think you're specifically looking for technology innovation?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Technology, low carbon...

MS. HUANG:  Related to ETTF activities.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I just wanted to clarify that.  Innovation is a broad word.

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask with respect to -- so this interrogatory response, what is the purpose of the natural gas heat pump program?

MS. HUANG:  So the natural gas heat pump program referred in ED-63 is a pilot program offered by the technology development team to help evaluate the technology in the Ontario space.  So it is a limited region, limited time.

One, we are trying to get customers to install a natural gas heat pump.  As part of that, we are helping to -- the manufacturers to go, and also the distribution channel, to go through the training because this is a new product that came out to the market.

So going through the contractor training process, the channel establishment process and installation experience by the local contractor after the training, the service experience.  So as part of that, we plan to do a bell analysis, before and after, for the customers participating in that program.

We also planned for installer surveys as well as customer surveys to really highlight some of the learnings through that process.

So that really is the main part of the pilot program intent.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And ultimately down the road, could any of Enbridge's unregulated affiliates be involved in selling or installing natural gas heat pumps.

MS. HUANG:  I --


MR. STEVENS:  It may be a question better asked of panel number 5, if you are asking specifically about Enbridge Sustain.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  This is a "potentially"?

And, well, let me ask the question to you:  Let's say the answer is yes; in the future, they could.  How would Enbridge, the regulated utility, be compensated from the learnings and the benefits that the affiliate would get from this pilot project?

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, can you repeat your question?  Sorry.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  Let's imagine that an unregulated affiliate could sell or be involved in the installation of natural gas heat pumps, as an example.

How would Enbridge, the regulated company, be compensated, if at all, from that unregulated affiliate for the learnings that affiliate would get from all the things that you just talked about, that -- the contractors that would have learnings, that you have essentially tested the equipment, and that there is a market for it, that they've learned that there is a market for it?

MS. HUANG:  So maybe I can try to elaborate a bit.

So, in this pilot program, there is one manufacturer; that's the only residential gas heat pump manufacturer that are available and have a commercialized product.

So, the learning from this would be fed back to the manufacturer, so that way they can improve either from a service channel aspect as well as contractor training, as well as products, and help them refine and improve their commercialization strategy.

That learning would also be shared on a non-confidential basis to other manufacturers that we -- that could come later.  So that's the part from a benefit point of view.

Once the technology and the product get adopted into the market by more customers, any parties could decide to say, "Hey, this is a profitable business.  I want to partner with this manufacturer," or, "I want to partner with other manufacturer."  So those would be governed by the regular, as a market mechanism, through competition and availability.

So that -- so to me, to Enbridge, that really the intention of this is ultimately to be able to provide customer products and options to help them reduce their GHG emissions.  So that's more of a general ratepayer benefit by making more products, feasible products available, as the customer choice.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the answer is they wouldn't compensate Enbridge, the regulated company?

MS. HUANG:  Nor do we expect any other entities that would potentially partner with this manufacturer to profit from it.

So in that regard, it is the same as we indicated in another response, saying non-affiliate would be benefiting as a general market participant, and ratepayers.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you, very much.  I have one question --


MR. RICHLER:  Mark, sorry, I just -- can we just do a time check even with the time yielded by HRAI?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  One more question.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just have one question with respect to the RNG.  As I understand the current voluntary program is available to customers in all of your general service Rate 1, Rate 6, Rate 01, Rate 10, M1 and M-2.  Mike, do I have that correct, the current voluntary RNG program?

MR. PROCIW:  Hi, Mark Prociw.  I believe it is just the residential group is targeted with that program.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, you're saying targeted, but if you go to the website it says which class -- there is a fact, it says what classes are available and it says the ones that I just listed.  So, I understand that you are targeting it to residential but the existing program actually is available for all of those classes.  Do I have that right?

MS. FIFE:  Subject to check on the actual rate classes, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, with the proposed program, is there going to now then be -- are customers who could be eligible for both now only going to be eligible for the new program?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  With approval of the low carbon voluntary program, we will discontinue the voluntary renewable natural gas program.  So, both programs will not exist.  If I'm answering your question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Maybe then I misunderstood the evidence.  Thank you very much.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you up, Mr. Rubenstein.  Next up is OEB Staff, and we have a tag team of Fiona O'Connell and Michael Parkes.  So, Fiona I'll turn it over to you first, please.
Examination by Ms. O'Connell


MS. O'CONNELL:  Thank you, Ian.  So, I just have one question and that's regarding site restoration cost and it's at Exhibit 1.45-CCC-45.  So, if you go to part (d), Enbridge has asked whether it intends to bring forward a proposal with respect to its potential changes to site restoration cost recovery at its next rebasing.  And the answer was that they -- that Enbridge has not made any determinations.  So, my question to Enbridge is:  Can you commit to doing so in your next rebasing proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Fiona, on the question.  Are you asking Enbridge to commit to just making a proposal, or are you asking Enbridge to commit to making a proposal that's different from the status quo?

MS. O'CONNELL:  I guess at this point because you are not seeking recovery in this application, I believe that it should be brought forward in the next rebasing application.

MR. STEVENS:  So, you are asking Enbridge whether the company will commit to making a cost recovery proposal?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I expect that's probably -- I'll look to Michelle, but I expect that may be something that she might want to discuss with others.

MS. TIAN:  Yes.  And I -- it is Michelle Tian.  And I believe that it would be subject to the outcome of our site restoration study that is currently under -- we're undergoing the RFP process for.  So, dependent on the outcome of that and a revised long-term forecast at the next rebasing application, we would determine whether a -- the -- whether the proposal would be made at that time.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you. I don't know if Ms. Girvan has anything to chime in?


MS. GIRVAN:  No.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Fiona.  Michael Parkes.
Examination by Mr. Parkes


MR. PARKES:  Thanks, Mr. Richler.  Mike Parkes, OEB Staff.  Good afternoon, panel.  I have a few questions on the energy transition technology fund and also on the low carbon voluntary program.  I'll start with a general question on the energy transition technology fund.

When we look at the list of technologies that Enbridge is considering supporting through the fund, it's very broad.  I  just wondered, from a strategic perspective how has Enbridge come to the conclusion that this broad approach is the best bang for its buck as proposed to taking a more narrowly focused approach, that might just look at a couple of high priority technologies?

MS. HUANG:  So, in our evidence we outlined three technology areas that are in scope for the proposed ETTF.  So, those three areas are supply and cost of the low-carbon fuels.  Thank you for bringing that up.  So, that's section 3, section 2, please.  Sorry, I go down farther.  It is 3.1, 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, so that's listed there.  And the second category is emission reduction through end use technology innovation.  And the last area that we have proposed for inclusion is CCUS. 

So, all three areas are elements that could contribute to the customers reducing their GHG emissions.  So, we have identified these three main areas.  If you are referring to the examples  that we provided to the -- one of the IR responses or all these three areas?  I just want to clarify.

MR. PARKES:  Yes, I mean -- I guess, the three areas are rather broad and have a large number of possible technologies within them, and you're right I was also kind of looking at, you know, the dozens of individual specific projects that had been funded under past technology funds.  So, yes, it's just a question about effectiveness and that this sort of broad scattering of smaller projects across a lot of technology areas you see, why you see that as sort of the most impactful way to use the fund's dollars.

MS. HUANG:  Sure.  So, ETTF is proposed as one of the safe bet actions that, as part of the Enbridge Gas' energy transition plan, so there are lots of things that needs to be done.  They are still discussions happening on the pathway to get to the net zero goals.  So, the safe bet actions are targeting to -- let me bring that up. -- oh, I can be back here, right?  So, the safe bet actions really is to help support Ontario's near-term GHG reduction and is required regardless of whether a diverse or electrification pathway evolves in Ontario.  And thirdly, maintain consumer choice, a safe and reliable gas systems.

So, we feel it is important that we undertake the technology options and not be fixated on specific ones to generate the maximum ratepayer benefit.  And in addition to that, admitting that it is limited funding as you pointed out.  So, we have and will continue to use funding sources from other areas, as we indicated in the evidence that we will leverage other funding. 

We also have gone through PP-8 two times and where we have leveraged NGIF and ETT programs through pooling funding resources and expertise from different utilities and industry players to maximize the impact of the $5 million that we are seeking under ETTF to move the technology advancement forward.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  That's helpful.  Thanks.  My next question is on PP-8.  It seems to be the star interrogatory response of the day.  So, again, it's on these funds that have multiple funders.  So, the natural gas innovation fund, the GTI technology development projects.  So, I think understood from your conversation with Mr. Brophy that Enbridge retains control on a project-by-project basis about whether to contribute funding and how much to contribute.  Have I got that correct?

MS. HUANG:  That's correct.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  And then I think I heard from your discussion with Mr. Rubenstein just after lunch that there is the potential that some these projects, in the future the funding would come from the proposed ETTF.

And then potentially some projects, I guess, may be funded by Enbridge outside of the ETTF; is that correct?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MR. PARKES:  Okay. Would that determination on the source of Enbridge funding, so between ETTF or other sources, would that be a determination made upfront at the time you were choosing to fund the project?  Or would that be sort of made after the fact, when you were sort of reconciling things and looking back at the spending that Enbridge had done over the year and kind of attributing that to different budgets?

MS. HUANG:  So to answer your question about how to allocate the Enbridge O&M contribution and the ETTF for specific projects?  Correct?

MR. PARKES:  Yes.

MS. HUANG:  So we propose -- actually we expect that we will spend both budgets concurrently.

We have actually provided a response in PP-12(c), where the $5 million in ETTF would be used -- sorry, to give a moment to pull that up, and so that is (c).

So in the last sentence of that response:
"The ETTF will be used to fund projects and initiatives."

That's really what we propose to do.  Any amount not spent will be accumulated in the variance account for the following year.  So that's our proposal on the use of the ETTF part of the funding.

Then the ETTF program administration cost, as well as any additional resource required and related expenses will be managed by the Enbridge Gas O&M budget.  So it will be spent concurrently.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  That's not the quite the point I'm trying to get at.

What I want to know is when you're looking at a specific project, are you upfront kind of comparing that with the goals and the objectives of the ETTF and deciding that, yes, this the best use of the ETTF funds?

Or are you after the fact kind of looking at what the money you've spent and then allocating it between the ETTF and other -- your other O&M budget for technology and R&D?

MS. HUANG:  I'm trying to make sure that I understood your question.

You are saying whether or not we will use -- so on a project basis, we will have to determine whether or not ETTF will fund it or O&M will fund it?

MR. PARKES:  Yes, yes.  Proactively, are you looking at the ETTF goals and  objectives and deciding whether to allocate funding from the ETTF for these specific projects?

MS. HUANG:  I want to think about how to articulate my point back to you, just to answer your question.

I think the technology development team essentially has the same objective of, you know, advancing low-carbon technologies for the benefit of the customer in terms of reducing GHG.  So the projects that we will be evaluating, if ETTF is approved, we will be using the same criteria to evaluate all the projects that the team will be undertaking.

So really it -- I don't know if it matters that it comes from this bucket or that bucket in a way that we will be ensuring all the projects that we support will be meeting the criteria in order to be funded.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  I'll leave that there for now, then.  Could we turn to Staff-38, 8.1-Staff-38.  You can scroll down a bit.

So this was a question on the allocation of the ETTF costs.  So you have proposed a fixed customer charge that's the same for customers in all rate classes.

So the question was whether you had considered alternative approaches to rate class allocation, and the answer was that you have considered alternative approaches, but didn't believe that they better aligned with the customer benefits to be achieved through the ETTF.

And you also noted that you can't determine an allocation at this time based on specific costs or customer benefits.

So I understand that.  But can you help me understand why, starting from an approach that would be a volumetric allocation by rate class might be -- wouldn't be a closer approximation to the benefits fund is going to realize, as opposed to a fixed per customer charge?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny:  I think in the last part of the response, we talked to some of the rationale that Fortis had applied as well, and we agreed, in large, with what they were putting forward, in that the initiatives are not volumetric based.  And, in that sense, it did not make -- we didn't see the benefit of proposing a volumetric approach.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Are there extra costs or administrative complexities, were you to go with an approach that would be volumetric allocation by rate class?

MS. DREVENY:  I don't believe so, no.

MR. PARKES:  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, can I just jump in, because I am going to get of questions before my time runs out later.

I don't really understand this part of this:  As I understand looking at your evidence, about $4.7 million -- a little over the $4.7 million of the $5 million is coming from the residential class; is that about right?

MS. DREVENY:  I think we had said it is closer to $4.97 million or something.  It is largely based on general service.  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Well, general service and residential primarily.  Right?

MS. DREVENY:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Not even the middle class.

Now what I don't understand about this ETTF is when I look at the projects, they don't look like they are skewed to the residential.  They in fact look like they are largely commercial and otherwise.  So irrespective of what PC did to collect theirs, what I am really failing to see is the alignment between the types of projects that would be done and the customer classes who are being asked to pick this up.

Are you trying to say that you think the ETTF is primarily going to serve benefits only to the residential class?

MS. DREVENY:  Sorry, one moment.  Sorry.  Thanks, Mr. Garner.  I was just validating with Jane that at the time that we had proposed the rider, we did not have a specific list of the projects proposed.  And it is my understanding that today we still do not have that specific list.  So in absence of that, the most equitable approach was to provide it based on number of customers.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all I have on the ETTF.  I'll switch gears to the low-carbon voluntary program.  If we could turn to 4.2-Staff-33?  Yeah, just leave it there, that's good.

So Enbridge had described these two situations that would lead it to stop procuring low-carbon energy, one of those being a maximum bill-impact threshold that you would reach for customers.

So in the response to part (b), you confirmed that that maximum bill-impact threshold would be tied to the target percentage of low-carbon energy, not the actual volume that you were procuring.

So the impact of that difference being that there's no actual cap on the maximum unit cost that Enbridge might pay for RNG.  So, part (c) had kind of asked whether you thought that a cap of that kind would be appropriate.  If we could just scroll down to part (c). 

So, you indicated that, no, Enbridge wouldn't have an RNG price threshold above which it wouldn't consider RNG opportunities, and you pointed to CBA-1 to discuss how -- how your procurements would be aligned with your typical procurement guiding principles. 

And looking at the response to CBA-1, that seemed to indicate that you would procure RNG in the most cost effective way possible, but it didn't really answer the fact that it might not make to purchase RNG at all, depending on the marginal cost curve of RNG. 

So, can you provide a bit more rationale why you don't think there should be a guardrail on the maximum cost that you would pay -- maximum unit cost that you would pay through procurements for RNG volumes?

MS. FIFE:  Stephanie Fife.  So, we consider the maximum price we would pay per gJ to be commercially sensitive and putting that information out would negatively impact our ability to negotiate the best price per gJ for our customers.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  So, that's new information to me.  So, you're not saying that Enbridge would continue to procure until it hit this maximum bill impact in all cases.  So, you do have a threshold you believe where the benefits of continuing to procure RNG don't make sense from Enbridge's perspective.  But do you think that's commercially sensitive information?  Is that correct?

MS. FIFE:  I agree with that statement.  We also have the annual update and the guiding principles as per the framework that require us to prove that our purchases are prudent and we would follow that same process for RNG as well.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, that's helpful.  Thank you.  Next question if we could turn to 4.2-ED-44(c).  Just turn to the response.  So, in this you indicated that Enbridge would consider the life cycle carbon intensity of different RNG sources during procurement by requesting the carbon intensity of the RNG from the supplier.  Can you let me know how this carbon intensity information would be used by Enbridge to inform its  procurement decisions?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  Cora Carriveau.  The carbon intensity information is primarily an indication of a number of clean field regulation credits that a particular source of RNG would provide.

MR. PARKES:  Mm-hmm.

MS. CARRIVEAU:  And so, the sources of RNG that are eligible to create more credits has an opportunity to potentially create more revenue from the sales of those credits that could be returned and lower the ultimate cost of that RNG.
So, yes, I'll just stop right there.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  No, that's helpful.  That's what I thought.  So, basically you would be looking to minimize the unit cost of RNG, taking into account both what you're paying and then the expected value of any CFR credits?

MS. CARRIVEAU:  It would be taken into consideration, the potential revenue that could be realized from those CFR credits.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  That's great.  Thanks.  Those are my questions, Mr. Richler.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  Let me just update everyone quickly on the schedule.  A few intervenors have advised that they no longer have questions for this panel because their areas of interest were covered by others.  Those intervenors are HRAI, CME, FRPO, and BOMA.  Still we're a little bit tight for time.  We absolutely need to get through panel 1 today.  So, I would just ask everyone to be as efficient as possible.

Ms. Girvan, you are up next and after you we will take a short break.
Examination by Ms. Girvan


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Good morning, or good afternoon, I guess, panel.  Julie Girvan, on behalf of the Consumers Council of Canada.  If we could turn to I.1.10-Staff-4, please.  And if you could go to section (i) in the answers.  So, there's two things referred to here, the natural gas innovation fund that's launched by CGA and the utilization technology development that's part of the Gas Technology Institute.  And I just -- my question was how much does Enbridge contribute each year to these two initiatives?

MS. HUANG:  In terms of dollar amount?

MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  Just to clarify.  So, for natural gas innovation fund it varies, depending on the available funding.  And two, number of worthy projects that come through the funnel.  For utilization technology development program, it is a fixed amount.  I think it's in the amount of 250,000 U.S. dollars on an annual basis.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, is that what's embedded in rates, the 200?

MS. HUANG:  I think that's what we have reported in the PP-8 in detail.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, in terms of the natural gas innovation fund, what's the amount embedded in rates?

MS. HUANG:  From 2017 to 2023 we contributed 3.5 million.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, but what's in 2024 base rates with respect to that item?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Julie, there's an undertaking, I think it's number 2 from today, where Enbridge would say overall what's in the budget for 2024 for R&D activities.  And the subsequent undertaking to schools might have been slightly broader.  In saying what's in rates is a little bit difficult given the envelope approach to O&M and the fact that there was an overall reduction as part of the settlement.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But was there something proposed in the 2024 rates for these items?

MR. STEVENS:  Was there an amount proposed, Jane, within the Phase 1 rebasing case for these types of items?

MS. HUANG:  I don't believe so, subject to check.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, in the undertaking are we going to get line items?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe in response to the question from Schools, we undertook to provide categorization detail if it's available.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, we might see a line item for these two amounts?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I just clarify something?  When you say it wasn't -- Mr. Stevens just asked you about -- is this included -- I don't know exactly the wording.  But essentially --


MS. GIRVAN:  Forecast.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It wasn't in the forecast.  I just want to be clear, I mean, do you mean that it wouldn't show up in the evidence?  But when you derived the proposed O&M budget that made up the Phase 1 proposal, I would have assumed that somewhere sits under there is these categories of costs?

MS. HUANG:  I don't have that information actually.  I don't -- I'm not aware of any specific amount included for supporting technology innovation activity in the 2024 O&M.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In the evidence, I think you're right.  But, you know, obviously there is a much higher level, the categories of the O&M budget that was presented.  But presumably those higher levels were made up of a bunch of smaller numbers that were aggregated up for the level that was presented at the -- and so, I guess, the question is were there forecast budgets at the time that you derived the proposed O&M budget in Phase 1 that relates to the category of spending?

MS. HUANG:  So, my -- to the best of my knowledge the answer is no.  Because ETTF was proposed in Phase 1 in time for 2024, so I think we -- to the best of my knowledge the technology innovation-related activities were planned in the ETTF scope, not in the O&M side.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So then in 2025, if you get granted in the -- if you get the ETTF approval, will the amounts of money that you are currently funding out of -- in 2024, out of the O&M, will that -- you will no longer be funding that out of the O&M budget?  And it is just a transfer of where the money is?

Or is this incremental dollars to what you'll be spending in 2024?

MS. HUANG:  So it would be incremental, but we don't have a determined amount for O&M, for 2025, at this time.

MR. GARNER:  Can I ask it in a slightly different way?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MS. HUANG:  Yeah, yeah.  Sure.

MR. GARNER:  Because I was going to ask sort of the same thing.

As I looked at all those projects, it was $8 million-something, right?

And so seven years or something, roughly that's $1.3 million a year.  So I guess the question I had in my mind, and I think everybody is having in their mind is, is the purpose of the ETTF in some ways to displace any of that money?  Or is it the intent is you will have continued to displace, you know, roughly $1.3 million, the way you were in the past; I know it was never exactly $1.3 million.

So is this a displacement, the ETTF?  Or is it simply an increment to what you were doing in the past?

MS. HUANG:  I can clarify that:  it is incremental.  The intention is to be incremental.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But it's incremental from what has actually occurred in 2024, not what was proposed?  Because I think what you said with respect to the original 2024 budget in the time of Phase 1 is there was going to be ETTF for 2024.

Now it's going to be -- there would be no innovation in O&M.  So there would be about $5 million for these, in 2024.

Now, you're funding some amount in O&M, and that's going to continue.  And then there will be an additional $5 million of the ETTF?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.  Internally, we need to compete with other projects and the priorities, to secure funding for T&D activities, for innovation activities.  But we are saying that Enbridge is intending to have incremental O&M budget allocated to ETTF.

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm not sure I'm completely clear, but maybe the undertaking will make it clearer.

MS. HUANG:  Okay.

MS. GIRVAN:  Because I think what we're really looking for, what's in rates in 2024, and what is going to be incremental with respect to this ETTF?

David, do you get that?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that the undertakings will indicate what is being spent in 2024.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I take it from your answer is nothing is in base rates, because you never had forecast it at the time of 2024.  You may be spending amounts in 2024.  But what's in base rates is actually zero?

MS. HUANG:  That's, to my understanding, correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Except that my initial question was regarding those two items, the natural gas innovation fund and the utilization technology development.  And are those included in base rates?

MS. HUANG:  So those would be a part of the technology development team budget, to the same answer to that previous question, no, not in that 2024 proposed O&M budget.  Because --


MR. GARNER:  Sorry, I think we're all getting all over you.  I mean, I don't mean to, how could it be incremental?  So the way I am looking, and may be incorrectly -- or other people looking at it, is if the project is incremental, ETTF, then right now, implicitly in your 2024 rates is the recovery of $1.3 million, which is what you were typically spending on an average basis, plus the recovery and all of the stuff that is in there.  So that continues to exist notionally inside of your rates, because you -- whether you get the ETTF or not, you intend to spend -- no, maybe it's not $1.3 million, but you know what I mean.  You intend to continue with this type of program.

So implicitly, it exists inside of your budgeting concept?  Am I right? 2024 basically says "No ETTF, it doesn't matter.  We are going to continue doing our things that we have doing in the past, out of our program."

Or maybe another way to put it is if you don't get the ETTF, are you out of business?  Because you are not going to continue, you know, with the list that you -- everybody is on, on PP-8, and continue doing those type of things?

MS. HUANG:  If the ETTF -- maybe to answer that question:  So if the ETTF is not approved, we intend to continue activities, similarly to what the technology development team has been undertaken.  On an annual basis, we do need to fight for budget internally with other priorities and projects.  So just to...

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for that, Jane, and thank you for all the questions.

Just to make sure that the record is clean and clear, I wonder whether it would be responsive to the questions being asked if we were to offer an undertaking where we would indicate what amounts were either explicitly or notionally included in the 2024-filed O&M budget --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- that relate to the NGIF and the other innovation fund and Enbridge's own technology innovation activities.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  That would be helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  I mean, again, to be clear -- so, sorry, we're prepared to provide that undertaking based on the information that's available to us.  I haven't seen it, so we'll have to find out what that information is.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, that will be JT2.26.
UNDERTAKING JT2.26:  TO INDICATE WHAT AMOUNTS WERE EITHER EXPLICITLY OR NOTIONALLY INCLUDED IN THE 2024-FILED O&M BUDGET THAT RELATE TO THE NGIF AND THE OTHER INNOVATION FUND, AND ENBRIDGE'S OWN TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION ACTIVITIES.


MR. STEVENS:  And to be clear, there is not necessarily a complete match between what was in an underlying budget and what is in rates, particularly given the reduction in the overall O&M envelope.

MS. GIRVAN:  That's fair.  Thank you.

Okay.  If you could quickly turn to (b) in the same exhibit, the same undertaking?  And I just wanted some clarity around this annual process.  So it says:
"Enbridge will provide annual reporting to the OEB for funded projects.  Feedback will be considered and incorporated for subsequent annual reports."

How do you envision this working?  Will there be a filing?  Is it going to be in the context of your annual rate case, and you're expecting the OEB to provide input on this, on your report?  It's not clear to me from a regulatory perspective how this is supposed to work.

MS. HUANG:  So we propose to file ETTF-related activities, report on ETTF-related activities as part of the deferral account proceeding on an annual basis.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So there will be an opportunity for parties to ask questions about it, and the OEB to potentially provide feedback in its decision?

MS. HUANG:  I believe so, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, David, is that the process that --


MR. STEVENS:  Feedback is an interesting word, Julie.

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, it's your word.

MR. STEVENS:  But certainly much like the annual report of the IRP working group or the Indigenous working group gets filed, this would be filed in the same way.  And I suppose there would be an opportunity for discovery and, if necessary, for the Board to make comment.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And if you could just go to F, in the same exhibit, quickly?  It says that:
"The proposed areas of technology innovation funded by ETTF will directly [audio dropout] customers, rather than Enbridge Inc."

  This may have been asked, but to what extent does Enbridge Inc. undertake this type of research?

MS. HUANG:  I think there is an IR response on this, so just let me locate it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Maybe if you wanted to just tell me after the break, maybe?

MS. HUANG:  Sure, I can do that, for sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, just to move things along.

MS. HUANG:  Yes, I can look to that.  I can't locate the IR right now.

MS. GIRVAN:  Moving things along.  Okay.  Can we please turn to Exhibit I.10-CCC-8, please.  So, under the section (e) it states that:
"In recent years Enbridge has been collaborating with NRCan on research and Enbridge will continue to work with NRCan to accelerate technology innovation in the areas that align with the goals of the ETTF."

And I had asked if you had actually asked NRCan for funding and I didn't really get an answer to that other than you are going to collaborate with them.  Have you asked them for money?

MS. HUANG:  So, the question is whether or not Enbridge explicitly asked NRCan for funding to support -- technology innovation projects?

MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  I guess we haven't really put the request in that format.  We've been working with NRCan, specifically their CanMed lab on a number of initiatives, including thermal energy storage and others.  So, typically that is of a collaborating matter that Enbridge Gas will contributing to certain resource and funding.  And the CanMed lab they will then provide either in kind or some kind of funding towards the collaborative projects together.  So, that would be the typical structure that we have with them.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Because I am aware of some electric utilities that have actually sought funding for innovation from NRCan and received that funding.  And my second question to you is:  If you get funding from NRCan will that act as a credit to the ETTF deferral account?

MS. HUANG:  I think we would likely view that as more of a leveraged funding kind of structure.  So, NRCan will provide funding to specific projects.  That's how I envision that, instead of giving us a lump of money.  If that's what you are asking.  I think we see more of the type of specific project funding.  So, that would be then a part of the required information that the project proponent needs to declare as they go through the application process.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But if you actually got money from NRCan would that be seen as a credit in that deferral account?

MS. HUANG:  I would like to see that as incremental, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Through the credit.

MS. HUANG:  Through the credit, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  If you could look at (f), please.  So, it says:

"Enbridge Gas makes every effort to stay current with the latest development of low carbon technologies through various initiatives such as", and there is a list there. 

Can you provide the annual cost of -- well -- will this -- will these initiatives -- sorry, let me start over.  Will these initiatives come out of the fund?  Will they be funded through the ETTF going forward?

MS. HUANG:  So, you are saying what is the collaboration cost?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MS. HUANG:  So, the cost -- maybe I can clarify your question there.  So, in terms of the cost, the dollar amount, like, associated with those activities would be conference fees and travel costs.  In some cases membership fees.  So, that would be to the extent of the cost.  And then I think I did state that earlier that the program admin side, the resource and  other related expenses we expect that to be covered by the Enbridge O&M budget.  So, we intend --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, it's not coming out of the ETTF?

MS. HUANG:  Yes, we intend for the ETTF fund to cover projects and initiatives.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And then I don't have a specific reference but I don't know where it went -- but I've read that the ETTF will support the research development demonstration and commercialization of CCUS technologies for industrial and large commercial applications in Ontario.  Do you have a projected cost for that initiative?

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, you are referring to --


MS. GIRVAN:  The CCUS initiative in the evidence about technologies for industrial and large commercial applications.

MS. HUANG:  Can we go to that section of the evidence, please?

MS. GIRVAN:  I've lost it.

MS. HUANG:  No, sorry.  No, I'm asking Angela to help me, to point that out.

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm sorry, I've actually lost it.

MS. HUANG:  So, I want to make sure I that I am understanding.  And you are asking about the estimated cost of such projects?

MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm.

MS. HUANG:  We don't have an exact list of projects at this time so we -- I don't have that information.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, you've sort of identified three particular categories or areas of technology that you intend to pursue and the CCUS is one of them.  Have you not allocated -- of the $5 million, do you know how much of that will be devoted to the CCUS technologies for commercial and industrial applications?

MS. HUANG:  So, we don't have that allocation yet.  And that is because for any particular year there could be different project intake, project idea following in through that and also because of different funding leveraged possibility.  Like, we -- if we go through, for example, the utilization technology development program, there will be other utilities or other players to fund that.  So, it is hard for us to have a clear, I guess, allocation in that regard.  So, we do intend to cover the three technology areas proposed, but we don't have exact allocation and we do want that flexibility.  So, we can maximize --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, back to Mr. Garner's point is that these particular initiatives will be largely funded by residential consumers.  It is just the math, right?

MS. HUANG:  So, you are talking about the collection aspect of it?

MS. GIRVAN:  Pardon me?

MS. HUANG:  So, you are talking about the collection point of view that we imposed the 11 cents per month by account?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, I'm just saying you intend to pursue these residential and commercial applications but as Mr. Garner said, residential consumers will be paying for the lion's share of that.  It's the math.

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  So, I just have one -- just two further areas -- actually one.  It's -- this is interrogatory Environmental Defence number 3, please.  I.10-ED-3.  And if you scroll down, this is the historical funding largely through DSM.  There is three tables so we've got table 1.  It's the budget in 2023, 2025.

So, the actual spend in 2023 was less, by say, I don't know, $450,000.  And if you -- can you scroll down further? 

So we're looking at these other categories and these are traditional DSM funding R&D, I suspect, through the DSM portfolio for both Enbridge and Union.  And I noticed in -- that there's sort of a pattern of under spending relative to the actual budget for both Enbridge and Union.  And I just wondered why that was the case?

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, I can't speak to that because it's off the DSM budget.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could you undertake to answer that?  Could someone?

MR. STEVENS:  We can see what we can find out, Julie.  Is it important, given the context of the deferral or the variance account?

MS. GIRVAN:  That's what was my second question.  Was, in the context of the under spending, is it all captured through the DSMVA?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, when I was speaking of a variance account I was speaking to the variance account that will be around the ETTF funding.

MS. GIRVAN:  I will have another question on that.  But I -- let's just say -- this is the question I'd like to ask:  With respect to these amounts, these historical amounts, were they trued up from the DSMVA or were they not?

MR. STEVENS:  We can take away by undertaking as to whether the DSM innovation fund actual spend was trued up through a variance account.  And if not, what are the reasons for the under-spend.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  And --


MR. RICHLER:  So, let me just note that as JT2.27.
UNDERTAKING JT2.27:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE DSM INNOVATION FUND SPEND WAS TRUED UP THROUGH A VARIANCE ACCOUNT, AND IF NOT, WHAT ARE THE REASONS FOR THE UNDER-SPEND.


MR. RICHLER:  And, Ms. Girvan, I'm going to have to ask you to wrap up shortly.

MS. GIRVAN:  I am.

MR. RICHLER:  You were only down for --


MS. GIRVAN:  A lot of my time was taken up by others, so I've got one question.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  Go ahead.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, sorry, with respect to that undertaking, yes, I'd like to know if those amounts were trued up both for table 2 and table 3.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, understood.  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Great, thank you.  And I just had one last  question.  So if you under spend with respect to the ETTF, will this get settled through the ETTF DA?

MS. HUANG:  DA is deferral account?

MS. GIRVAN:  Deferral account, yes.

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, just to clarify.  So --


MS. GIRVAN:  Or variance account.

MS. HUANG:  The variance account I think that's what we were referring to.

MS. GIRVAN:  It's a variance account, yes.

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, it will be.

MS. HUANG:  It will be.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So, any under spending will be captured through that account?

MS. HUANG:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Ms. Girvan.  Let's take a ten-minute break and come back at 4:26.
--- Recess taken at 4:14 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:27 p.m.


MR. RICHLER: Welcome back.  Next up is Canadian Biogas Association.  Mr. Buonaguro, are you on the line?
Examination by Mr. Buonaguro


MR. BUONAGURO:  I am.  Thank you, very much.  Good afternoon for you, panel.  My name is Michael Buonaguro.  I am counsel for the Canadian Biogas Association.  I apologize for not appearing in person; I am about a seven-hour plane ride away, so I appreciate the ability to attend by Zoom.

Having said that, my questions are limited to the low-carbon voluntary program, and much of what I had has been covered, so I only have one short area of questioning.

Maybe we can start by pulling up Exhibit I.4.2-SEC-32, page 2 of 3?  And just scroll down to the bottom of the page, so we can see the footnote.

So this interrogatory response discusses interactions between Enbridge and the potential participants in the LCVP.

And at the footnote at the bottom, it says:
"Of the approximate 122,000 general service and contract rate customers eligible for the LCVP..."

And then it goes on to talk about an e-mail list.

I just wanted to confirm what the 122,000 represents.  Is that an approximation of the number of large customers who are also system service customers?  Or does that include direct purchase customers who could switch to system service?

I suspect it's the former, but I just wanted to check that it wasn't the latter.

MR. PROCIW:  Hi, Michael, Mark Prociw.

This represents the system gas users with an annual consumption greater than 15,000 m-cubes a year.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  So that's an actual approximation of customers who could actually participate in the program right now, if it was effective, without switching from -- to DP, or back and forth.

MR. PROCIW:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thank you.  And generally speaking, and for this interrogatory response and through the evidence, my understanding is that part of the attractiveness of the program to these customers who may be seeking to reduce or eliminate their emissions is that this gives them an avenue for doing that, where all they have to do is agree to pay the premium for the RNG.

For example, there is no investment in infrastructure, nothing like that.  They don't have to go out and seek an energy source.

They can simply agree to pay the premium, and they can reduce their emissions to zero if they like.  Correct?

MR. PROCIW:  Mark Prociw:  That is accurate.  They can select all the way up to a hundred percent of their annual volume to be allocated as RNG.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And in doing so, my understanding is that that would have no impact -- and I would be surprised if there were -- but my understanding is there is no impact on their eligibility, for example, demand-side management programs, to reduce their consumption, notwithstanding the fact that they may have zero emissions left that are allocated to them.  Is that correct.

MR. PROCIW:  Mark Prociw:  Can you clarify that question, please?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure.  So even if someone were -- even if one of these customers were to elect to reduce their emissions to zero by electing a hundred percent RNG, that does not impact their eligibility for things like DSM programming, which you will be funding to reduce their consumption, irregardless of what their emission status is.  Correct.

MR. PROCIW:  That is accurate.  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And, in fact, wouldn't it be accurate to say that someone who is participating in a material way in the RNG program that you are proposing may actually have, all else being equal, an increased incentive to participate in DSM, because they would save more because they are paying an RNG premium?

MR. PROCIW:  Mark Prociw:  That could be seen, yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  So, given that, is there any thought or is there any plans to synergize DSM with this program?  So, for example, following up with participants in the LCVP, to see if they would then be interested in engaging in DSM to take advantage of the fact that now that they are paying a premium on RNG, they could actually get more out of a DSM program than they might have had before?

MR. PROCIW:  Mark Prociw:  That could be considered.  The DSM team, they target particular customers.  They reach out regarding the different types of equipment that they have on hand and the potential for technology improvement and upgrading.

I'm not really sure if I have an answer for that, though, particularly.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Well, it sound like there is no particular plans, but you would agree with me that would make sense, to at least explore that?

MR. PROCIW:  It could be explored.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  So, as I said, the rest of my questions have been covered.

I'm going to take a wild guess, Mr. Richler:  am I next on the list for OGVG?

MR. RICHLER:  Curiously enough, VECC was between CBA and OGVG.  But I think --


MR. GARNER:  I have no objection too.


MR. RICHLER:  I think it might make sense if you go ahead and ask any questions on behalf of OGVG, now.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Well, thank you.  So on of OGVG, I actually produced my question in advance last week.  And my understanding is that -- I guess Mr. Stevens will pipe
in -- is that you were considering providing an answer to that question?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we perhaps misunderstood, Michael, that you were referring to your panel 1 question.

That being said, I am sure we could take away your panel for -- to take the question if you like.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So, no, no, your panel 1, the panel 1 question has been submitted in writing, and you acknowledged that yesterday.  That's fine.

No, I am referring to earlier correspondence where you -- my understanding -- my thought, as you were talking about this question, why don't I just ask the question, and we can go from there?

So, on behalf of OGVG -- and this is also with respect to the low-carbon voluntary program, I wanted to understand how the company would proceed if a hundred percent hydrogen becomes a viable option, while at the same time some customer groups like greenhouse operators can seem to require natural gas or a blend of natural gas and hydrogen for their operations.

And so in other words, does Enbridge anticipate that if a hundred percent hydrogen becomes a viable option, would you also still be able to meet the demand for both a hundred percent hydrogen for some customers and natural gas or a blend of natural gas and hydrogen for other customers?

So my understanding in some of the correspondence that came out last week, after this, was that maybe you were thinking of answering that, separately?  But maybe I was wrong.

So that's my question.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  I apologize for the confusion.

I can advise that the folks that are on this panel are not likely the subject-matter experts for hydrogen.  So I don't imagine that these folks would be able to answer this question, here.

I don't know whether the -- what answer, if any, the company has to your hypothetical.  But we can certainly take it away and provide what we think is the right answer.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes, that would be appreciated.  I understand that it is possibly a complicated answer.  But I don't even know if anybody has put their mind to it, because -- the reason I ask is because some of the interrogatory responses, and certainly it seems to me to have evolved since Phase 1 of the proceeding.  It seems that there may be incremental steps towards the idea that a hundred hydrogen may be more feasible than it was last year, even.

And that, given that and given the particular needs of customers like greenhouse operators, I was wondering how the company might deal with that dual possibility, where you might want to give a hundred percent hydrogen to some customers, but still use the system to provide natural gas to others.

So if I could take -- I am happy to take that as an undertaking, and then see if there is anything that Enbridge can provide in terms of a response.

MR. STEVENS:  And we can do that.  I will caveat by saying I don't think there's anything even close to a hundred percent hydrogen proposal that's on the table now.

I mean, as you well know from Phase 1, there's a hydrogen blending study going to be taken into account.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Mm-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  We're talking still about less than a hundred percent hydrogen, even as an outcome from that.  So it may well be that the answer is that your hypothetical is several steps ahead, and it would be dealt with at the -- at a later point.

But that being said, Enbridge is prepared to take away the written question for panel 2 from your July 17 e-mail, and answer that in writing.

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

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mike, let's note as undertaking JT2.28.
UNDERTAKING JT2.28:  TO RESPOND TO MR. BUONAGURO'S WRITTEN QUESTION FOR PANEL 2 FROM HIS JULY 17 E-MAIL.

MR. RICHLER:  And last on our list for today is Mark Garner for VECC.
Examination by Mr. Garner


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  My questions won't be quite that scary.  But let me just find -- my questions are all on the ETTF and I'm just trying to make sure I get clear a few things.

So, first everybody has been going to I.1.10-PP-8 where it has those attachments 1 through 4.  So, my question is:  If the ETTF is approved by the Board, will the natural gas innovation fund accelerator project still exist and still be able to be reported on?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  And you will be able to report on that on an annual basis?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And will the utilization technology development project fund also continue and also be able to be reported on an annual basis?

MS. HUANG:  Yes, correct.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  And finally the last one -- or there is another one, I'm sorry, maybe you can help me, there is a third one, as SpongeBob would say, there is a third one somewhere in here that I've missed.  Is it the -- can you help me with that?  There were three I thought, not two existing ones.  Do you have another fund that you are reporting on or is it just these two?

MS. HUANG:  Sorry, you are referring to the PP-8 attachment?

MR. GARNER:  Oh, I'm sorry, the other one is -- I'm sorry.  The other one is the Enbridge Gas led technology innovation thing.  Will that also continue and you'll be able to report on that?

MS. HUANG:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And now, I think in one of the interrogatories, I think it is another PP interrogatory, but we don't have to pull it up.  As I understand it there are five FTEs in the development -- what's the group called?  Technology development team?

MS. HUANG:  That's PP-12(c)?

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  And there is five people in that plus two that are funded out of the DSM budget.  Is that the way it works?

MS. HUANG:  So, there are currently seven FTEs in that team.

MR. GARNER:  But five are funded by -- five are funded within the utility non-DSM and two are funded out of DSM.  And is it the intention to maintain that arrangement over the term of the plan while the ETTF is in place?

MS. HUANG:  We can pull up that response, so PP-12, please, (c).  So, we did state in there on the upon the approval of ETTF, two FTEs will continue to support RIF.  The five FTEs currently funded by O&M and any additional resource required to support the ETTF will be managed within the Enbridge, on our budget.

MR. GARNER:  So, put another way, there is no intention to spend any of the ETTF funds on administration within the utility.  Is that correct?

MS. HUANG:  That's right.

MR. GARNER:  No FTEs, no desks, no pencils, no nothing.  Right?  It's all going to the project.

MS. HUANG:  That's our proposal.  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Right.  Thank you for clarifying that.  Now, the other one, it goes to the revenue.  It goes to this issue about how to recover the monies.  Is there a technical problem with developing a way to make a rate rider that works on a customer basis, let's say for residential, but on a volumetric basis for non-residential?  Is it possible to do something like that, or would you have to have your rider be on one basis, all volumetric or?  So, what I'm exploring, obviously, is, is there a way, if one were inclined to say no, no, we need to pull more of this funding out of the larger class customers because we think they may benefit more than the residential groups, is there a way you could do that?

MS. DREVENY:  So, not a rider that would be a 100 percent volumetric or 100 percent customer based.  Something -- like, it would be specific by class?

MR. GARNER:  Well, maybe I should ask you this with your expertises:  If it were determined by parties that the ETTF is, let's say, going to be, just for sake of a number, 70 percent providing benefits to the larger customers, and someone then  went back to you and said, so the way you've got it here for a rider just isn't going to work, can you come up with a different way to do that?  Is there any difficulty with doing that?

MS. DREVENY:  I think we would have to take it away and look at what would be possible from a system perspective, and what-not, for what to implement.

MR. GARNER:  I guess, it doesn't -- does it make any difference if one makes the determination of the allocation of the $5 million on some basis to the classes?  So, let's say, in  the -- in this -- someone determines that, you know, 70 percent is industrial and 30 percent is residential.  You've got now a dollar figure.  You can develop a rider from that that would work, couldn't you?  Because you also have a dollar figure.  There is no problem with developing a rider to collect that money?

MS. DREVENY:  I think if there is a dollar figure we'd be able to figure that out.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Okay, thank you.  And I think those are all of my questions.  Thank you, panel.
Procedural Matters


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mark.  That brings us to the end of Panel 2.  I'd like to thank all the witnesses.  We won't have time to start with Panel 3 today, but we will do so first thing in the morning.  So, I will see you all --


MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry, Mr. Richler.

MR. RICHLER:  Oh, Dwayne, go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  It's Dwayne.  Yes, sorry.  I know I was prepared to go and I appreciate that there's only a few minutes left but I wanted to express this for Enbridge's consideration and I'm clearly -- I'm a little bit concerned.  As I look to the next panel and I look at my questions I had prepared, I had  prepared to start on one question that had cost, and to some extent, rate-making simply complications and I was encouraged that Ms. Dreveny, who was very helpful in Phase 1, was on the panel but I don't see anybody on Panel 3 that actually has the financial or rate-making.  And so, I guess, to Mr. Stevens specifically, I'm trying to avoid -- to ask for -- request undertakings, but some our questions and concerns that go to issues of comparison of other alternatives to the way Enbridge is doing its storage and load balancing, and what appropriately  gets put in eventually between utility and non-utility, which I now understand is panel 4.  Does Enbridge have people equipped on those panels to answer those types of questions?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks Dwayne.  I think it will depend on the type of question that you are asking.  There is certainly in panel 4, folks from the regulatory accounting group who can speak to those related kinds of issues.  Ms. Dreveny is not available in the subsequent panels, as you will recall.  This was set as a two-day technical conference and various of our witnesses have some time constraints.  So, we'll do our best to answer the questions as they happen and if we need to proceed by way of undertaking, I realize that's a second best option but that may be where we're left depending on the nature of the questions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I appreciate your answer, David.  And with due respect to Ms. Dreveny, I'm not trying to say that she has to stay; clearly she's not staying.  But I'm going to look at my questions again and potentially shift some toward the end that may then be diverted to panel 4.  If you tell me then at that point that panel 4 people could best assist all of us with that, and then I'll just shift my time then hopefully from panel 3 to panel 4 and stay inside the overall time bounds.

MR. STEVENS:  That sounds reasonable to me.  I mean, I think it's going to depend on the nature of the questions.  If the questions are, you know, directly within the cost allocation realm, I'm not sure that you will find the right witness on  either panel.

MR. QUINN:  It basically comes up to the rate-making and how the units are determined for the purposes of rate-making.  And if we can get the units, the actual costs probably are less  important, but I'll leave it at that for today, David.  But I wanted to give you a heads-up and just express my concern.  I was hoping to get this one area of questions in today, but that's not going to happen so we'll do our best outside of that.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Dwayne.  So, we'll see everyone tomorrow morning at 9:30.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:47 p.m.
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