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Wednesday, July 16, 2025
--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.


M. MILLAR:  This is the technical conference for EB-2025-0064.  My name is Michael Millar.  I am counsel for OEB Staff.  To my right, perhaps your left, is Mr. Khalil Viraney, who is joining me today, and there are other staffers who will be in and out.


Could I turn it over to Ms. Ing, for the Land Acknowledgement.

Land Acknowledgement

L. ING:  Good morning.  I wish to acknowledge this land on which The Ontario Energy Board operates.  For thousands of years it has been the traditional land of the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishinaabeg, the Chippewa, and the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat peoples, and is covered by treaties made with the Crown in the spirit of peace, friendship, and respect.  Today this land is home to many Indigenous peoples from across Turtle Island.  The OEB is committed to building relationships with Indigenous peoples and communities, based on mutual respect and shared values.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ms. Ing.  We will move to appearances, and we will start with the people in the room.  Mr. Stevens, could you get us started.
Appearances


D. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Mike.  Good morning, everybody.  My name is David Stevens.  I am counsel assisting Enbridge Gas with this application.  With me for the technical conference are Vanessa Innis and Robin Stevenson.

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

L. GLUCK:  Good morning.  My name is Lawrie Gluck, and I am a consultant for the Consumers' Council of Canada.

D. QUINN:  Good morning.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

M. MILLAR:  Anyone else in the room to make an appearance?  Okay.  I am going to do a rollcall, if that works, for the people online.  Mr. Brophy?

M. BROPHY:  Good morning.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

M. MILLAR:  Next, I have Mr. Aiken.

R. AIKEN:  Good morning, everyone.  Randy Aiken on behalf of the London Property Management Association.

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Pollock.

S. POLLOCK:  Good morning, everyone.  Scott Pollock, counsel at Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Walker.

S. WALKER:  Good morning, everyone.  Scott Walker for OAPPA.

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Ladanyi.

T. LADANYI:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant representing Energy Probe.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Ms. Chatterjee.

J. CHATTERJEE:  Good morning, everyone.  This is Jaya Chatterjee on behalf of the City of Kitchener, and I am joined by my colleague, Khaled Abu-Eseifan.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you.  I have a Ms. Koval of Arbitration Place.  May not be -- oh, there we are.  Ms. Koval.

MS. KOVAL:  Good morning.  I am here for quality assurance, from Arbitration Place.  I won't be speaking.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Oh, I see.  Okay, thank you.  My apologies.  Next, Mr. Buonaguro.

M. BUONAGURO:  Good morning.  Michael Buonaguro.  I am counsel for the Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers and the Canadian Biogas Association.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Have I -- my list keeps moving around.  Mr. McLeod.

M. MCLEOD:  Mike McLeod for the Quinte Manufacturers Association.

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Garner.

M. GARNER:  I am Mark Garner for VECC.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Ms. Wainewright.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Good morning, everyone.  Linda Wainewright on behalf of Six Nations Natural Gas.

M. MILLAR:  And Mr. Vollmer.

D. VOLLMER:  Good morning.  Daniel Vollmer, counsel for Three Fires Group and Minogi.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Vollmer.  Have I missed anybody?  Oh, I'm sorry.  Mr. Boyle?  Ah, yes.  We got an e-mail from Mr. Boyle saying he will be running a little bit late, but we can enter an appearance for him.

Okay.  Unless there is anything else, I am going to turn it over to Mr. Stevens.  As you know, as is our custom, we have a very busy day for these technical conferences, two days in fact, so I am going to ask for everyone's cooperation and patience as we try to get through this as efficiently as we can.  I will turn it over to Mr. Stevens.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  Just at the outset, I would like to indicate that Enbridge Gas has an expert regulatory team helping in projecting documents as we go through.  With us today is Preet Gill, and with us tomorrow is Angela Monforton.  It will be most helpful for Ms. Gill and Ms. Monforton if, when you are referring to an exhibit, particularly an interrogatory, if you can use the full title, so for example I.1.1-GFN-2.  Providing the full evidentiary reference makes it much quicker to find the subject interrogatory.

With that, before I introduce our witness panel, I note that Enbridge received requests to answer a number of questions in writing in order to make the technical conference process more efficient, and that has allowed certain parties to refrain from having time during the technical conference.  So what I would like to do is to enter the written questions first as exhibits and then assign undertaking numbers to each of the questions.

Enbridge indicated to all of the parties who asked these questions, and the parties agreed, that Enbridge will provide written questions as undertakings -- written answers, I am sorry, as undertakings on the same schedule as the written undertakings and in the limited circumstances that may arise because Enbridge Gas is unable, perhaps because of data issues, or not prepared, perhaps because of relevance, to answer a question or part of a question then Enbridge would indicate the reasons why there is no complete answer being provided as part of the undertaking response.  I raise that simply because it is a bit of an exception to the ordinary approach to undertakings.

So, with that, Mr. Millar, does it make sense for me to enter the exhibits one by one and assign undertakings?

M. MILLAR:  Yes.  Why don't you read out the list, and I will give them a number.

D. STEVENS:  Certainly.  So, first, we have a letter dated July 10, 2025, from Elson Advocacy, asking written questions on behalf of Environmental Defence and Green Energy Coalition.

M. MILLAR:  KT-1.1, and we will call the responses JT-1.1.
EXHIBIT KT-1.1:  LETTER DATED JULY 10, 2025, FROM ELSON ADVOCACY, ASKING WRITTEN QUESTIONS ON BEHALF OF ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE
UNDERTAKING JT-1.1:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 1

UNDERTAKING JT-1.2:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 2
UNDERTAKING JT-1.3:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 3
UNDERTAKING JT-1.4:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 4
UNDERTAKING JT-1.5:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 5
UNDERTAKING JT-1.6:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 6
UNDERTAKING JT-1.7:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.1, QUESTION 7

D. STEVENS:  Could we please call the responses JT-1.1 and 1.2?  We think it will be easier to answer the questions separately.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Very good.

D. STEVENS:  Next, we have a letter from Aiken & Associates, dated July 10, 2025, including eight questions on behalf of LPMA.

M. MILLAR:  So that is KT-1.2, and the undertakings are 1.8 to what?

D. STEVENS:  To 1.15.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.
EXHIBIT KT-1.2:  LETTER FROM AIKEN & ASSOCIATES, DATED JULY 10, 2025, INCLUDING EIGHT QUESTIONS ON BEHALF OF LPMA
UNDERTAKING JT-1.8:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 1

UNDERTAKING JT-1.9:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 2

UNDERTAKING JT-1.10:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 3

UNDERTAKING JT-1.11:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 4

UNDERTAKING JT-1.12:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 5

UNDERTAKING JT-1.13:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 6

UNDERTAKING JT-1.14:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 7

UNDERTAKING JT-1.15:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.2, QUESTION 8


D. STEVENS:  Next, we have a document titled "Kitchener Technical Conference Questions," and it includes 10 questions.

M. MILLAR:  Okay, so that will be KT-1.3 and JT-1.16 to 26?

D. STEVENS:  I think to 25.

M. MILLAR:  Yes, you are right.
EXHIBIT KT-1.3:  DOCUMENT TITLED "KITCHENER TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS"
UNDERTAKING JT-1.16:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 1

UNDERTAKING JT-1.17:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 2

UNDERTAKING JT-1.18:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 3

UNDERTAKING JT-1.19:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 4

UNDERTAKING JT-1.20:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 5

UNDERTAKING JT-1.21:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 6

UNDERTAKING JT-1.22:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 7

UNDERTAKING JT-1.23:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 8

UNDERTAKING JT-1.24:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 9

UNDERTAKING JT-1.25:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 10


M. MILLAR:  Okay, next?

D. STEVENS:  Next, we have an e-mail from Nicholas Daube on behalf of GFN, that attaches one request for a written answer.

M. MILLAR:  Okay, so that is KT-1.4 and JT-1.26.
EXHIBIT KT-1.4:  LETTER FROM MR. DAUBE FOR GFN

UNDERTAKING JT-1.26:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.4


D. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Finally, we have a letter dated July 15, 2025, from Resilient LLP, asking four questions on behalf of OHBA.

M. MILLAR:  That is KT-1.5 and JT-1.27 to 1.30.

EXHIBIT KT-1.5:  LETTER DATED JULY 15, 2025, FROM RESILIENT LLP, ASKING FOUR QUESTIONS ON BEHALF OF OHBA
UNDERTAKING JT-1.27:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 1

UNDERTAKING JT-1.28:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 2

UNDERTAKING JT-1.29:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 3

UNDERTAKING JT-1.30:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-1.3, QUESTION 4


D. STEVENS:  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Would you like to introduce your panel, Mr. Stevens?

D. STEVENS:  I would.  The first witness panel today is here to answer questions on a variety of topics addressed in the minutes.  Those topics are IRP directives, capital budget reduction, AMI, and marketing materials.

With us, starting in the front row, on the left side we have Whitney Wong, Supervisor, Integrated Resource Planning; next, we have Alison Moore, Manager, Integrated Resource Planning; next we have Brad Clark, director, system planning and optimization.  Brad is here to speak on the AMI topic.

And then in the second row on the left we have Pierce Jones, technical manager asset management.  Pierce will speak to capital budget.  And finally we have Priyanka Gupta.  Priyanka is the manager, marketing and customer insights, and Priyanka will speak to marketing materials.

And with that, the witnesses are ready for questions.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 1

Whitney Wong
Alison Moore
Brad Clark

Pierce Jones

Piryanka Gupta


M. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Brophy, I have you up first.  And folks will have seen that we had to cut back some time to get us within the time we have allotted for the technical conference.  You have got 45 minutes and it is now 9:42.  Off you go.

M. BROPHY:  Great.  Can everywhere here me?

M. MILLAR:  Yes.
Examination by M. Brophy


M. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Yeah, we are just sliding a little bit behind in time already, so I will jump right in.  Good morning.  My name is Michael Brophy, as you heard, and I will be asking questions on behalf of Pollution Probe.

The first question deals with a few IRs, so I can give the full list but one example is I.1.13-Pollution Probe-2 and then I will add Pollution Probe 9, 10.  I can give you the full list as we go through them.  And also if we can have page 35 of the Phase II settlement agreement available, we put that in the letter indicating we may need to refer to that.

So, first off we just want to make sure we have a common understanding on the consideration of IRP for this Phase III proceeding and based on, I think it was, about eight or nine IR responses it appears that Enbridge's refusal to respond to certain IRP questions means that there might be a difference in understanding in the inclusion of IRP in Phase III.  So before I go through each IR, can Enbridge just explain why they believe IRP is on the issues list for Phase III?

D. STEVENS:  Sure.  It is David Stevens speaking, Michael.

M. BROPHY:  Thank you.

D. STEVENS:  As I think you will indicate based on the portion of the Phase II settlement that you are referencing, there was an issue with within Phase II of this proceeding as to whether Enbridge has been responsive to the OEB's directives related to IRP.  Enbridge filed evidence about that in Phase II.  Parties decided to move the consideration of that question to Phase III.  And so, we are looking at that same question again in Phase III, which is basically the simple question of whether evaluating or assessing that Enbridge has met the directives and directions issued by the OEB for conducting and carrying out IRP activities.

M. BROPHY:  So, yeah, so it is basically a carryover from Phase II in order to enable the settlement and move it forward I think as you indicated.

So, just a clarification, and it may we this might help others as well, so I think it is obviously appropriate, Mr. Stevens, that you jumped in and provided the answer given that you are supporting Enbridge's external legal counsel.  Is it fair to assume whenever you answer that that is Enbridge's answer or do I need to validate with Enbridge then I can just get somebody on the panel to validate; what is the process you prefer?

D. STEVENS:  You can assume that when I am speaking on I speaking on behalf of Enbridge and I am confident that if I am misspeaking someone will kick me hard and I will correct my answer.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Perfect.  Thank you very much.  So, given the carryover of the issues on Phase II of the IRP, there is a list of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 IRs where Enbridge had refused to answer based on Enbridge's understanding of the scope of IRP in Phase III.  We would like to get Enbridge's agreement to go back and provide a fulsome answer to those interrogatories where a response was that Enbridge refused on the basis of Enbridge's understanding of the IRP scope in Phase III.  And I can share the list or walk through it with you.  Is Enbridge able to do that?

D. STEVENS:  If you would like to go through the list then feel free to do that.  At present, Enbridge does not intend to revisit its position on any of these questions.  In our view the questions asked are not directly relevant to the question of whether Enbridge has complied with the OEB's directives and directions for IRP.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you would like to maintain your refusal to answer those question.  Is that correct?

D. STEVENS:  That is right.  I mean, if you want to go through them one by one that is fine, but on global level our answer is we are not planning to revisit our decision to decline those questions.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Just for the interest of time and given that the time was scaled back, I think if I went through every one right now Mr. Millar's head might pop off.  So I will just -- we will deal with that separately.  We will probably just be sending in a letter just to validate the scope, so just want to make sure you are not surprised by that.  Okay.

So, the second one is relate today I.1.13-STAFF-4.  And it relates to the IRP variance account.  So, STAFF-4 asked about the methodology regarding how Enbridge is quantifying the off-setting amounts to the IRP cost deferral accounts that have been set up and approved by the OEB.  Enbridge indicated that it had drafted an approach and provided a short summary of that approach.  And I was wondering:  Can Enbridge provide a copy of the current version of this policy and indicate which Enbridge policy manual this will reside in?

D. STEVENS:  Can we just wait for a moment until we have Pollution Probe 4 projected?

M. BROPHY:  It is STAFF-4.

D. STEVENS:  Oh, I am sorry, STAFF-4.  It is 1.13-STAFF-4; Is that right?

M. BROPHY:  Correct.

W. WONG:  So, as noted in STAFF-4, we mentioned we have developed a preliminary approach.  I would say there is no draft methodology or some sort of report that has been put together that we could bring forward at this time as we are still working through the details.

M. BROPHY:  So you don't have a draft that you could share?

W. WONG:  Not available at the moment, no.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  So, if you don't have any draft available then this is in place now.  How are you treating projects that come up that may need to use that kind of policy?

W. WONG:  As we are still working through the IRP assessment process, as we do develop a project that has technical and economic IRP viability that is where we will be testing and putting forward the approach to the offset methodology.

M. BROPHY:  So you don't have an IRP project now that you are considering that you would need to use that approach with; is that correct?

W. WONG:  That is correct.  Currently we do not have a non-pilot IRP plan that we are working towards yet that has been identified yet.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then once you do develop that, would that require that Enbridge policy to be reviewed by the OEB?

D. STEVENS:  I think that is probably a legal question, Mike.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  From my perspective, before amounts in any account are cleared, the OEB will need to consider and approve the new methodology that is associated with this account.  I don't believe that there is any requirement for a pre-approval before amounts are put forward for disposition.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  And certainly, as you indicated, you come forward to clear an account, you would have to do what you just mentioned.  I was assuming then that because this is a new area, including for Enbridge in your working through development of the policy, your approach, you may want to have it reviewed in advance of filing to clear an account because, if there is a difference in understanding on how the policy should be applied, given the OEB's approval, and I think it was Phase II, then you would probably want to know that before you go to clear the account.

But I guess that is just up to Enbridge, if you want to carry that risk into the clearance of account or make sure that the policy is in alignment with the OEB expectations.  Does that sound right?

D. STEVENS:  I expect it is likely that the methodology will be presented at the time of clearance.  As you say, it is possible that some sort of guidance would be sought earlier.  I don't imagine that Enbridge is yet at the point where they have made a definitive decision on that, but the typical approach is to seek approval of account mechanics and methodologies at the time of clearance.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you, for that.  And one thing that jumped out in the draft response, even though the policy isn't finalized yet, is that it was around offsets-to-revenue requirement rather than the capital amount, which are two different things.  And I am assuming Enbridge would work through that, and it is just a heads-up, there might be some uncertainty or questions around that.

So I will move on to the next IR, which is I.1.16-Pollution Probe-23.  And Enbridge's response in Pollution Probe 23A indicated that the materials Enbridge filed in this proceeding are only intended to be a representative set of the updated marketing and reference materials that previously contained references to natural gas in comparison to other energy sources.

So given that it is just a subset of the updated materials, can Enbridge undertake to provide a full set of the current marketing and reference materials that include comparative statements about natural gas as an energy source?

D. STEVENS:  Yes, thanks, Mike.  Preet, could I ask you please just to scroll down to the answer to part A?  One moment, please.

M. BROPHY:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you for your indulgence.

As indicated, Enbridge has filed what it believes to be a proper representative set of marketing materials.  And we don't believe that it would we necessary or helpful or useful to go through the exercise of identifying every marketing and reference material within the company, and producing all of those.  So we will decline to provide the expanded undertaking as requested.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you, for that.

This question relates to 1I.1.3OHBA-2.  And, you know, as you are probably aware, parties coordinate in advance to be efficient, and OHBA did not include this on their list they sent you because they knew we were going to be talking about the specific IR, so just to note there, as a heads-up.

So in that interrogatory, OHBA asked for the process and timeline EGI will use to identify and remove or revise outdated materials.  And the response relates just to a piece of their question, which was really the website, external website portion.  So we would just like to get some clarity, or Enbridge to answer the question about the stale-dated materials.

So can Enbridge provide Enbridge's process and timeline to identify and remove or revise outdated materials to ensure that they are not being used or referenced?

D. STEVENS:  Can we just please scroll down to the answer that you are referring to?  Is it part A or B?  I am sorry.  There, thank you.

M. BROPHY:  So it is the C to D portion there.  And so you will see Enbridge responded to the website by indicating Enbridge Gas does not have a process or the ability to govern third-party websites.  But the portion that relates to Enbridge, "What is the process used by Enbridge to ensure that field representatives aren't leveraging outdated materials?", wasn't covered there.

That is the part that I just asked for it to be responded to.

D. STEVENS:  And do you have information, Ms. Gupta, about the process that ensures that field representatives have the appropriate information?

P. GUPTA:  So all Enbridge Gas marketing materials that previously included cost comparisons, we ceased to use those materials and we removed all cost comparisons from all marketing materials, including materials that the field representatives from Enbridge Gas use.

M. BROPHY:  So I don't remember the exact-date deadline for stopping to use the old materials; it was in November at some point, in 2024.  So there was a lot of materials in advance that were already being used.

Can you just talk through what steps you used to try and make sure that those older materials are still not sitting in, you know, the back of someone's car or on somebody's shelf and still being used?  Or if they were handed out, say, to contractors or, you know, public, open houses, you know, what efforts, if any, did Enbridge take to try to make sure that they are not being used?

P. GUPTA:  Enbridge did notify all its employees, including people who are in the field regarding the settlement agreement and, in compliance with the settlement agreement, that we are going to cease to use any -- old materials having cost comparisons.  And all these materials have been since updated to not include cost comparisons any longer.

M. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  So can you provide a copy of the communication that you just mentioned?

D. STEVENS:  Enbridge Gas is prepared to do a review and see what exists and provide any communication that would be responsive to your question in terms of informing representatives of the company of the commitment to no longer use cost-comparison information within marketing materials.

M. BROPHY:  Okay, terrific.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  I will mark that as JT-1.31.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.31:  TO REVIEW AND PROVIDE ANY COMMUNICATION RESPONSIVE TO THE QUESTION IN TERMS OF INFORMING COMPANY REPRESENTATIVES OF THE COMMITMENT TO NO LONGER USE COST-COMPARISON INFORMATION WITHIN MARKETING MATERIALS


M. BROPHY:  Super.  The next question is I.1.16-Pollution Probe-25.  In Pollution Probe 25A, it asks for details on the manner used to evaluate the old marketing materials and recommendations made for the updates made, including the use of consultants, and it appears that the response -- and I am just going to tell you what I understand the response means.  You can tell me if it is incorrect.  The response appears to mean that it was only Enbridge internal staff who was involved in the research of the information and the updates to the materials.  Is that a correct interpretation, or did I get that wrong?

P. GUPTA:  Yes, that is correct.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then, in response to Pollution Probe 25C, so same interrogatory, just part C, the response indicated that Enbridge is currently working on an analysis of energy options and that any material updated from that process will be filed with the OEB.

Can you provide a status update of that project, the analysis of energy options and when you believe it is going to be complete?

P. GUPTA:  So, as Enbridge noted in the response, we are currently working on the analysis.  I do not have a status of completion date.  But, if through that analysis Enbridge decides to add the cost comparison into our marketing material, those would be filed with the OEB as per the settlement arrangement.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then, so, if materials are updated through that process that is going on right now and they are not filed in the Phase III proceeding, which is this one, what proceeding would Enbridge use to file those materials that are yet to be updated, or when would that occur?

D. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking, Mike.

M. BROPHY:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  I think it would depend on the timing, but -- so, if Phase III is still happening, then it would make sense to file under this docket.  If this timing was sometime in the future, perhaps it would make sense to file under the new docket since that is where the comment was.  But whatever filing is done I am confident it would be done in a way that would bring it to interested parties' attention.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I think that interested parties from Phase II probably are the same as Phase III.  I didn't go and do the comparison, but basically those stakeholders would receive it, is I think what you are saying.  Right?

D. STEVENS:  Yes, that is right.  I mean I can't --


M. BROPHY:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  -- promise that each and every single person is the same, but we have the main intervenor stakeholders in most of these proceedings.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that is terrific.  The reason I ask is sometimes things get filed in proceedings that are different, and -- like, an example would be the updated asset management plan was filed under an old docket from a few years ago, so, you know, anybody who was not involved in that may not have seen it or known.  So I appreciate the response.  Thank you.  Okay.

Next question is I.1.13-BOMA-1, and in BOMA 1 it asked about the planning and outreach related to the second IRP pilot Enbridge is required to develop and execute.  I understand from that response that planning, the planning for the second pilot in the outreach, has not begun yet.  Is that correct?

A. MOORE:  That is correct.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.  I didn't want to read anything into it that wasn't correct.  Okay.  Just in the interest of time, I only have one other question, and I suspect it could be panel 4, but I just want to validate that, and then, if it is not this panel, you can let me know.  I will just sort out a way to deal with it, maybe either move the last 5 or 10 minutes over to that panel.

So Enbridge, when you filed the interrogatory responses July 4th, you know, there was a letter.  I will just give you the overview.  If we need to pull it up, we can.  So the letter accompanying the IR response, as Enbridge indicated on page 3 of that letter, that:  While the removal of the federal carbon charge does not on its own impact the dollar impact on a customer bill from the changes proposed in Phase III, it does impact the percentage change in the total bill.

And then Enbridge provided a table of some numbers below and, some of the rate zones, the impact caused it to go up and in others it went down.  And I was just confused on why that change would cause costs to go up in some rate zones and down in others.  So is that something this panel could answer, or would that be, say, panel 4?

D. STEVENS:  I think, Mike, you are right; that is a panel 4 question.

M. BROPHY:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  They can certainly speak to rate impacts and to the updated evidence and to the updated bill impacts.

M. BROPHY:  Sure.  Okay.  And then, you know, would it be better for me to, say, move 5 minutes over to panel 4, or do you want me just to read the question and you can take it away and just have them answer it in writing?

D. STEVENS:  I think it is probably better to ask it of panel 4 if you are going to be here.  If you are not going to be here and there is just a written question, then you can send it to us and we can either ask it to that panel or [audio dropout]


M. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay.  No, that is great.  So I will end there.  I will just check with Mr. Millar, then.

Is that acceptable, then?  Like, I am happy to send the question over to Enbridge and other parties and then, if Enbridge is able to answer it, you know, without us having to ask it in panel 4, that is fine, or we can move our last 5 minutes over to panel 4.  Which do you prefer?

M. MILLAR:  I am easy.  If it can be done in writing and save us 5 minutes, that is fine.

M. BROPHY:  Okay, so we will proceed on that basis, and I will hand it over to the next person.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you so much, Mr. Brophy.  I think we have Mr. Quinn next.  And, Dwayne, I have got you down for 20 minutes.
Examination by D. Quinn


D. QUINN:  Thank you.  I don't think I will have a problem with this panel, but, in any event, good morning.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I think I know most of you.  My questions are relatively narrow in this area, but I am going to start off giving a heads-up to the interrogatories we will start with:  In Exhibit I.2.5-FRPO-12 and then moving through to 13.

Now, Mr. Brophy just touched on the asset management plan, but, just backing up one step, in my understanding of asset management plans that have been brought forward to the Board in the past, Enbridge has used the Copperleaf program.  That is correct, is it?

Mr. Jones, I see you are reaching for your mic.

P. JONES:  Pierce Jones, Enbridge.  That is correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So, in preparing what you have as your updates, do you continue to use any kind of tool for optimization?

P. JONES:  So, with respect to the capital reduction that we implemented in 2024 due to the Phase I directive there was just not enough time for us to use the Copperleaf tool to work through a quantitative analysis.

D. QUINN:  So it was an expedited reduction of the capital across the board.  We have seen some of the numbers in other proceedings.  We anticipate the next update of the AMP will use the Copperleaf model and have those values available for us?

P. JONES:  Maybe I will point us to Exhibit I.2.5, Pollution Probe, PP-32.  I won't go into the details here, but just to reference this interrogatory, we do plan to use the Copperleaf optimization tool when we proceed to the asset management plan.

D. QUINN:  Where does it say that?  Maybe I am just not seeing the full page and I didn't try to get to it myself.

P. JONES:  I might have pointed us to the interrogatory.

D. QUINN:  All right.  Well, we all are under some time pressure today, Mr. Jones.  So maybe we can just -- I have your answer that you intend to use it.  That is where I was going.  I didn't see it before.  So, let's just move on because I want to try to understand the answers we did get in FRPO-12 and FRPO-13.  So we can go back to FRPO-12, and I will wait for it to come up, because it is right response.  In the middle of the response at FRPO-12 it says, and you read about the second or third sentence in the response, it says "note that the optimization is not completed for the purposes of DRO".  That is what you told us here.  But we go into FRPO-13 and we ask specifically about figure 7, it says provide -- figure 7 -- sorry, in the question FRPO-13, thank you.  Figure 7 provides the post-optimization spend profile by capital program.  So, I am kind of stuck between it wasn't optimized but then you produced a figure showing post optimization.  How is that optimization undertaken?

P. JONES:  Pierce Jones, Enbridge Gas.  So, for the capital reduction we did not use the Copperleaf tool.  Figure 7 that we provided in evidence is actually a figure from the '25 to '34 Asset Management Plan, where we did use the Copperleaf tool.  So, it was really just a timing thing where we were updating this capital reduction report and we provided a representative figure from the most recent asset management plan.

D. QUINN:  So, the most recent asset management plan, it didn't have -- had not taken into account the Board's decision, then, in rebasing 1?

P. JONES:  No.  So, the '25 to '34 Asset Management Plan, the optimization took place after the Phase I decision.  So we did take into account the OEB directive from Phase I with respect to that asset management plan.

D. QUINN:  But you didn't use the Copperleaf model?

P. JONES:  We did use the Copperleaf tool for the '25 to '34 AMP.  We did not use the Copperleaf tool for the '24 capital --

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Now I follow you.  Thank you.  Okay.  That is better clarity, thank you.  But I want to just step back more generically, because in your AMP you have a lot of distributed costs that are spread across your franchise, which is quite broad.  Does Enbridge have budget level unit length costs for if you say a 6-inch steel pipe in Toronto, you would have a unit cost for that?

P. JONES:  So, when we are developing a budget or an asset management plan, we rely on input from project teams from across the franchise.  They would have, you know, when developing estimates for projects or investments that go into the asset management plan they would have some sort of costs that they are using, but I am not familiar with those exact numbers or if they are consistent across the franchise or if they vary.

D. QUINN:  Well, that is where I was going.  And I thought you would have that type of answer because, I think you would agree with me, that 6-inch pipe in downtown Toronto versus rural Ottawa versus Thunder Bay you are going to have different costs given, especially, the contractor labour portion of the installation.  I don't know where to take this so I think I am going to ask you:  Does anyone on the panel have that information to be able to answer; do you have differentiated costs across your region, across your representative regions, for pipe installation as an example?

P. JONES:  So, with the example that you provided absolutely there is a difference in cost to install pipe in a rural area versus an urban area.  I do not have those exact numbers with me here.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  From my experience and it goes back some decades.  There used to be new installations versus built up installations and those were used for budgets.  And regions set their budgets based upon the amount of work they had in the urban areas versus the rural areas or the subdivisions which were considered new, of course.

So, can you take that by way of undertaking and help us to understand does Enbridge have -- and I am saying budget-level estimates that differentiate those two types of categories, new versus built up and respectively between different regions, such that when you create your AMP, and I presume create your cost allocation process, there is a differentiation in those factors?

D. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it is David Stevens speaking.  In the Phase I decision, or in the interim rate order, rather, associated would the Phase I decision, the OEB directed Enbridge Gas to file a report on how the 250-million-dollar envelope reduction to the capital budget was implemented.  We have done that.

D. QUINN:  What I am talking about -- Mr. Stevens, sorry to cut you off -- if we are making rates in 2025 and 2026 and beyond is there a differentiation in distribution cost, expected distribution cost, for the respective region?  So, to the point you are doing a cost allocation and in your evidence says you have a hard time separating the cost for Enbridge territory specifically because it is not regionalized is there any attempt to differentiate those costs so the cost allocations that you are putting forth to make rates are based upon some principled approach to the allocation of cost differentially from one potential region to another?

D. STEVENS:  I mean, if you have questions about why Enbridge is unable to do a regional differentiation of costs when it is classifying its 2024 costs, then you can ask that question of panel 4.  They will have an answer.

If you are talking about what we could be doing going forward, I don't think that is germane to any of the issues.  So we would decline to provide the information.

D. QUINN:  Well, I know you are anxious to decline, but in this case here I was thinking I was talking to the person who understood capital and capital process to build up an AMP and has to be built somewhat from the ground up.  And so I thought I would take the opportunity to speak to Mr. Jones about what the company has available to start the process, because we could get into that panel and there will be no capital people who are involved in the preparation of budget-level capital estimates, I would get stuck because I should have asked these questions on panel 1.  So I am trying to clear the decks now, ask the question now.  If you telling me I should pose it to the panel 4 and I won't be told to go back to panel 1, I am happy to move on.

D. STEVENS:  If your question is simply whether Enbridge has a means to differentiate between its existing 2024 assets based on some sort of regional allocation, then I suppose Mr. Pierce -- or, I am sorry, excuse me -- Mr. Jones can give you whatever information he has about that.

But I heard you to be talking about what is available going forward, and what are the current costs, and that has nothing to do with the issue of 2024 costs.

D. QUINN:  What I was trying to do, Mr. Stevens, was explore what might be available to help us along the path, to not to hear "We don't have that, we can't separate it."

So, Mr. Jones, did you hear Mr. Stevens' clarification of my question and what I am interested in?  Or would you like me to try to repeat it?

P. JONES:  I can attempt to respond.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

P. JONES:  And if I don't get the response quite right, then you can ask another question.

So with respect to the 2024 capital, the way that the capital is treated is that it is an envelope of capital that we spend and settle.  With respect to investments in specific regions or areas, you know, those are very project-specific costs that are determined based on that very specific scope.

So, to my knowledge, we do not have, you know, regionally specific numbers or use that in a way that allocates capital to certain regions.

D. QUINN:  That is helpful to understand.  And I am just going to ask one follow-up question, I think, and then move on:

So, in the process of establishing Phase III potential distribution rates, you were not asked to provide any factors that would be utilized by those making the rates to allocate the capital differentially between the respective regions?

P. JONES:  So, within asset management, I was not asked that question.  But really, my area of expertise is the asset management plan and the capital reduction.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you for those answers, and we will come back to it with a later panel.

I would like to move on to some other questions that are more related to AMI.  And so if we can pull up FRPO -- sorry 2.7-FRPO-6 -- sorry, 15 first, please.  So we had asked in the question -- yes, if you could just leave this question up?  Thank you.

We asked specifically about this term, "high resolution", as a benefit of AMI.  And the answer was provided in A.  It says:
"Real-time gas usage monitoring for better cost management."

I take it it is Mr. Clark that is -- you were introduced as the AMI person.  Could you help me as to how that gas usage ends up with better cost management?

B. CLARK:  Yes.  So Brad Clark.  What is meant by this is that one of the benefits of AMI is getting that hour-by-hour or potentially minute-by-minute consumption data from the customer, which could have a variety of different uses and inputs, either into project and asset design or potentially even providing information to the customer.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Does the AMI system provide the system pressure at that location?

B. CLARK:  It does not.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So how do you -- and it is later on in your answers, so to be fair to you, there were further answers down below.  I think you touched on -- yes, thank you -- some other aspects of this.

But how do you get to system health monitoring or troubleshooting with only consumption and not pressure?

B. CLARK:  What is referred to there is system health in terms of it can record pressure, but not the customer downstream side.  So it can give us an indication if something is happening at the home, if there is theft, tampering, leakage or something along that nature.

D. QUINN:  Okay, but that doesn't help you with your system.  If it is the pressure in their system, that doesn't help you with the network that feeds that house or business?

B. CLARK:  Not on an emergent scenario.  But if you can imagine, having this data at hand will help to do more detailed analysis on specific assets that we don't have today.

D. QUINN:  But to verify, you need the pressure?  If you had a whole subdivision and you had all of the hourly loads for each of the individual customers, it doesn't tell you anything about if a valve is left half closed.  Correct?

B. CLARK:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.

I just want to move on then, back to 12, this same series of questions, because we have been asking this for a few years.  So if you can scroll back up to FRPO-12, please.  I am sorry, I said 12, and that is my mistake.  It is 15.  Yes, thank you.  I had to read the screen.  So does 15 -- if you could move down to 16, please?

We asked about, and while it is being pulled up -- we asked about a cost-benefit analysis that Enbridge has, that -- thank you:
"Please provide cost benefit or discounted cash flow analysis for AMI from North American natural gas utilities that are not integrated with an electric utility."

The answer says you decline to provide it.  My understanding is you are doing a proof of concept right now.

B. CLARK:  Yes, we are doing a proof of concept, but a proof of concept on some of the technology.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Who is paying for that?  Is the shareholder paying for all of that, or are customers' rates paying for that?

D. STEVENS:  The shareholder -- I mean, I don't think we need get into a debate about how incentive regulation works, but it is essentially, under incentive regulation, your costs are decoupled from revenues.  All of the revenues are used to fund the activities.  To the extent that there is a mismatch between revenues and costs, then there is either a surplus or a deficiency.

D. QUINN:  So you are saying all of the costs in the proof of concept are coming out of the utility, then?

D. STEVENS:  If you are asking whether these are costs that are somehow eliminated from utility results, the answer is no.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Though my broader question then is what evidence, what information does Enbridge have that gives it confidence that a proof of concept is worth the investment if you can't produce a North American study that demonstrates, from a cost-benefit point of view, it makes sense?

B. CLARK:  So Enbridge has industry knowledge.  We speak to our vendors.  We are involved in a number of other associations, from the DGA to the AGA.  So, in general, we are aware of the use of AMI in other jurisdictions.

The intention of the proof of concept was to look at specifically the technology, and to see if that would be a viable scenario and as part of a larger build-up to an AMI plan.

D. QUINN:  But, in these associations that you are part of, and your vendors, nobody has provided you with a cost-benefit scenario that has worked for them?

B. CLARK:  I am aware of other successful AMI implementations and applications.  But, no, I have not been provided any cost-benefit analysis.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  I think I have to leave it there, Mr. Millar.  Thank you, very much, panel, for your responses.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  I think next we have CME, which is Mr. Pollock.  Are you there Scott?

S. POLLOCK:  I am here, Mr. Millar.  Thank you.  Can you all hear me?

M. MILLAR:  Yes.

S. POLLOCK:  Perfect.  Thank you, very much, to the panel.
Examination by S. Pollock


I had a couple of quick clarifying questions for you guys today, mainly around the capital reduction.  So could we pull up I.2.5-PP31?  So we have already, I think, talked about some of these issues.  But I asked a question that was referred to this interrogatory.  So I was hoping -- okay, that is perfect.

So you were asked some questions about the capital reduction.  And your response starting at the middle of the page basically says to achieve the capital reductions, you did a variety of things, including extending asset life through inspection and repair, deferral of investments and elimination of investment.

So as I understand the answer that follows has to do with the capital reduction, specifically in 2024.  Is that correct?

P. JONES:  Pierce Jones.  Yes, that is correct?

S. POLLOCK:  Okay, perfect.  Can we scroll down to the next page?  So I wanted to just ask a question about "reassessment-eliminated" because I understood -- and I might have misunderstood -- that your discussion with Mr. Quinn was that Copperleaf wasn't used for the capital reduction but that it was used for the later 10-year AMP.  But, under "reassessment-eliminated," it suggests that investments that have been rejected in Copperleaf make up that capital reduction.

Could you help me understand?

P. JONES:  Sure.  So, with respect to that category, "reassessment-eliminated," the assessment itself was done outside of Copperleaf; it was a manual exercise.  Why we state that it was eliminated in Copperleaf is more of a system control so that we have basically a line of sight to those investments that have been eliminated.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So, rather than the system eliminating it, you manually eliminated them but then have described it as being in the system so that it fits within, I guess, pre-determined categories.  Is that fair?

P. JONES:  Yes, that is correct.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay.  I understand.  Can we just scroll down a little bit, to the next page?  In the actual table itself for "reassessment-eliminated," there was sort of a marginal amount of 2020 actuals that are recorded.  Would that be because you cancelled the project that was already in flight, or was there another reason?

P. JONES:  Yes, so projects that were already in flight, part of our process is to remove those capital costs.  However, we are still working through kind of the process within the financials to get rid of that $300,000.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay, so that there may be additional reductions; it is just it hasn't been able -- you haven't been able to work through it fully yet?

P. JONES:  Really, that 0.3 number would be zeroed out.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So, when you did this manual exercise, was it the case that you have used the same threshold for what was a necessary project and additional projects because of the context of the project or, to give broader context for Enbridge, now failed, or, after the Phase I decision, did you take a more narrow view to what was necessary?

P. JONES:  We do talk about the process that we used to kind of get to the capital reductions, and that is within PP-32.  And possibly we are going there next.  But, as a more overall kind of process, once we receive the capital reduction, which was a significant reduction in our planned capital expenditures, all of the investments that were planned for 2024 had to be reevaluated, sent back to step 2 in our process, and all of them were scrutinized further with the main goal being that we needed to get to that Phase I decision that we were given for our capital envelope.

S. POLLOCK:  Right, so I guess I -- I understand the practicalities of giving us sort of the broader picture, so I understand why you didn't drill down into the specifics necessarily in every answer, but I was hoping for a little bit of clarity.

You know, clearly, these projects met the necessary requirements in order to go ahead before, and now they didn't meet them.  I was wondering specifically:  Is it because you changed what "necessary" meant?

You know, you got the decision from the Board and said we have got to really tighten our belts and figure out what is really necessary, or was it just that these projects happened to change or the context changed and they no longer met the existing standard for what was necessary?

P. JONES:  So, within the "reassessment-eliminated" line item, the $32.8 million, the majority of those were reevaluated, and it was due to, I will use the term "belt tightening," you know, that we could eliminate those for 2024.  There were several projects that, due to the updated customer connection numbers that we were seeing, we were able to defer or eliminate.  So there was a bit of a mix with respect to belt tightening and change in, I guess, the scope of those projects.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay, and "reassessment-eliminated," I know you have grouped them together for the purpose of your assessment.  The "reassessment-eliminated" wouldn't include the deferred projects.  Right?

These are ones that are scrapped entirely; otherwise, it would be reassessed with deferred.  Correct?

P. JONES:  Correct, "eliminated" is "eliminated-rejected" within the Copperleaf system, whereas "deferred" has just simply been pushed out in the system.

S. POLLOCK:  Right.  So, when you are doing the re-evaluation and you have to tighten your belt, was there, I will call it a "principled" approach, to how you changed your review of these projects; for instance, it needs to meet, you know, this threshold in order to be considered necessary?

Was there any sort of principled basis, or was it just sort of, I'm going to call it, a case-by-case; we talked about it, and that is how it happened?

P. JONES:  So the overall objective was to get to the $150 million reduction.  Then, basically all investments were reviewed, subject-matter experts were brought into meetings, and it was case-by-case that we looked at the merits of the investment, how far along we were with respect to planning and/or execution.  And then a determination was made whether or not we were comfortable deferring that or eliminating that.

S. POLLOCK:  So that, I take it, is more of a case-by-case after you talked to everybody.  There was no pre-decided:  It needs to meet this thing in order to ride the ride.  Right?

P. JONES:  No, it was a case-by-case, but I would say that the principles of the asset-management planning process were still taken into consideration.  So, for example, you know, a very high risk would still need to proceed, but, otherwise, it was case-by-case.

S. POLLOCK:  And are you aware of anything that would prevent this, the sort of belt tightening that you went through, to be a standard practice for any other case going forward?

P. JONES:  So, as we mentioned in the evidence, you know, we were able to successfully tighten our belt, to use that term, in 2024, but there are unintended consequences to that reduction in capital.  We are seeing a lot of inefficiencies where we had proposed a, you know, full replacement of assets, and now we are going back and piecemealing, replacing bits and pieces of that asset.  So, while we are able to do this for 2024, the underlying requirements of the system still are present and we suspect that the costs in the future may be higher for some of these investments.

S. POLLOCK:  Would that be the case -- and I sort of conceptually understand for something like the "reassessment-deferred" as a category, you know, you thought you had to do a project; you have done some stopgap measures; you don't have to do the project for a little while; it has been deferred.  Maybe it is less efficient.

For things that are eliminated outright, though, would there still be an inefficiency there?

P. JONES:  So, for the items that were outright eliminated, there may be investments in that category that we were able to eliminate in 2024 that may come back as a future investment, like a new investment in the asset management plan.  So, while we were able to eliminate it in '24, that need may still exist.

S. POLLOCK:  So can you help me conceptually with the difference between something that you eliminate but that you think may need to be done in the future and something that you have deferred into the future?

What is the conceptual difference?

P. JONES:  So deferred, you know, conceptually we were already potentially undertaking or planning or had purchased material for that; whereas elimination we are more comfortable eliminating that investment because maybe the upfront work hadn't yet been completed.

S. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Well, I think I am at my time, Mr. Millar, so I will leave it there.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Pollock.  Up next, I have OGVG, which I think is Mr. Buonaguro.  Are you there, Mike?  I am not hearing Mike.  Let me just see if he is still on call.  He is still here.  I think after that we have Mr. Rubenstein.  Are you prepared to go and then we will --


M. BUONAGURO:  I am here, sorry.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.

M. BUONAGURO:  I lost my buttons on my computer to turn on my audio, my apologies.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Over to you.
Examination by Mr. Buonaguro


M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you very much and good morning, panel.  I only have one small area of questioning and I actually provided the gist of it in advance.  The reference was Exhibit I.2.7-CCC-2.  It was a question about AMI and one of my questions was referred to this answer, and particularly with respect to part B.  In part B you were asked:

“Please confirm that Enbridge Gas intends to seek OEB approval at the time of its next rebasing prior to any deployment/implementation of an AMI program (beyond the pilot).
And at B you said:

"Enbridge Gas confirms it will provide details of its plans for large-scale AMI deployment to the OEB at or before the time that the Company proceeds with any such project.  Whether specific OEB approval is required will depend on the timing and details of the proposal.”

I won't read the rest of it but I took it from that answer that while the company is committed to filing information with the Board about its intention to implement AMI, it is not actually going to seek any pre-approval of the spending unless it is in the context of a specific IRM approval, i.e., like an ICM.  Like, incremental funding during IRM, or if it gets, presumably, if it is just part of the overall rebasing budget.

So that it is possible that for example, just in theory, if the company felt they were ready to implement AMI starting in 2027 it would file information with the Board advising the Board that it is going to start implementing AMI, but unless it was seeking ICM funding in '27 or '28 it would actually just proceed with the project, incur the spending and the Board wouldn't actually approve the spending.  It would only sort of indirectly prove the spending ex post facto in terms of adding those amounts to rate base.  Have I sort of captured the intent of this answer?

D. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking, Michael.  I think that is fair.  I think Enbridge has not identified sort of a binary requirement that says approval must be sought before an AMI full scale implementation proceeds.  It could be that there are  circumstances where Enbridge finds it advisable or appropriate to seek that approval or pre-approval, but we don't say that that is necessary in all cases.  So we can't give a definitive answer.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So, just to flesh that out teeny bit, I had asked in one of my interrogatories about an updated high level budget and you declined to provide it.  But I think isn't it true that full scale AMI implementation is a -- it is not millions of dollars, it is not tens of millions, it is in excess of a billion dollars?  It is that type of a project for full-scale AMI implementation?

D. STEVENS:  I am just looking to Mr. Clark.  He is the expert in this.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sure.

B. CLARK:  Yeah, it is certainly in that range certainly in the hundreds of millions.

M. BUONAGURO:  Right.  And I don't know how long it would take to implement, but I am just -- I think what you are saying is that unless you seek ICM approval, if you decide to do material AMI implementation and the are material cost differentials between that and what I would call sort of status quo meter replacement programming, you are taking on the risk that 2, 3, or 4 years later when the Board is adding those amounts to rate base -- or, sorry, you are seeking to add those amounts to rate base, the Board would be reviewing those expenditures in hindsight and sort of judging whether that was a good decision or not if you haven't seek pre-approval; that could happen?

D. STEVENS:  I think that is possible, Michael, that, you know, the expenditures that Enbridge makes during an IR term are subject to review at rebasing and it is the exception, not the rule that pre-approval is sought for any particular expenditures.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  And so, it is just I guess in this particular case we are talking about a type of spending that doesn't lend itself to a requirement for a leave to construct, for example?

D. STEVENS:  That's right.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you, that clarifies the answer for me.  Those are my questions on this panel.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro.  Mr. Rubenstein.

Examination by M. Rubenstein


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.  Can we start at 2.5-SEC-6.  So we had asked for a table breaking down the capital, the most recent capital forecast, for the remainder of the rate term '25 to '28, and it is referencing a table where you provided information for 2024 using what I will call the sort of standard asset class categories.


And in your response you have -- well, you refused to provide it.  And I was a bit confused by that considering you provided information you talked about earlier on the sort of post-optimization information in -- in response to 2.5 SEC-4 for periods that go way past the rate term.

So I am going to ask if you can reconsider your position and provide the response.


D. STEVENS:  Can you just please help us out, Mark, as to how that is helpful to answering the requirement to report on the 2024 capital reduction?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, as you know the impact of the -- from the rate purposes there is an impact in what the 2024 base budget is, as it plays out in other years.  And I read the actual issue and what the Board said in the interim rate order to be slightly broader than I think you characterize it.

It is really, you know, an explanation of compliance with the decision and obviously with respect to capital spending, and as you recall from that lengthy Phase I proceeding, we talked not just about 2024 but the entire rate term period and sort of capital spending.  And I think this is information the Board would be interested in.

D. STEVENS:  Enbridge will of course be reporting on its actual spending as it happens through the earning sharing proceedings.  And we have certainly understood this reporting requirement to be exceptional.  Ordinarily once a utility enters into an incentive term we are done looking at the forecasts of what is going to happen for the future year.  And that what actually happens gets assessed, either through sharing or at the next rebasing.  It is not clear to me that Enbridge's updated forecasts about what it is going to be spending in all sorts of categories for future years fits with what the OEB required as reporting in Phase III.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  I am just confused because in SEC-4 you provided information like this which was broken down in a slightly different set of categories.  You didn't take the same position there so -- and in fact that period goes -- it goes way beyond the rate period through to the next 5-year period.

D. STEVENS:  I acknowledge your confusion.  We will take under advisement as to whether to provide an update or to provide a full answer to SEC-6.

M. MILLAR:  Is that something you are going to come back -- I am reluctant to mark something if it is to think about.  Maybe giving an undertaking, but I cant -- I am in the party's hands.

D. STEVENS:  I think it is typically my intention, Michael, when I take something under advisement is that it can be marked as an undertaking.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  But the understanding is Enbridge will either provide the information requested or will provide an explanation as to why it declines to do so. We are not at this moment promising to provide the information.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  So I will mark that as JT-1.32 and I think it is to consider the request in SEC -- what number is that, Mark?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Six.

M. MILLAR:  SEC-6.

D. STEVENS:  Yes.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.32:  TO CONSIDER THE REQUEST IN SEC-6 AND EITHER PROVIDE THE INFORMATION REQUESTED OR PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION AS TO WHY IT DECLINES TO DO SO


M. MILLAR:  And were those your questions, Mr. Rubenstein?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  No.  Can I go to 2.7-BOMA-2.  And you were asked actually a similar question in 2.7-Pollution Probe-36.  You were asked to provide -- they cite the evidence and then you were asked to provide a jurisdictional review and you refused based on the issues in the proceeding.  So, let me just ask this question slightly different:  What is the basis of the statement in the evidence where you say "AMI technology has become the standard for many natural gas utilities in in North America"?

B. CLARK:  The basis of that statement is internal company knowledge, observations of the marketplace, our involvement in those other associations that I had mentioned, as well as speaking with our vendors.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  When you use the term "many", I am not asking for a specific number, but what are we talking about?  Is that a minority of utilities, is that a majority of utilities, a vast majority?  Can give me some context of how many utilities have implemented AMI, natural gas utilities?

B. CLARK:  It is our understanding that the number of utilities that are using AMI is increasing, and it represents a significant portion of the market.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Do you know?  Have you actually undertaken a jurisdictional review?  That sounds very formal, but is there something where an analysis has been undertaken?

B. CLARK:  We haven't undertaken a formal jurisdictional review for the purposes of this project.  As stated in the evidence, it was a POC to understand the technology, and have developed further inputs to what could be an AMI plan.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Lastly, can I ask you to go to 2.7-SEC-7?  And in part B, we had asked:
"When does Enbridge believe the earliest it would reasonably be in a position to begin deployment of a large-scale AMI metering in Ontario?"

And you point us to CCC-2, which we just actually looked at, that interrogatory with OGVG's questions, where you talk about the approvals you need.  But that doesn't answer the question.

And I am just trying to understand, based on your schedule, when is the earliest that Enbridge would be in a position to start beginning deployment of a large-scale AMI.


B. CLARK:  We do not currently have a large-scale AMI deployment plan, so it is difficult for me to comment on that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  But presumably you must have a sense of, this is two years away, five years away, 10 years away?  I am just trying to understand when the earliest is.  I know you are not there, yet.  But you must have some sense.

B. CLARK:  Given the scale of this undertaking and certainly understanding that the ultimate deployment plan would take multiple years to do and all the work-up required for that, the earliest would be approximately two years from now.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you, very much.  Those are my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  I have BOMA, and I think that is Mr. Li next.  Mr. Li, are you there?

MR. LI:  Yes.  Can you hear me?  Sorry, I --


M. MILLAR:  Yes, I can hear you.  Thank you.  We are close to our morning break.  I have you down for 20 minutes.  Is that still your time estimate?

MR. LI:  But some questions have been asked already; I would say probably closer to 15, I would say.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think we will take our morning break then, just a little bit early, just so I don't have to break you up.  So it is 10:55, now.  Let's return at 11:10.

MR. LI:  Okay.  All right.

M. MILLAR:  Thanks, everyone. 
--- Recess taken at 10:56 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:10 a.m.

M. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everyone.  We are at 11:10, so we will get started again.  Okay.  Mr. Li, I see you are there.  I will turn it over to you.

C. LI:  Thank you.  Good morning, panel.  I have a -- I heard the -- like before the break and earlier this morning, I heard the exchange between you and Mr. Quinn from FRPO, and just before the break would be Mr. Rubenstein, about BOMA-2, which is the Exhibit 2.7-BOMA-2.

When I read the response in the IR, I just assumed that you have actually done a jurisdictional review but maybe you are not ready to release it at this stage and maybe, when you finally do a large-scale deployment, AMI application or some kind of filing, then you will release it there.  But then, after even the exchange, I am a little bit confused.

Can I just ask you to confirm:  So you have done a jurisdictional review, right; it is just not ready to be released at this point?  Can you confirm that?

D. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking, Clement.  When you are saying "a jurisdictional review", I think maybe I am hearing some of the confusion is:  Is there a binder that is titled "jurisdictional review", that contains a report, versus have you been making yourself aware of what is happening in the utility environment?  So which of those two are you speaking of?  Are you speaking about sort of a formal [audio dropout] and formal --


C. LI:  No, no --


D. STEVENS: -- process?

C. LI:  -- it is more like a letter, yes, the second.  It is more like -- you have to, obviously you have to, look at other jurisdictions and take a look at lessons learned and experience, implementation issues and that kind of thing; not exactly a formal, formal report, yes.

B. CLARK:  Brad Clark.  Then, yes, I would agree with the second.  Certainly, we have made ourselves aware of what is going in the industry and with other utilities, but, as David Stevens had mentioned, there is no formal, you know, external consultant who worked on this.

C. LI:  Right, and you do plan to release it if you decide to bring it forward, right, when it comes to a full-scale deployment plan?

B. CLARK:  I would say it is reasonable to say that a jurisdictional review of some sort would be part of an implementation plan, yes.

C. LI:  All right.  Thank you.  Let's go to BOMA-3, which is again, sorry, Exhibit 2.7-BOMA-3.  So that is where I asked you to give me the type of the 185 installations, and then you responded by saying that they are all residential.

Oh, by the way, I don't know if that question has been asked because I did not call in until 10:15.  If the same question has been asked by Mr. Brophy, I apologize.  Anyway, I will ask anyway.

My question, my follow-up question, is that:  Can you tell me why Enbridge only focused on residential customers in this proof of concept?  Is it an implication that do you see residential AMI deployment has more priority when it comes to other sectors, such as commercial and industrial?

B. CLARK:  No, that is not true.  It was really the result of practical considerations.  So, these pilots and the deployment of the meters, we were deploying and testing a meter that was more suitable, I would say, for residential.  It is a 200 series meter.  We were also deploying them where we had the communication ability.  So, in this case, the POC, it is using towers, radio towers, to communicate to those devices.  That may not be or may only be a component of any future broader implementation of AMI.  But it was really about what meters residences are within the location of these towers, and that is what resulted in the cross-section.  It wasn't intentionally targeted.  It was more a practicality concern.

C. LI:  Right.  Okay.  Okay.  In your evidence -- this is still related.  In your evidence, Exhibit 2-7-2, page 4, there you talk about the key goals of this proof of concept.  And I got to read the first one, which is:  "Demonstrate technical and operational feasibility, installation considerations, meter placement challenges."

I assume -- I think you mentioned that, too, right -- residential and larger commercial/industrial customers' meters will be different.  So does it mean that, since you have 185 all residential installations, does it mean that you will actually add different meter types in -- because, in your evidence, you do talk about there are still outstanding tasks in your POC, if I call it Phase II or something.  Is that your plan?  Do you have -- are you going to add commercial/industrial customers in this POC?

B. CLARK:  I just want to reiterate my previous statement that the reason this population was selected was due to proximity of available towers, so --


C. LI:  Oh.

B. CLARK:  -- it wasn't that we were out looking for 185 residential customers; it is, in order to test this, we needed the communication system.  At this point, without a full AMI deployment and without cellular-enabled AMI meters that were Measurement Canada approved, we were limited in scope to focusing in the radius and the communication range of the existing towers that we had.

So certainly, in future looks and as we develop an overall AMI plan, we will look to other solutions, other communication technologies, other customer groups, and other meter types.

C. LI:  Right.  Right.  Thank you.  But how can you rely on this POC, which is all residential?  Like, given the meters will be different, are you going to do further testing before you develop your full-scale development plan that involves commercial/industrial customers?

Is that what you are saying, in other words?

B. CLARK:  So I will start by saying:  The POC, the focus was to test the communication and the gathering of information.  It wasn't so much focused on the information itself but the ability to gather it, to enable the benefits, the technology benefits, of having an AMI-equipped meter and system, but again with the limitations of having to rely upon towers.

Going forward in the development of a full AMI plan, we will certainly take a look at proving other technologies, investigating other technologies for all sectors.

C. LI:  Right.  Okay.  No, I understand, but I find it a little bit confusing because, in your evidence, you did talk about "better understand installation considerations and meter placement challenges," but then you are restricting that to one type of meter, right, in that case?

B. CLARK:  The restriction was not intentional.  The restriction --


C. LI:  Right.

B. CLARK:  -- was, again, due to the towers and due to the available technology.  It was Measurement Canada approved for these pilots.

C. LI:  Okay.  Okay.  I get it.  Another follow-up question is also related.  It is your response to STAFF-8.  It is 2.7-STAFF-8.  In here, you talk about, like, typical range of radio frequency towers and urban versus rural.  Yes, you mention that it might not be the only communication solution in a large-scale deployment.

So my follow-up question is that urban versus rural and then radio tower you already mentions versus other communication solutions; in this POC, you are only testing radio towers.  Right?

How is this going to give -- and given all your 185 installations is they are all going to be in the four test areas in GTA, is it going to give you the capability to test urban versus rural performance, which is part of your stated intention?

B. CLARK:  So, again, the reason and the scope for the POC was the limitations of the technology that was available.  But there are a number of other communication technologies out there that would certainly be considered as part of a larger AMI plan.  They can include radio towers.  They can include cellular communication and they can also include local networking of meters into a mesh network.  So, depending on the application -- and this is getting into details of a proposed plan that hasn't been confirmed, but I would expect that we would have a variety of methods.  We would utilize all these technologies.  So, one solution might be appropriate for a rural environment, perhaps cellular, whereas a mesh network or a radio tower might be more appropriate for --


C. LI:  Right.  Right.  In your evidence you also mention that you are going to be -- not your evidence, I am sorry.  In the IR response you will be collaborating with Hydro One and Alectra.  Has it started yet or it is ongoing now?  I am just curious.  Because it wasn't clear to me.  Is it like something you plan to do or is it actually a part of this POC?

B. CLARK:  The collaboration with Hydro One is ongoing.  The scope of it was to test the ability to share communication and collect data in a lab environment between electric meters and gas meters.

C. LI:  Right.  And Alectra has not started yet?

B. CLARK:  Alectra has not started yet.

C. LI:  Yeah, but you plan to do it, too?

B. CLARK:  Correct.  So, the initial test was in the lab environment and we looking for opportunities to expand that test to a field environment.

C. LI:  Right, right.  Okay.  Moving on to the next question I have, which is BOMA-5, again 2.7-BOMA-5.  Your response is that the company anticipates the AMI POC cost-benefit analysis will be completed by the end of Q4, 2025.  You only mentioned the timeline but you did not mention that it will be released.  Like, there is no report that I don't see -- do you plan to release it when that is done or is it more like an internal report or analysis; can you let me know?

B. CLARK:  So, the intent is to complete that work, use that as a input to larger AMI plan.  And as we have already stated earlier today, we envision that some notification will be given to the OEB of our plan.  Just with that plan not being developed it is hard to say when, or through what method, that would occur at this time.

C. LI:  Sorry, but when you are done with that -- like you are still targeting end of Q4 you would be done with the cost benefit analysis, right, for this POC.  And can you tell me whether the plan to release that information or no?  At this point it is more like an internal analysis that you don't plan to release to the public or the OEB and the intervenors?

B. CLARK:  I would say that the intent at this time is to complete that analysis and, like you said, use that for the broader plan in which it will be part of the evidence development in project planning for that.

C. LI:  I see.  Okay.  Thank you.  That is helpful.  I have just one more question.  It is a short question.  Switching to BOMA-1, 1.13-BOMA-1.  Your response when it comes to A, part 2, you said the outreach interest in participating in available enhanced target energy efficiency IRP-A is multi-faceted and may include out reach to Enbridge Gas energy solutions advisor contractors, stakeholders such as municipality, local organization event.  Can you clarify or confirm whether BOMA -- either BOMA Toronto or BOMA Ottawa is one of your channels when it comes to contacting local organizations or customers?

W. WONG:  In the context of when we conduct IRP assessments?

C. LI:  Right.

W. WONG:  Of part of the technical and economic process when we look to divide the scope we have been engaging with targeted discussions with the municipalities currently as well as the LDC and the IESO.  As we look to in the cases when we have a project that is moving ahead, so for example right now we only have the Southern Lake Huron pilot, we have more targeted discussions with the customers within the area where we would be looking to leverage local contractors and other local organizations to engage in how we can best deliver the programs.

C. LI:  Going forward, like, you are in a process of scoping out a second pilot which I understand it will have more commercial/industrial focus.  Do you consider BOMA as part of the channel that you use to communicate or not?

A. MOORE:  So, I just want to clarify that we have not initiated the process of considering a second pilot or consulting on a pilot at this time.

C. LI:  Okay, okay.  I think let me check.  I think that is all the question.  Let me just double check one more time, I am sorry.  That is all the questions I have.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Li.  Mr. Vollmer, I have you up next.
Examination by D. Vollmer


D. VOLLMER:  All right, thanks.  Daniel Vollmer, counsel for Three Fires Group and Minogi Corp.  Good morning.  If you could pull up Exhibit I.1.13-TFG/M-4.  Great, thanks.  So, EGI indicated it will engage with Indigenous communities in the future where IRP alternatives are a potential economic solution to assist in the constraint for that community.  I was wondering if you could expand and kind of provide examples of how EGI expects to identify Indigenous communities and carry out engagement with these communities.


A. MOORE:  So, as we proceed with the technical and economic evaluation of system constraints, to the extent that an IRPA, IRP alternative, would be a viable alternative we would identify whether it would have any potential impacts for an Indigenous community and potential impacts to Aboriginal or treaty rights, and consult with the associated community.

D. VOLLMER:  Thanks.  And, sorry, maybe if you could maybe provide your opinion on whether there are any particular system constraints that Enbridge expects may be particularly relevant to First Nations, in general, or certain First Nations, specifically?

W. WONG:  At this time, I don't believe we would have a list available.  But, as we are conducting the IRP, the extent of all the projects within the asset management plan, we would be reviewing them on a case-by-case basis.  And, like Alison just mentioned, if there are any Indigenous communities within those project scopes, we would be reaching out as accordingly.

D. VOLLMER:  Great.  And then I guess this goes to question E.  Acknowledging that Enbridge's IRP methodology does not incorporate screening or reconciliation criteria since they are not part of the IRP framework, I am just wondering, would Enbridge support considering inclusion of such criteria or, I guess put another way, could you provide your opinion on whether and how such criteria could be included in the IRP methodology?

D. STEVENS:  I think, to be fair, Daniel, the issue here is whether Enbridge is complying with the current directives and the current framework.  There is an announcement from the OEB about a review of the framework, which is launching as, I believe, in the fall of this year, and I think questions of that nature and questions about the evolution of the framework would properly be part of that process, not part of this evaluation of where we are at right now, in terms of compliance with the directives under the current framework.

D. VOLLMER:  Yes, all right.  Thanks.  Moving to Exhibit I.1.13-TFG-5, Enbridge noted that it looks forward to discussing further IRP activities with the Indigenous Working Group which was established as part of Phase I, and to receive views and suggestions from the IWG.

When Enbridge identifies IRP alternatives, opportunities that would include First Nation communities, will Enbridge bring such opportunities to the Indigenous Working Group for discussion and engagement?

A. MOORE:  So, as per the response to the interrogatory we were just on, which is Exhibit I.1.13-TFG/M-4, at part D, we had indicated that where we identify IRP alternative opportunities, that would include First Nation communities in the area of benefit, we would seek to work with them to develop its detailed approach, inclusive of potentially through the Indigenous Working Group.

D. VOLLMER:  All right.  And then I am just wondering if, my last question:  Could you expand on how Enbridge has or intends to incorporate the views and suggestions provided by the Indigenous participants in the IWG into its IRP proposals and pilots?

A. MOORE:  Sure.  So we will be working with the Indigenous Working Group, and have just initiated our first discussions.  And really, at the outset here, what we had posed to the Indigenous Working Group was really how they would like us to structure engagement and focus of the involvement moving forward, as well as discussing initial priorities for engagement moving forward so that we could appropriately consider these considerations with the Indigenous Working Group.

So we are at the initial stages, I would say, in terms of that consultation with the Indigenous Working Group and their suggestions about how we can best engage them moving forward, so that we can appropriately consider their feedback and input.

D. VOLLMER:  All right.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Vollmer.  That almost brings us to the end of panel 1, but I am going to use my prerogative as the guy controlling the AV equipment to ask a question from Staff, if I may.  And I think this will be very brief.

It is probably for you, Ms. Wong, but I will leave it to the panel.  And it is relates to IRP and, frankly, it is kind of a high-level question.  And if it is something you want to take away and think about, that is fine, as well.

But I am hoping you can discuss for me, just at a high level, kind of the differences between -- the differences or the interaction between your ordinary asset management plan, your utility system plan and your IRP planning, and how those two things interact.  Is that something you could discuss for me?

W. WONG:  Yes, I can.  So the asset management plan is obviously a longstanding process that has been in place through the IRP framework.  And the result of that, we have integrated certain aspects of the IRP assessment process within that asset-management-plan planning process.

But ultimately, the IRP assessment is using the latest version of the asset management plan as a basis, where we then conduct our subsequent IRP evaluation off of that, as the primary document.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, for that.  Is there something that is done through IRP that is not done through the asset management plan, now?  I am curious as to obviously to some extent they relate to the same thing, about how you are going to build out your assets.

W. WONG:  Mm-hmm.

M. MILLAR:  But they are separate exercises?  Or anything you can tell me on the interplay between, would be of assistance.

W. WONG:  Yeah, for sure.  I would see the IRP process downstream of the asset management plan.  So, once we have the list of investments, then the IRP process is happening after that, where we are then reviewing the list of projects that are in the asset management plan as per the framework.  First, the technical -- or first, the initial screening, binary screening, followed by the technical evaluation, and then economic evaluation.

So I would say all of those steps are, if you want to call it, incremental, or as a result of the IRP process.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  And just so I understand it, it is sort of the AMP comes first.  And then later, you would look at it through the lens of IRP?

W. WONG:  Yes, that is correct.

M. MILLAR:  Okay, that is very helpful.  Thank you, for that.  And I think that concludes panel 1, unless you had anything further, Mr. Stevens?

D. STEVENS:  Nothing further, thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  We are going to keep chugging along, if that is okay.  But I will give you a couple of minutes to switch out to panel 2.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  We are back, and we have panel 2 seated and ready for questions.  Mr. Stevens, would you like to introduce the panel?

D. STEVENS:  I would, thank you.  So panel 2 is here to speak broadly to interplay of Phase III and gas supply rates and gas supply issues.

The members of the panel, starting on the left of the first row, are Kurt Holmes, specialist, rate design; Danielle Dreveny, manager, rate design; Amy Mikhaila, director, gas supply; and Rachel Goodreau, manager, revenue and cost of gas; and then, in the second row, we have Brandon So, specialist, customer policy.
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M. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Quinn, I have got you down for 30 minutes.
Examination by D. Quinn


D. QUINN:  Yes.  To Mr. Stevens' point, I myself had a little bit of challenge.  We tried to distinguish between the scope of each of these panels, 2, 3, and 4, from the notes that were in the original spreadsheet of panels and specifying our questions.  We are concerned that we may have more questions for panel 2 and less for panel 3.  So I am going to go with these questions.  They may get deferred to panel 3 or 4, but we will stay inside of our total time for both, for all three panels ultimately.

Good morning, panel, after that long preamble.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I think I know most of you.  We want to start, if we could, in Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-19, please.

So we were asking about two-point balancing and the impact on system gas customers, and the response says:
"Enbridge does have inventory targets it monitors and takes necessary actions to meet."

So, first off, is it correct that you are separating your inventory for system gas separate from your direct purchase inventory?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we do have the ability to understand the inventory levels of the two different groups of customers.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, Ms. Mikhaila.  I wasn't sure who was going to be answering these questions.  So I will direct the follow-ups to you, then, please.  So could you produce for us -- Enbridge used to have a monthly end-of-month inventory that they produced as part of their information and evidence to the Board in their annual ratemaking.  Can you produce for us the targets of the monthly -- the month-end targets for system gas that Enbridge uses to plan and manage its storage inventory?

D. STEVENS:  Are you looking at 2024, then, in terms of -- I am trying to just fit this with sort of ratemaking rather than ongoing gas supply planning.

D. QUINN:  That is correct, Mr. Stevens.  It is toward the ratemaking because, obviously, from Phase II we have evolutions -- we will call it that -- in terms of load balancing, and so you have got to start with the foundation, so 2024, for the purposes of your plan.  I am hearing you have a separate system gas inventory, and we are just asking for that to be produced, the month-end balance targets to be produced.

D. STEVENS:  Is that something that we have, Amy?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I believe we can produce that.

D. STEVENS:  We will provide you with the end-of-month inventory targets for system gas for 2024.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-1.33.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.33:  TO PROVIDE END-OF-MONTH INVENTORY TARGETS FOR SYSTEM GAS FOR 2024.

D. QUINN:  Sorry, Mr. Millar.  I have got to be careful I don't cut you off for you and the court reporter.

So just generally speaking, then, with that inventory target, what is the consequence to the system gas program or the company if you don't meet the target?

A. MIKHAILA:  At certain times in the year, as we had provided in this response, particularly October, February, and March -- October we have inventory targets to ensure we don't overfill our storage, and, February and March, we have inventory targets to ensure that we have sufficient deliverability to meet the needs of demand, should they arise, for a peak day.

D. QUINN:  Yes, I understand that from the answer, but what are the consequences?

First off, what are the consequences if you are, let's say, short in February; you set a target of 100, and you reach 95, what is the consequence to the system gas program?

A. MIKHAILA:  As far as, like, a financial consequence or something?

D. QUINN:  Sure.

A. MIKHAILA:  I don't think there are any --


D. QUINN:  Okay.

A. MIKHAILA:  -- financial, but these are the targets that we aim to achieve --


D. QUINN:  Right.

A. MIKHAILA:  -- so that we have sufficient operation of our system.

D. QUINN:  But, if it were a direct purchase customer and their target was 100 and they only reached 95, there would be cost consequences to them, would there not?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, there would be.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  We don't have to go through all the detail with that, but I just differ -- [audio dropout]  Okay.  If we can, move to same set of interrogatories, 4.2-FRPO-23, the next one?  Thank you.

So we were asking about the calculation of the WARP.  I was trying to go back and forth between different answers to figure out what is included and what is not included.  Is it correct that the only transport cost not included in the WARP is the TCPL long-haul cost from Empress to the franchise, or are there other costs that are excluded, other transportation costs that are excluded?

R. GOODREAU:  The transportation costs that are not included in the WARP are the costs from Empress to the delivery areas.

D. QUINN:  Are there any other transportation costs beyond those costs, that are not included?

A. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, can we just have a minute?

D. QUINN:  Yeah, sure.

A. MIKHAILA:  Other upstream transportation contracts that are included in the WARP are ones that are used to provide to distribution service, and so --


D. QUINN:  Transport costs?

A. MIKHAILA:  Transport costs, yes.

D. QUINN:  Can you give me an example of that, please?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  There is if we can refer to  I.1.7.1-SEC-10, this provides the list of upstream transportation contracts that provide a distribution service.

D. QUINN:  So, is that being pulled up?  Okay.  I pulled it up myself and I can see the ones on there.  So, if you are looking at, Ms. Mikhaila, are you saying St. Clair pipelines provides a distribution service?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  And if you go down further on the --


D. QUINN:  In the answer there there is some more detail which I will have to digest later on.  For the purposes of your questioning, you are saying yes?

A. MIKHAILA:  It is not specifically a distribution, but it also is available for ex-franchise services offering, so it is -- what I will say it isn't necessarily used for the operation of the gas supply plan directly.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I am risking -- I am going to put -- ask that we just keep that one available when it is found by Staff because I want to go back to my question, but I might come back to this later if I have time.  So, when you are establishing your WARP you have distinguished these third party contracts beyond TransCanada but I understood with the TransCanada contract the concern about putting in the WARP is that it provides both long haul service for both system gas and direct purchase customers; is that correct?

A. MIKHAILA:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  But you would know how much direct purchase contract volumes, or in this case energy, would be delivered on any given day, would you not?  So, in other words, at the outset of the winter just as an example you would know how much of the TransCanada long haul contract is allocated to direct purchase and how much is allocated to system gas?

A. MIKHAILA:  We do update it every month.  But, yes, we know on a monthly basis the split.

D. QUINN:  So, is there a reason you couldn't do the math to include TransCanada's transport cost in your WARP so that you are actually getting a more reasonable cost of landed gas for your WARP?

A. MIKHAILA:  I think in our response at FRPO-23 we have indicated that is an option to include transportation costs to Ontario and make it more about Ontario landed reference price than the weighted average reference price as we have proposed.  That would do a couple things.  Our rate design currently assumes that long haul transportation is first used in the average day design, and so there are some rate design considerations that would need to be taken into account if you were to include that long haul transportation in the reference price.  In addition it would increase the reference price which would also increase the revenue requirement that -- because we use the reference price to value certain gas costs.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I respect your understanding of cost allocation rate making as we test those issues in the past, but I am not going to ask you to go through that detail.  But what I would like to do is ask:  Could you produce that price to compare it with the price that is in the evidence so far by putting the TransCanada long haul cost into your system gas price for the purposes of WARP?  And if you want to add the caveats what complications that can increase for the company, we would be well informed by that.  But what we are looking to is initially the comparison.

D. STEVENS:  Is it feasible, even at a high level, to produce a version of the WARP that includes the portion of the TransCanada costs that relate to general service customers, or system supply customers, I should say?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  We can do that.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That will be JT-1.34.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.34:  TO PROVIDE A CALCULATION OF THE WARP INCLUSIVE OF TRANSCANADA COSTS FOR SYSTEM SUPPLY CUSTOMERS.

D. STEVENS:  And just for the record, Enbridge will provide a calculation of the WARP inclusive of TransCanada costs for system supply customers.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I find myself going back to FRPO-22 just to give this context, but we were asking about the load balancing in the Union rate zones and the answer came back that Union rate zones -- yes, the response, thank you.  Says the Union rate zones under current rate design have sufficient cost-based storage to meet planned load balancing requirements and therefore no cost components classified as load balancing.

I was confused a little bit by that answer because for load balancing you have to have the gas at location when it is needed.  So, to the extent you have storage that is a good thing but you would also need transport to get the gas, let's say, to Thunder Bay.  So are you saying that the cost transport -- how are the costs for transport that are allocated to delivering gas to the north, how are those costs handled; are they in transportation or are they in load balancing?  That is the first question.

K. HOLMES:  Kurtis Holmes.  So, the classification of load balancing is different between legacy utilities.  Union does not use that classification, so in your question the costs of facilitating that is included within storage rates today.

D. QUINN:  But storage is a subset of load balancing, is it not?  Sorry, it is.  That is a rhetorical question.

K. HOLMES:  Yes, agreed, it is.  Again, it is just a difference in the current approved methodologies where the Union cost allocation does not classify those specifically as load balancing costs.  They are grouped in with our storage-relate costs.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Storage-related, can you help us with the storage related costs that are actually allocated to Union north.  Because that was our question, was about load balancing which includes storage, yes, but it also includes transport.  So, can you answer our question and provide it in an Excel spreadsheet so we can see how it is done?

D. STEVENS:  Sorry, Dwayne are you speaking to the question that is at FRPO-22?

D. QUINN:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  Can we please scroll up a little bit, Preet, just to look at the whole question?

D. QUINN:  So, in B so I can -- anyway.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, please, go ahead.

D. QUINN:  No, I am just saying that is what I am asking for is the answers to A and B, but B we are very specific in asking for a working spreadsheet on the calculation of these costs on a rate per unit cost basis.  That, in our minds, because load balancing includes storage and transport would include the transport costs, but I got an answer on sufficient storage.  But the rest of the question wasn't answered.

D. STEVENS:  So, your question for B is, using the July 2024 QRAM, please provide a working spreadsheet that shows the calculation of the storage cost into a cost unit plus -- is that what you asking?

D. QUINN:  No, no.  We asked the calculation of the costs, if the -- you can read in A:
"Description of the accounts of all components:  storage firm transport, storage transportation service and commodity purchases."

So it has all of those components to effect load balancing, so we did provide the context for our question.  And then, in B, we asked for the developments of those costs on a unit-rate basis; I think that is the easiest way do it.  But I think we got caught in the vernacular of Enbridge has just asked -- answered a question and said, "Yeah, we have enough storage."  That doesn't answer the question.

D. STEVENS:  Well, let me try again.  Are you asking whether Enbridge is able to provide this working spreadsheet for the portion of what Enbridge calls storage costs that relate to load balancing?

D. QUINN:  No.  Load balancing is getting gas to where it needs to be done, seasonally or on a peak day.  Enbridge in this case here is narrowing the vernacular to say "Well, we just don't use that in legacy Union Gas."  But it doesn't change the nature of the definition.  Load balancing is done by components of transportation, storage, gas purchases, where we are looking for all of those components.  So I don't want to narrow it just to storage; I am saying the broader context of load balancing as applied in this case to Union Gas North.

I think Ms. Mikhaila is nodding her head, and maybe she can help bridge the gap, if we have a communication issue?

A. MIKHAILA:  Maybe I can just start by saying for Union North, what we call storage rates includes cost-based storage, as we talked about, transportation necessary to get it to the Union North, and including TransCanada's SDS service.

D. QUINN:  Right.

A. MIKHAILA:  There is no commodity purchases --


D. QUINN:  Okay.

A. MIKHAILA:  -- as part of load balancing for Union North, but it is made up of those other components.

D. QUINN:  Fair enough.  Then you can put that in the answer, there.  In your definition of storage for the purposes of load balancing, there is no quantity, "but here are the other components, and this is how we make that rate."  Would that be -- I think that is feasible.  You can correct me if I am wrong.

K. HOLMES:  May we just have a moment?

D. QUINN:  Okay.

K. HOLMES:  So, Mr. Quinn, as part of the answer to part A, we provided a reference to July QRAM, which that schedule details the calculation and the costs that are included within both transportation and storage rates, today.

D. QUINN:  You haven't been on the other side of QRAM, trying to get understanding from all the schedules to try to fit it together.  Could you just encapsulate this for the purposes of the Board and simplicity, to show us how those calculations are made?

If you want to provide that, those schedules, with a definition, so the definitions that are in A and articulate which is which and what are those costs that we are seeing and how are they created, we would like to see that, because we are also looking for the working spreadsheet for our understanding of this is what you do now, what would you do under one, two, or four rate-zone model to handle these costs?  We just to have a foundational understanding of what you are doing now.

D. STEVENS:  So I am understanding two components:  One is sort of narrative and one is quantitative, in that you are looking for a spreadsheet.  Or one is descriptive and one is quantitative.  Do I have that right?

D. QUINN:  Yes, that A would have been descriptive and B is the quantitative.  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  And I am certainly hearing that we [audio dropout] the descriptive part of it, and that where I have a gap in understanding is knowing what things that can be sliced and diced in such a way that you can do the quantitative portion and create some sort of working spreadsheet.

Is that feasible?

K. HOLMES:  Yes, it is.  Yes, it is.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  Then, on that basis, Dwayne, we will seek to provide a fuller response to FRPO-22.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-1.35.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.35:  TO PROVIDE A FULLER RESPONSE TO FRPO-22

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

I am trying to move along here, to Exhibit I.7.1-FRPO-61.  First off, I would like to get an understanding of something that is in attachment 1, and then we will come back up to the top.

In attachment 1, there is a shift exchange that is referred to.  Can somebody at first start with the definition?  What does "shift exchange" refer to?  It is in the attachment 1, line 3:
"Firm PDO shift exchange."

Is that just -- well, I will let the panel provide me a definition of what that means, please?

A. MIKHAILA:  I think I can cover that, Mr. Quinn, although I don't have the IR in front of me.  That is an arrangement where we had a third party provide us the capacity; it was part of, I think, 2022 rates, where we had agreed to look at other options for turning back customers from Parkway to Dawn.  And we had a third-party exchange agreement that facilitated that PDO shift, and that was the 11 cents per GJ, and that is the cost of that.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  You have triggered we now to remember that aspect, so I don't think we need anything further, thank you; I can look that up later on.

But I would like to scroll back up, then, because what we had asked for in -- and I guess it is important to read the question, so back to page 1, letter C, it says:
"For the five coldest days of 2024/2025, please provide..."

So what we started with for the five coldest days, I thought that it would be interpreted as these are actuals we are looking for.  But the responses appear to be design-day numbers, and there are certainly aren't five of them.

So what I am asking for is for Enbridge to provide for the five coldest days those respective components that are aligned under No. C, 1, A, B through E.  And then, on the pressure, on the suction side of Parkway, and the physical flow headed east from Parkway.

Is that something now, with the clarification I was looking for actual and not design day, can that be provided by way of undertaking, please?

D. STEVENS:  Just for my education, what is the usefulness of actuals for this as opposed to the numbers that are used for rate-design purposes, which are forecasts?

D. QUINN:  We have an understanding going forward of the utilization of the Dawn-to-Parkway system.  Obviously, there is a PDCI that is in place now, and is being expected to be expanded to Enbridge Gas customers who deliver to the CDA.  And so, before all those implementations and changes are made, how is the current system working?  What are the conditions on the pipeline and, if the Board is going to assess correctly, is the extension of the PDCI to the CDA customers appropriate, and what are the impacts to customers?

This is data that is available on Union's -- sorry, I shouldn't say Union -- on the old gas-day information.  I could plug it in; I could try to figure it out and put it together.  But you folks can put it together in minutes, where it would take me hours.

D. STEVENS:  Sorry, just one moment, please.  Thank you, Dwayne.  So Enbridge Gas can provide information as to the five coldest days in 2024 for the information requested in sub 1 and sub 2.  I mean I don't know that we are stipulating as to the relevance or usefulness of that for rate design, but we can provide the information.

D. QUINN:  Thank you, first off.  I accept that, but I am just wondering:  You didn't say point 3.  Is that something?

D. STEVENS:  That is because my page wasn't scrolled down far enough.

D. QUINN:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  Parts 1, 2, and 3.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  We will call that JT-1.36.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.36:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AS TO THE FIVE COLDEST DAYS IN 2024 FOR THE INFORMATION REQUESTED IN PARTS 1, 2, AND 3


D. QUINN:  Okay.  If we could turn up -- excuse me; I believe it is for this panel, but you can tell me early on if I am in the right panel -- Exhibit I.9.1-FRPO-111.  After that is up, if you could just look up and have available CCC-28, please.  Now, we touched on this before, but if we can -- I think there is -- I don't have it up yet.  Can you scroll a little bit further?  It is there.  Okay.  Yes, the attachment, if you could bring attachment 1, please.

So this is the build-up of the WARP, and we already discussed TransCanada long-haul and the opportunity to include that for comparison purposes.  But, when we continue to look at this, I see the load balancing costs are down below, and I want to parse this appropriately.  This is for April 2025 QRAM, but is it correct that the load balancing costs in line 2 would -- it says it is attachment 2, line 9, so, if we can move down to the attachment 2 now, line 9.  So this, as I understand it, is the load balancing calculation that was done for the purpose of ratemaking for 2024.  Do I have that right?

R. GOODREAU:  That is correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Now, I understand nobody has a crystal ball.  Obviously, weather is going to dictate how much actual gas you bring in.  And so what we are trying to differentiate is the gas that may or may not be bought by Enbridge to load balance during the winter if it is incremental to these forecasts for supplies in any of the respective months.

So, in the April '25 QRAM, it seems like you have gone with what was put into rates for the 2024 rates.  But I am trying to get an understanding of the variance account that is being presented for approval to the Board.  The costs that will go in there if you were to buy -- and we will just use January while it is up on the screen.  If in January you had to buy an extra 5,000 TJs of load balancing gas in the actual month and, just for the purposes of illustration, it goes in at the forecasted price, well, that is going to start -- let's say you buy 5,000 TJs of gas.  Does the complete commodity cost for the 5,000 TJs go into that variance account or the differential from a price perspective if that gas was purchased at $6 and there is the differential, you multiply the 5,000 units by the differential between the $6 actual purchase cost and the Dawn forecasted price?

R. GOODREAU:  If we could maybe pull up exhibit 9.1-FRPO-115?

D. QUINN:  Okay.

R. GOODREAU:  So, in that response, we have laid out that, to the extent that there are volume variances -- so the commodity itself is purchased for the customers, not specifically for load balancing, but it is the timing of those purchases that is considered load balancing; to the extent that there is a volumetric variance, that would flow through to customers through the PGVA account.

D. QUINN:  What number would flow through?  Like, I am trying to understand the math that would -- I appreciate your answer.  When you said "it" would flow through, what would flow through specifically?

R. GOODREAU:  So the cost of those commodity purchases would land in the PGVA to the extent that the price variance relating to the load balancing purchases are what would then be removed out of the PGVA and put into the load balancing price variance account.

D. QUINN:  So is it the differential from the forecasted -- we had it on the screen there before, but 5.9.  It was $5.92, I believe.  You are putting the actual costs, the $6, in for the 5,000 units into the PGVA, but then you are extracting, it sounds like, an amount that goes into the variance account.  Is it the price differential times those units?

A. MIKHAILA:  Can we just have a moment, please?

D. QUINN:  Sure.

A. MIKHAILA:  Mr. Quinn, I just want to clarify one thing regarding the proposal for the load balancing price variance account.  We are proposing that the forecast of purchases as derived for planning purposes with the gas supply planning rates remain as the forecast for load balancing purposes.  Because that is how we have planned to meet load balancing requirements, so, on an actual basis, we are not proposing to calculate load balancing using actual purchases but continue to use the planned purchases for purposes of the load balancing calculation.

D. QUINN:  I think the easiest way to do this, Ms. Mikhaila, respectfully, is:  Could you put that into writing with a demonstration?

If you use that example, the scenario I created, $6 at 5,000 units extra, purchased in January, how would that be -- what would go into PGVA, what would go into the new load-balanced variance account?

That is the uncertainty we have and we share, is understanding this load balance variance account, what goes in and what stays in PGVA.

A. MIKHAILA:  For that example, maybe I can just address the question, that one specific question.  Provided that 5,000 TJs is on top of what we had planned, that would all be -- that would all flow through to the PGVA as purchases for system gas customers.

D. QUINN:  And so there would be no differentiation; there would [audio dropout] extraction of -- let's say the gas price was $10 for those 5,000 units.  That would still just go into your system gas account?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, because those load balancing -- at that point, the load balance -- those additional commodity purchases are for system gas customers because the -- on a planned basis we have sufficient load balancing to meet the needs of all customers if we have to make additional purchases to meet the needs of system gas customers.

D. QUINN:  But it is a commodity price, not a load balancing price.  So it wouldn't find its way into distribution rates then, you are saying?

A. MIKHAILA:  That is correct.  It would be a system gas cost.

D. QUINN:  And your storage, though, would still be in your distribution rate?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, storage would be in the delivery rates, yes.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I think what we may have a challenge between the company's definition of load balancing and what the industry might consider load balancing.  I would still like to ask, because I think I followed you, and the transcript may provide that clarity, but can could you simply provide that undertaking.  But I would like to use I have a follow-up question after that.  Use $10.  5,000 extra units purchased in January, how it would be handled and then the follow-up question would be, let's say, those 5,000 units are purchased in March at $10 how would that accounting be handled?

A. MIKHAILA:  Maybe I could ask a question?

D. QUINN:  Please.

A. MIKHAILA:  Is the $10 just associated with the 5,000 GJ purchase and the other purchases throughout the month are at the -- like for this purpose the forecast price?

D. QUINN:  Sure, yeah.

A. MIKHAILA:  Because the only thing I want to say on top of that is if all purchases in the month were at $10 there would be a price variance for load balancing.

D. QUINN:  Well, I would like to handle that first one separate because I risk losing a lot of people around here, you and I could have great coffee and talk about this, but if I can just have that first undertaking because I do want to address that last point you just made.

D. STEVENS:  And so, to be clear, Dwayne, Enbridge is asked to take the scenario where 5,000 extra units of gas are purchased in each of January or March at a price of $10 per unit.  In each of those scenarios what is recorded in the PGVA and what is recorded in the load balancing price variance account?

D. QUINN:  Correct.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  We can provide that.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-1.37.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.37:  TO TAKE THE SCENARIO WHERE 5,000 EXTRA UNITS OF GAS ARE PURCHASED IN EACH OF JANUARY OR MARCH AT A PRICE OF $10 PER UNIT AND PROVIDE WHAT IS RECORDED IN THE PGVA AND IN THE LOAD BALANCING PRICE VARIANCE ACCOUNT FOR THAT SCENARIO.

M. MILLAR:  And, Mr. Quinn, you are beyond your time.  I know that you are perhaps cannibalizing some of your other panels, but I just wanted you to be mindful you are 8 minutes over.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.  I was trying to get a time check.  I  will do a better job.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  And people thought you were just up there to be the master of ceremonies.  Okay.

That is helpful because you actually led into my next area of questions, Ms. Mikhaila.  And I understand for the purposes of what we discussed all of those forecast price that is what you bought those units, but what I want to ask though, and it is in the later IR.  It is in FRPO-120.  We can look at it later if necessary, but Enbridge has said that they might use some other tools to load balance.  They might not purchase additional gas or they might not fix the price before November 1st.  What I would like to ask is, first off -- and in a previous proceeding -- I couldn't find the reference.  My understanding is as of November 1, 60 percent of your winter gas price has been fixed for delivery; is that accurate?

A. MIKHAILA:  That is not accurate.  In advance of the winter we secure the supply, but the majority of our purchases are at an index price, so they are not a fixed price purchase.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  And so generically and we don't have to go with extra units, which complicates the matter.  So, if the forecasted volume is purchased but the forecast rate was 5.92, I think if -- sorry, it is not up on the screen for any of us right now.  If those purchases are made at $10 and not 5.9 in January or March, how -- what costs go into the PGVA and what costs go into the load balancing variance account?

A. MIKHAILA:  Are you asking that to be added to the undertaking?

D. QUINN:  I would respectfully ask for a separate undertaking to the extent you want to add different caveats to that, I respect.  So, I am not trying to got you by putting one thing on top of another.  I think a separate undertaking would be helpful.

D. STEVENS:  I just want to make sure that I understand what is being asked for that is different from the earlier scenario.  Can you restate it, please, Dwayne?

D. QUINN:  That we did the original scenario assuming that the forecasted prices for the load balancing gas were met, so the 20,000 whatever it is there, thank you, the 20,000 TJs were purchased at 5.923.  I am saying, okay, different from that scenario you do just buy your Dawn supplies at that exact quantity but you buy them at $10 what is -- how are the cost implications for the PGVA and load balancing different because the prices change but the volume hasn't?

D. STEVENS:  So where the forecast load balancing supplies are purchased at $10, rather than the forecast cost, what is recorded in the PGVA and what is recorded in the load balance price variance account?

D. QUINN:  Yes.  Like, to be specific so I am -- it's the same.  Do the January scenario but then do the March scenario the same way.  There is zero for March.  If you had to buy an extra 5,000 in March at $10, how would that be handled?  So in that case the volume is changing and the price.  What we are trying do, Mr. Stevens, and Ms. Mikhaila has been very helpful with this is we all sat together and we said and these costs will be tracked, and just simply put, there wasn't a lot of certainty in the reporting that we can expect so we are trying to understand the reporting the Board will get ultimately to see how this being managed and that is all we are seeking here.

D. STEVENS:  Understood.  I just want to make sure I am answering the right question.  So I am going to play it back to you.

D. QUINN:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  So, where Enbridge purchases the forecast load balancing supplies plus 5,000 units in each of January and March and all of the gas in each month is purchased at $10 per unit, what costs are then recorded in the PGVA and what costs are then recorded in the load balancing price variance account?

D. QUINN:  I could accept that, but I would like to do a friendly amendment which I think will help Ms. Mikhaila.  I want to make it simpler than that, Mr. Stevens.  I am saying in January the units are the same, only the price changes and it changes to $10.  Then secondarily, for the month of March because it is zero we can't say the same volume is purchased, so let's say there is 5,000 TJs purchased in March at $10 how are the costs handled?  So I am just looking at those two scenarios to separate them and simplify them.

A. MIKHAILA:  I do think that second part was already part of the first.  In the first undertaking you asked for an additional 5,000 purchased in March.

D. QUINN:  Yeah, but that was at the same price.  What I am saying now would be the price has gone from 5.245 up to $10.

A. MIKHAILA:  I thought in the first undertaking the purchases were both at $10.


D. STEVENS:  Only the incremental purchases were at the new price.

A. MIKHAILA:  But in March they are all incremental was there is no forecast.

D. QUINN:  That is a Venn diagram and I think you got it right.  Okay.  I will take Mr. Stevens's replay of that.  The court reporter hopefully caught it in a way.  Thank you, Ms. Mikhaila.  Because I was just trying to simplify for you but I was actually working against clarity, so thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, we will mark that JT-1.38.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.38:  IN THE SCENARIO WHERE ENBRIDGE PURCHASES THE FORECAST LOAD BALANCING SUPPLIES PLUS 5,000 UNITS IN EACH OF JANUARY AND MARCH AND ALL OF THE GAS IN EACH MONTH IS PURCHASED AT $10 PER UNIT, TO DESCRIBE COSTS RECORDED IN THE PGVA AND THEN IN THE LOAD BALANCING PRICE VARIANCE ACCOUNT


D. QUINN:  Okay.  I am almost finished, Mr. Millar, and appreciate everybody's indulgence with this.  I will reduce my time for panel 3.  And maybe this is a question for a later panel.  I am going to ask two more questions.

One is what other tools would Enbridge potentially use because the other -- it is in FRPO-120, it says the company hasn't committed to buying or fixing the gas price earlier, it might use other tools.  What other tools is Enbridge considering to mitigate load balancing costs in the winter?

A. MIKHAILA:  Just for clarity, at Exhibit I.9.1-FRPO-120, we just wanted to clarify that we hadn't agreed to the use of forward purchase contracts at fixed prices for winter purchases, which is I think what was proposed in the Phase II settlement agreement.  But it would be what we currently do, which is winter purchases at an index price/prices.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So that was the other tool that you would use?

A. MIKHAILA:  In addition to the other things that we have, like, peaking services and --


D. QUINN:  Yes.  So the planned forecasted approach; I get that.  If you do it that way and you do it at index, and we asked the question, will you be able to provide market-referenced prices for what was available, as an example, for the month of January, prior to November 1?

So if you buy at $10 and we say "Okay, you should have fixed that gas," what were the prices, October 1, for January deliveries at Dawn?"  And when we are evaluating the approach, Enbridge will be able to provide that, would they?

A. MIKHAILA:  I would have to confirm that.  I am not sure the availability of forward, fixed-price information, after the fact.  I just --


D. QUINN:  I can tell you with certainty, it is available if you go to -- if you source it from anywhere, if you source it -- and you have a number of publications; it is published by numerous publications.  But I will let you go back and confirm that.

And we would like Enbridge's response as to whether they will make that available and not say "Well, that is hindsight."  We are saying you should have foresight, so it is appropriate to understand what was available and what was not chosen.

A. MIKHAILA:  Maybe I can just comment on that?

D. QUINN:  Sure.

A. MIKHAILA:  I think in the agreement for Phase II settlement, we did talk about looking or considering fixed-price purchases at the time we were making storage decisions.  So I --


D. QUINN:  I think, Ms. Mikhaila, and I want to be very respectful here, Phase II, all of us had some part in it, but all of our memories are not perfect.

If you would like to take this under undertaking and provide the response?

We are just trying to say, what information will be available to the Board to understand the choices that were made and the choices that were not made for the purposes of fixing load-balancing costs for the winter?

I saw you nodding, but Mr. Stevens is considering it.

D. STEVENS:  It strikes me, Dwayne, that as always, Enbridge would, if asked to provide the information that it considered at the time that it made variance, I mean, to the extent that there is other market information that was available then that can be retrieved later, then I suppose that information could be provided.

As to whether we are going to agree now to what is a hindsight review and what is not, I think that is putting the cart ahead of the horse, and we will have to see what the specific circumstances are that we are talking about when that -- when the issue could arise in the future.

D. QUINN:  And I appreciate that we might have different views on this, Mr. Stevens, but that is what we are asking for.  We are asking for that information, and for Enbridge to declare what will -- that they will make available reporting they would allow, to us, to understand the cost consequences in light of choices that were made and choices that were not made.

And that just establishes the appropriateness and prudency at that given time.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  Well, I note your comment.

D. QUINN:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  I am not convinced that it really has to do with the setting of rates at this point, or with new variance accounts.  It strikes me that it is something that would be talked about when actual costs are being evaluated.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we don't want to be in any way accused of hindsight, in 2020 hindsight.  So I am saying this up front and I am giving the company an opportunity to prepare for that, because we want just clarity in these accounts.  And we will pay for what we get served by, but we also don't want to unnecessarily pay for choices that other utilities are making.  So I will leave it that, for now.

I think this is the last question, because we have talked about March and the fact direct purchase customers would have costs visited on them for incremental purchases for March.

Is that a currently approved Board policy?  Or is Enbridge seeking that approval in this proceeding?

A. MIKHAILA:  That approach is currently used in the Union rate zone for direct-purchase customers who have checkpoints.  Now we are proposing to expand checkpoints to other customers, but it is currently used in the Union South rate zone.

D. QUINN:  And this may be for another panel, Ms. Mikhaila, but my follow-up question is when will these customers be informed that they ought to be watching their balances for March?  With everything from aggregated customers and lack of meter reading, when will these customers actually know that they didn't meet their March expected VGA balance, and they are going to have costs associated with what the company thought was appropriate to buy on their behalf?

A. MIKHAILA:  I think that is question that is best answered by panel 5.

D. QUINN:  Panel 5?  Okay.  I will reserve for that, but that is a heads-up.

Thank so much for your answers, Mr. Millar.  I will be accountable, and cut out things for panel 3.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, very much, Mr. Quinn.  We will take our lunch break now.  We will return at 1:30.  And then I believe we have Mr. Buonaguro, who will be up at that point.
--- Recess taken at 12:37 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:33 p.m.

M. MILLAR:  Please begin.
Examination by M. Buonaguro


M. BUONAGURO:  I will say it again.  Good afternoon, panel.  I am Michael Buonaguro for OGVG.  I only have -- I put forward in my estimates just one interrogatory I wanted to follow-up with on this panel.  It is Exhibit I.8.2-IGUA-4.  It was a particular sentence in that interrogatory response, having to do with the proposed gas supply transportation charges.  I can see it coming on the screen now.  If you could, scroll down a little bit.  Keep going.  Stop.  It is the first sentence of the second paragraph on page 2:
"The proposed gas supply transportation charges recognize that under the one rate zone approach, all customers in the franchise area benefit from the diversity of the gas supply portfolio and share in the gas supply portfolio costs, including transportation and load balancing costs."

I just wanted to ask some questions so that I understand what was being asserted here.  First of all, when we are talking about the gas supply transportation charges, my understanding is what we are largely talking about is the cost -- I might back up.

All customers need to, on their own and under their own dime, transport their gas to either Dawn or Empress, notwithstanding the PDO, for example; but, at a high level, everybody gets their gas to either Dawn or Empress, and it is either paid for in the gas supply commodity charge for sales service customers or direct purchase customers pay for that as part of their obligation to get the gas to Dawn or to Empress.  Is that right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. BUONAGURO:  Then, the gas supply transportation charges cover a couple of -- the proposed ones, I should say, cover a couple of things.  It says here "transportation load balancing costs."  The transportation costs that we are talking about here are the costs to move the gas either from Dawn or from Empress to wherever the gas is going to be consumed by the end customers, either for sales, service, or for direct purchase customers?

Is that right?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry.  One moment, please.

M. BUONAGURO:  Yes.

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, just to clarify, within the WARP, the transportation costs that are downstream of -- sorry.  Sorry, just a quick correction there.

In the WARP, it is the upstream cost from Empress and Dawn that are included for sales service, yes, sales service customers.  And then, for the gas supply transportation charge, it includes the downstream costs related to both.

M. BUONAGURO:  Well, when you say "both," you mean both moving both sales service customer gas and direct purchase customer gas from either Dawn or Empress to the endpoint for consumption.  Right?  That is what you mean by "both"?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. BUONAGURO:  So either -- yes, okay.  So you are moving gas from Dawn to the Enbridge service territory for Enbridge customers that are on sales service and for direct purchase; you are moving to Union North and Union East, the eastern Enbridge area.  It is moving around the province, where you don't have transmission assets.  Right?

D. DREVENY:  Correct.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  And then it says in this sentence, "all customers in the franchise area benefit from the diversity of the gas supply portfolio."  Now, to just break that down, what is meant by "all customers"?

Do you mean all in-franchise customers?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. BUONAGURO:  And so that includes all your sales service customers, your direct purchase customers?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, that is correct, excluding unbundled customers.

M. BUONAGURO:  Ah, okay, so that was -- you anticipated where I was going there.  You said it doesn't include the unbundled customers.  Does it include the semi-unbundled customers?

D. DREVENY:  One moment, please.  Sorry.  To clarify, for the semi-unbundled customers, the costs are in their storage or delivery demand charges; it is not in the gas transportation charge.

M. BUONAGURO:  But you are saying they are allocated a portion of the gas supply portfolio transportation charges?  That that is recovered through those charges?

D. DREVENY:  Correct.

M. BUONAGURO:  Can you take an undertaking to demonstrate how that it is?  Because I didn't see it that way.  I looked for that type of allocation, but I couldn't find it, and so can you take an undertaking just to explain how it is that semi-unbundled customers are allocated a portion of the gas supply portfolio transportation costs in -- and I can't remember where you said they were, but in their revenue requirement, I guess we will call it.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  JT-1.39.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.39:  TO EXPLAIN HOW IT IS THAT SEMI-UNBUNDLED CUSTOMERS ARE ALLOCATED A PORTION OF THE GAS SUPPLY PORTFOLIO TRANSPORTATION COSTS IN THEIR REVENUE REQUIREMENT

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Now, can you describe what is the benefit that is being referred to here?

Because the claim in the sentence is that "all customers" -- and we have discussed that meaning all the system gas customers, all the direct purchase customers and all the semi-unbundled customers -- are deriving a benefit from the gas supply portfolio and the diversity in it.  Well, what exactly is that benefit?

D. DREVENY:  I think there are some economies that are achieved from having one plan, but, overall, you would have -- you would be using the same assets if you were breaking it down into the service areas, but you may just use them differently.  So there may be some differences with optimization and reduced UDC under one plan.

M. BUONAGURO:  Reductions to -- can you provide some more details?  Because I am not following that.  Presumably, so you have a gas supply portfolio; you are purchasing gas for all your sales system customers in that gas supply portfolio and for both your gas supply -- sorry for both your sales service customers and your -- and for a portion of your direct purchase customers you are obtaining third party transportation costs to move that gas around your various service areas.  What is it -- what savings does that create that is expanded to all the other customers for whom you are not actually moving gas?  What is that benefit?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry one moment.  We are going to confer.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sure.  Forgive me if you see me looking up and to the left, I have you on a screen next to me.

D. DREVENY:  I would say that the gas supply plan is created based on the integrated company.  We are proposing the gas transportation charge be paid by all the customers because it is aligned with our one rate zone proposal.  And with that there is a sharing of costs.  So, in this case, there is sharing of the upstream transportation costs that were not previously paid by Union south customers and then there is sharing of other costs that perhaps were previously paid by other rate zones that are now all shared.  So it is an overall benefit and it has added simplicity that benefits all ratepayers.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sorry, just to clarify, you mentioned that there were upstream costs that weren't being paid for Union south customers but are now.  Do you mean downstream transportation costs?  Because my understanding from what you said earlier the upstream costs are the costs to get it to Dawn which I think is paid for either through the sales through the commodity charger or through direct purchasers paying that amounts themselves?  I think you meant the downstream costs from Dawn or from Empress?


A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, Downstream of Empress and upstream of our franchise area, but from Empress to the franchise area.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  I trust that you understand downstream versus upstream better than I do.

But also in that you said all customers will pay the gas supply transportation charges.  I think you said that in the answer, but I think the gas supply transportation charges doesn't actually apply to all classes.  It applies to most classes; for example I don't think it applies to E20, the proposed E20 class?  There something else there.  Central --


D. DREVENY:  Yes, that's correct.  I guess going back to my previous statement, I say all.  It is not all, so the unbundled are not included in that and then the semi-unbundled are paying through different rates.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  When you say different rates I know that there is a central transportation rate.  Right?  That is similar in nature?  Is that fair?  Or a proposed central transportation rate?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, one moment, please.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sure.

D. DREVENY:  All right.  To clarify, the south transportation rate is to recognize the use of the Dawn parkway system.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay, but that's --


D. DREVENY:  It may be helpful if we could bring up Phase III, Exhibit 7, tab 3, schedule 1, attachment 13.  I think it is page 2 -- sorry, page 3.  I think this may be helpful in understanding how the costs are mapped for the various rate zones to the various different charge types.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So, I know that the orange is the gas transportation charge; right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. BUONAGURO:  Gas supply and transportation I should say.  Okay.  And so, for cost is like E1, E02 and E10.  All the transportation charge we are talking about and all of the sharing in the gas supply portfolio cost, that is all embedded in that orange or those orange costs?

D. DREVENY:  Mm-hmm.

M. BUONAGURO:  For the most part I think?  Okay.  So then if we are looking at the classes that don't have the orange, you are saying it may not be in the orange but it is somewhere else?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So can you point out in the E20 class where those costs are?  For load balancing transportation under E20, zero.  Correct?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, that is correct.

M. BUONAGURO:  And load balancing -- sorry, transportation demand, that is I think specifically related to demand related to E20 loads, wouldn't it be?  Same with transportation commodity?  I mean, I am happy to take an undertaking if you just want to provide an undertaking that explains.

D. DREVENY:  Sure, it may be simpler that way.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  I am trying to understand if it is maybe an undertaking we already have, because you are going to explain how the -- how the E20 class shares in the transportation cost embedded in the gas supply portfolio.  I think that's a different way of asking the same question, isn't it?  I guess, I mean as I look at this now what my impression is is that what is included in the cost allocation for the E20 rate class is costs that are directed allocated to them.  There isn't any -- I don't see anything that is allocated from the gas supply portfolio that doesn't directly apply to them.  So, maybe if you can answer that as part of the question that I already have, the interrogatory I already have.  We can leave it at that.

D. STEVENS:  So, to be clear, Michael.  You are asking us to expand on JT-1.39 to --


M. BUONAGURO:  Right.

D. STEVENS:  -- explain where within Exhibit 7, Tab 3, schedule 1, attachment 13, page 3 where we can see the gas transportation costs that are allocated to rate E20?

M. BUONAGURO:  Yes.  In the spirit of the sharing that is contemplated by the sentence I provided from I8 to U4.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  We can do that.

M. MILLAR:  That is undertaking JT-1.40.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.40:  TO EXPLAIN WHERE WITHIN EXHIBIT 7, TAB 3, SCHEDULE 1, ATTACHMENT 13, PAGE 3 WHERE WE CAN SEE THE GAS TRANSPORTATION COSTS THAT ARE ALLOCATED TO RATE E20.

M. MILLAR:  And, Mr. Buonaguro, just reminding you you are close to your time.

M. BUONAGURO:  Yeah, I am done.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Well, there we go.  Thank you for that.  Mr. Ladanyi, you there?

T. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.  Can you hear me?

M. MILLAR:  I can.  And we have you for 15 minutes.  Please go ahead.
Examination by T. Ladanyi


T. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, my name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant representing Energy Probe.  And I have some clarification questions regarding your responses about your proposal for the weighted average reference price, or WARP.  So please turn to Exhibit I.9.1-STAFF-43.  Can we have that on screen, please?  There it is.  Okay, scroll down a bit.  Now question B, Staff asked you:
"Please explain why the accounting order for the PGVA includes differences in heat content, as it is not explained elsewhere in Enbridge Gas's prefiled evidence."

And then you provide an answer, which is on the next page, the top of the  next page.  There it is, yes, at B.  And you say that WARP is:
"The forecast heat value used to derive WARP is based on the harmonized Enbridge Gas South heat value of 39.08 GJ per 103 m3.  There is a cost variance associated with the difference between the actual heat content used to derive the actual unit of cost of gas and the forecast heat value of 39.08... As such, Enbridge Gas has proposed that the cost variance associated with the variance between actual heat value and the forecast heat value be recorded in the harmonized PGVA."

So when you say "actual heat value", how will the actual heat value be calculated?  Can you tell me that?

R. GOODREAU:  Can we pull up Exhibit I.4.2-LPMA-7?  Sorry, you were asking about the actual heat value?

T. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.  We can pull up LPMA-7.  Actually, I was going to get to LPMA-7 in a few minutes.  But can I break it down for you in more simpler questions?  Does Enbridge measure the actual heat value of gas at each receipt point?

R. GOODREAU:  Yes.

T. LADANYI:  It is like yes or no.

R. GOODREAU:  Yes.

T. LADANYI:  Okay.  And how often is it measured?

R. GOODREAU:  According to the measurements that come through those receipt points, I believe -- I am not an expert in that area, but I believe those are --


T. LADANYI:  Well, maybe I can break it down for you:  Is it continuous or is it, like, measured once a week or once a day?  Or do you know anything about that?

R. GOODREAU:  I know I am limited in my knowledge, but I believe it is a continuous measurement.

T. LADANYI:  And is the heat value the same in each receipt point?

R. GOODREAU:  No.  It would be distinct at each receipt point.

T. LADANYI:  And so the volume of gas is different in each receipt point, is it not?

R. GOODREAU:  Yes.

T. LADANYI:  So how would the weighted average of actual heat values be calculated?

R. GOODREAU:  It would be a calculation of taking the accumulation of all those values and aggregated on a monthly basis.

T. LADANYI:  So a receipt point with greater volumes would have a greater impact on this, let's say, average heat value, would it not?

R. GOODREAU:  Yes, from the respect of it being a weighted average.  Yes.

T. LADANYI:  Okay.  Now could you turn to your response -- and this is from a different case.  It is from EB-2023-0092, Exhibit I-EP-7.  I sent it in my note last week, so you probably have looked it up.  Yes, there it is.  Thank you.

And in that question, I asked:
"Does Enbridge have equipment at each receipt point that measured heat values?  If answer is yes, please file a table of heat values by receipt point by month for 2022."

And you filed that.  And can you scroll down to that?  You will see the table.  Keep scrolling down.  Yeah, and there is the table.  Thank you.

And when I see that table, something interesting is seen there, is that when you look at the central delivery area, which is the ECDA column, you will see that the heat values are higher.  There are actually four months with a heat value that is greater than your 39.08, and there are eight months where it is lower.  And then when you look at the eastern delivery area, EDA, which is the column to the right, you will see that not a single one is actually higher or even close to 39.08.

Can you tell me why?  Has something changed since 2022, so that these heat values are lower than what your forecast number is?

R. GOODREAU:  I am not sure I am in a position to be able to explain that or respond.

T. LADANYI:  Can we have an undertaking for that, please?

D. STEVENS:  Thanks, Tom, it is David Stevens speaking.  You are asking whether there are reasons why the heat value on average is lower in 2024 versus 2022?

T. LADANYI:  It is actually higher.

D. STEVENS:  I am sorry, higher?

T. LADANYI:  Higher.  And I would say, looking at this table, there are two things that -- conclusions that one can draw.  One is that obviously -- it is obvious that in the central delivery area, heat values are higher, which is not surprising because gas is coming from Dawn, and a lot of it is from the U.S., which contains higher hydrocarbons for propane, butane and ethane.  And gas that comes from TransCanada from up north, these are removed at the Alberta-Saskatchewan border.  So I am not surprised the numbers are as they are.

But what I am surprised about is how much has changed, so I would believe what is happening is that Enbridge is getting more gas from Dawn in 2024 than it was getting in 2022.  And maybe that will be your answer.  I don't know what your answer will be.

D. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking to advise as to our information about why average heat values appear to be higher in 2024 versus 2022.

M. MILLAR:  That will be JT-1.41.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.41:  TO ADVISE AS TO ITS INFORMATION ABOUT WHY AVERAGE HEAT VALUES APPEAR TO BE HIGHER IN 2024 VERSUS 2022

M. BUONAGURO:  So the volume of gas is different at each receipt point, and I think I touched this, just before.  But can you just explain to me, how does the calculation of monthly heat value take that into account?  And how do you calculate the annual heat value, AHV, from the monthly heat value data? Like, is it prorated, or is just a simple arithmetic?  I don't need to see the formulae; it is just a conceptual question.

R. GOODREAU:  Conceptually, sorry, you are asking about the annual heat value that would take the annual receipts and deliveries on an aggregated basis?

T. LADANYI:  Yes.  Well, it seems to be done using the monthly heat values, MHV, which are also mentioned in the text.  But I don't want to have to take you there.  So there is some relationship between MHV and AHV.

R. GOODREAU:  I think in the response that you had -- that we had brought up, do we still have that up?  In part C, it gives the calculation of the AHV.

T. LADANYI:  I mean, I think we are going to get to the AHV in a second.  So can you just turn to, please, Exhibit I.4.2-CCC-3?  Yes, okay.

When I see the answer to I, CCC asked whether the proposal is to continue to use the harmonized Enbridge Gas South heat value going forward.  And your answer was:  Confirmed.  And you were saying that you propose to use the harmonized heat value.

So you are not actually using a weighted average heat value, are you?  You are just taking the Enbridge South heat value.  And I am really puzzled by this.  Why are you doing this?

Why aren't you using a harmonized heat value for the entire system since we already know from the other response that it is actually quite a bit lower in eastern delivery area?

R. GOODREAU:  The reason why we are using the 39.08 Enbridge Gas south heat value is that it aligns with the same heat value that underpins the gas supply plan and the other system planning functions and processes.  So, from a forecast and planning perspective, that provides alignment across those processes.

T. LADANYI:  So it is consistency.  It is not actually a particular logic; it is just to make it consistent with what was used in gas supply?

A. MIKHAILA:  May we confer?

T. LADANYI:  Okay, so, at the end, in part II there or toward 2, is there -- it is directing CCC to look at LPMA-7, which is Exhibit I.9.1-LPMA-7.  I won't take you through that one.  I'll let -- because I see LPMA is coming after me, so I don't want to steal some of their thunder if there is any.

First, in answer to part A, you say that heat value will not be updated until the next rebasing application.  So that heat value is going be locked in for 5 years or maybe 4 years now.  Isn't that going to create potentially large variances?

And we already know, for example, that heat value doesn't actually correspond what is in the eastern delivery area, most likely, and what is going to happen over the next 5 years is that supply situation in Eastern Canada, which is us, is going to be quite different.  It is quite possible that greater volumes will come from Alberta and lower volumes will come from U.S.  We really don't know.  There are the impacts of free trade and everything else, or the tariffs, rather, and free trade.  So you are confirming you are not concerned that this is going to create large variances, are you?

R. GOODREAU:  The 39.08 that is being referred to is used for a forecast basis.  In LPMA-7, in part B of the response, there is a paragraph noting that, on a monthly basis, the system sales throughput is initially recorded based on the annual heat value, but in the following month, when the actual heat values are available, the cost impact of that difference is recorded in the PGVA.  So, to the extent that there are differences in the actual heat value of supply that is being [audio dropout] that is reflected accordingly when we record the costs.

T. LADANYI:  And PGVA will be cleared each quarter or annually?

R. GOODREAU:  PGVA balances are cleared through the quarterly, the QRAM process.

T. LADANYI:  Now, I see there, the last paragraph of the page, it says:
"For direct purchase customers, an average monthly heat value is used for billing purposes to calculate and track direct purchase of balancing and storage activity.  For customers taking BP services, Enbridge Gas calculates a unique heat value for each delivery area, which ensures that the heat value used for billing purchases is reflective of the actual heat value measured at customer delivery locations."

So this is -- why is this only done for direct purchase customers?

Why system gas customers can't benefit from this?

You have the data, but you are only using it for direct purchase.  Can you explain that to me?

R. GOODREAU:  I am not sure that I would characterize it that way.  I would say in both situations, both for system sales as well as the DP customers, there are processes in place to do a true-up to actual heat values.

T. LADANYI:  But the billing for direct purchasers used more accurate up-to-date information, and, for the system gas customers, it is not.  That is what I -- that is how I understand this paragraph, but you can correct me.

R. GOODREAU:  Can we confer for a moment?  I would say that there are mechanisms in place for both the sales service customers and the DP customers to ensure that what they are billed for reflects the actual heat value -- sorry, the conversion of their consumption is converted based on actual heat values.

To be clear, both are billed in volume, volumetrically, and those volumes are then converted for purposes of, you know, relieving inventory and the adjustments through the PGVA.

T. LADANYI:  Well, are those volumes treated differently for UFG purposes?

You have unaccounted-for-gas variance account, so what is the heat values for that?

Is it the same one, or are you using different ones or different by zones.

R. GOODREAU:  It is a consistent process for purposes of UFG.  Similar to the monthly true-up that I referred to for the PGVA, there is a similar process to reflect adjustments to the UFG costs, as well.

T. LADANYI:  So it is also done at the same time the PGVA is done, using same numbers.  Is that right?

R. GOODREAU:  I think that would be fair to say, yes.

T. LADANYI:  Thank you, panel.  These are all my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  Let's move on to Mr. Rubenstein.  I have got you down for 5 minutes.
Examination by M. Rubenstein


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Could I just follow up on some the questions from Mr. Ladanyi?

If the OEB had directed Enbridge to calculate what would be essentially a weighted average heat value, what would that amount be?

R. GOODREAU:  Sorry.  For the purposes of underpinning the WARP calculation?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

R. GOODREAU:  I don't have that calculated.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that something you could undertake to do?

R. GOODREAU:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  So you are interested, Mark, in a weighted average heat value that would have existed for 2024?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, imagine the Board just -- what the methodology would be; what would it look like.  I don't know if you can go back multiple years to sort of calculate it.  I will leave that to you.  As I understand from the discussions, there is a fixed value, a 39.08 I believe it was, which -- obviously, there is a true-up.  But if ultimately the Board wanted a weighted average calculation, much like you are proposing to do with the broader WARP, what would that look like and how should -- how would you propose it be done?

R. GOODREAU:  Can you clarify?  Are you asking for an actual, what the actual weighted average is?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, you could provide it as an example if we are using a historic number.  I am just trying to understand.  I understand there is a true-up, but if ultimately, much like the WARP, the intent is to have the best estimate in the reference price, if you were doing that for the heat value calculation, how would you propose that it be done and what would that be?  At least let's say if you were doing it, implementing it, right away.

R. GOODREAU:  I guess I would note that at the time that -- so the heat value calculation was part of Phase I, and, at that time, it was based on the best available, the most current data available at that time.  And, as I noted, we are keeping that heat value consistent through the IR term which underpins the WARP calculation to ensure that there is that alignment between the gas supply plan and the WARP that is connected to it, again recognizing that there are true-ups to actual heat value.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I understand there is a different context.  I will ask you to undertake, to undertake the, to undertake to do the undertaking on the term what value -- or I shouldn't say "what value" -- ultimately what to make of the response and your proposal.

D. STEVENS:  Enbridge Gas can provide an undertaking to advise as to what would be the weighted average heat value for 2024 and advise how that would be calculated.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  That is fine.

M. MILLAR:  That's JT-1.42.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.42:  TO ADVISE AS TO WHAT WOULD BE THE WEIGHTED AVERAGE HEAT VALUE FOR 2024 AND ADVISE HOW THAT WOULD BE CALCULATED.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, with respect to the WARP generally, as I understand, one of the rationale for it is that one of the current problems with, for example, the Dawn reference price is that it under-recovers as it has historically been lower, for example, than the actual upstream, cost; correct?  There is simply always true-up that is in one direction.

R. GOODREAU:  That is correct.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And what that means is that, at least historically, Enbridge has been paying the cost to suppliers before their bringing in sufficient revenue to customers to pay for that?

A. MIKHAILA:  Can we confer for a minute?  The calculation of the rider C for the PGVA includes a forecast of that cost difference so it is included in the rider C rate in advance of the purchases being made.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  But since you under-recovering because it is underestimating, right?  You are always --


A. MIKHAILA:  We are not --


M. RUBENSTEIN:  -- a few months behind, let's say.

A. MIKHAILA:  We are not under-recovering.  It is recovered through the gas supply commodity rate and the gas supply rider C together.  So the gas supply commodity rate doesn't reflect the true cost but combined the two things do reflect the true cost, forecast cost.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So, then what is the issue then?  Going back to the beginning of my question, it doesn't some seem to actually be an issue, at least in regard to the difference between the reference price and the not reflecting actual cost; practically speaking it doesn't really matter?

K. HOLMES:  Yes, overall we are still recovering the total actual cost.  The proposal to use the WARP just better aligns the amount of costs that is included within the base gas supply commodity rate and would reduce the amount of costs that is included within the price adjustments through rider C.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I just want to back up.  I understand that ultimately you recover because of the PGVA, but it is a question of timing.  The current issue is the timing of the recovery.

K. HOLMES:  It is not a timing issue, as Ms. Mikhaila described.  Like the rider C includes the forecast so it is included.  It is a matter of what line item on customer's bills is it coming through.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Mr. Aiken, are you there?

R. AIKEN:  I am.  I don't have any further questions, so I can allocate my 5 minutes to Mr. Quinn's overage this morning.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Aiken.  We will move on now to Staff.  We actually have two Staff interrogators.  Mr. Viraney, who you know, and I am joined also by, for the court reporter's benefit, Ms. Fiona O'Connell, O apostrophe C-O-N-N-E-L-L.  But we will start with Mr. Viraney.  We are down for 20 minutes, although some of Ms. O'Connell's questions were probably -- she had them allocated to panel 4, so we may be moving this to this one if this panel can't deal with it.

D. STEVENS:  Excuse me, sorry.  Just one moment.  I am not sure I am hearing you through the microphone.
Examination by K. Viraney


K. VIRANEY:  Is it working now?  Perfect.  Good afternoon, panel.  I have just line of questioning on the PDO.  This is my understanding that was on Union's PDO that was in 2014 Union's large volume direct purchase customers in the south requested relief to deliver gas at Dawn in place of Parkway, and through the settlement framework Enbridge agreed to move the obligation to Dawn.  And for those customers that still continued to deliver at Parkway they received an incentive which was the cost of transportation from Dawn to Parkway and that cost was recovered from all in-franchise customers to represent the avoided cost of new bill from Dawn to Parkway.

A. MIKHAILA:  I think that's a fair description.

K. VIRANEY:  And now you are proposing to expand this approach to EGD customers?

D. DREVENY:  Being proposed to being extended to direct purchase customers that deliver at the Enbridge --


K. VIRANEY:  See, in the case of the Union PDO framework I believe that large volume customers requested this relief.  Have EGD direct purchase large volume customers requested this relief or is Enbridge just providing it to them?

D. DREVENY:  That is correct.  It was not requested, it is being proposed as a means to harmonize and recognize that deliveries at both points provide a system benefit to customers.

K. VIRANEY:  So how would it work?  You would have EGD customers, that is I am assuming those these are customers in GTA or the Horseshoe area, that would now be allowed to deliver at Dawn.  And what kind of incentive would they receive?  It would be the same Dawn-to-Parkway transportation costs?

D. DREVENY:  Through this we are not proposing customers are changing their delivery points.

K. VIRANEY:  So what is this proposal then?  Are they going to still deliver at Parkway or the Enbridge CDA?

D. DREVENY:  So, in this case they would continue to deliver at the Enbridge CDA.  We are not proposing that they are moving those deliveries to Parkway.

K. VIRANEY:  So then why offer this approach?  Because the large volume customers are not -- do not have an alternative but at the same time are now just receiving a benefit for something that they did anyways?

D. DREVENY:  So, in this case, we are proposing that they will also be paying the gas transportation charge and then to recognize the benefit of deliveries at the Enbridge CDA they will also be getting the PDCI credit.  Previously they were not paying the gas transportation charge.

K. VIRANEY:  So this gas transportation charge is the transportation charge from Dawn-to-Parkway?

D. DREVENY:  No, it is not specific to that.  It is the harmonized gas transportation charge.  So DP customers will either pay the gas transportation charge or the gas transportation western charge.

K. VIRANEY:  And that is between which two points now?  If you are talking about a transportation charge?

D. DREVENY:  So the gas transportation charge is the same if you are delivering at the I guess the Enbridge CDA, Dawn and Parkway.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay, okay.  Moving on to the harmonized reference price.  If the OEB proves more than one rate zone, would Enbridge Gas have different reference prices for each rate zone?

R. GOODREAU:  Yes.

K. VIRANEY:  And how would you calculate that?

R. GOODREAU:  There would be an allocation between the -- from the gas supply plan to determine the costs that pertain to each specific rate zone to do that calculation.  We have provided a response that would illustrate that scenario, if you could pull up Exhibit 9.1-FRPO-111.

So in attachment 3 -- so attachment 1 shows the existing WARP calculation under a one rate-zone scenario, and attachments 3 and 5 would show the two rate-zone scenario for -- that would correspond to the south rate zone and the north rate zone.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay, that is it.  Thank you.
Examination by F. O'Connell


F. O'CONNELL:  Hello, hello.  Can you please turn to Exhibit I.9.1-STAFF-38, please.  Okay.  If you could go, scroll down, down to attachment 2?  Scroll down.  Great, thank you.  So page up, one page.

So this is Enbridge Gas's rate zone preferred alternative, where there are two rate zones, and the PGVA is divided up between each rate zone, and the third-party transportation variance account is broken down into each rate zone.

Can Enbridge Gas undertake to provide accounting orders for each of these four accounts?

D. STEVENS:  Is there detail, Fiona, that is missing here that would be important to have in a draft accounting order for something that is not Enbridge's proposal?

F. O'CONNELL:  I just thought it would be good to have it on the record, so that whatever way the direction goes in this proceeding, it is there and for parties to refer to.

D. STEVENS:  I mean, typically, I think what happens is that it files an accounting order with a rate order afterwards, and we would do that if something else was proposed.  I am just worried, as we are up to, I think, No. 42 or 43 of our undertakings, that it could be a bunch of work that may well not be necessary.

I mean, if there are things that are missing from this attachment, by all means; we are willing to fill in the gaps.  I just don't understand -- I don't know what those gaps would be.

F. O'CONNELL:  Yeah.  No, I was just trying to get ahead of the game, and to get stuff on the record, depending how the proceeding unfolds.

D. STEVENS:  We can certainly provide it should the --


F. O'CONNELL:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  -- settlement or decision be multiple rate zones, that the draft rate order is provided for comment before they are approved.

F. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  Thank you.

And then I accept -- if you can scroll up one page?  Scroll up one page, one page, okay, to attachment 1.


So I accept that the Enbridge PGVA has now been broken down into -- go to attachment 1, please? -- that the PGVA has now been broken down into five different accounts.  But I am just -- if you refer to the exhibit that Lillian Ing sent to parties, if you could call that up?  She sent it today at 12:35 p.m.

D. STEVENS:  Is this the Phase I rate order, or is it the Toronto Hydro document?

F. O'CONNELL:  This is at Phase I; that is right there.  So if you could go to page 152, please, 152 of 207?  Okay.

So that was the purchase gas variance account approved for the Enbridge rate zone.  And I note that this is a lot more detailed than the accounting order for the PGVA that you have put on the record for Phase III.  Specifically, there is a lot of detail regarding methodology, and a lot more detail regarding transportation costs.  And then I accept that, you know, this has been broken down into the five accounts in the Phase III accounting orders.

Can you just explain why this level of detail has not been transferred to the Phase III accounting orders, and whether the Phase III accounting orders need to be updated?  Because if you scroll down, please, we see that there is methodology, a lot about transportation -- keep going down, keep going down -- and then all these journal entries that are missing from the Phase III accounting order.

R. GOODREAU:  I think I would say in the accounting orders that have been drafted and proposed so far, the level of detail that was maybe previously included in the PGVA accounting order, the methodologies were more explained in evidence, not in the accounting order itself.  So...

F. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  So Enbridge's position is that the Phase III accounting orders do not need to be updated?

R. GOODREAU:  Correct.

F. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, very much.

D. QUINN:  Mr. Millar?

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn?

D. QUINN:  Just a small indulgence: Mr. Viraney was asking a question that may allow me to get to a question to this witness panel, as opposed to the next one.

If I may, Ms. Goodreau, you talked about FRPO-111.  Given the gas supply impacts, are these the same impacts that are used for the purposes of developing the in-franchise revenue impacts by rate zone that has been in table 5 of Exhibit 7, tab O, schedule 1, page 32?

I am saying that for the record; I think you know the table I am referring to that separates the delivery revenue impact and the gas cost revenue impact across various regional territories.

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, if we can confer for a moment?

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Or you can say -- if, Ms. Dreveny, if you are going to answer this question, I can wait for the next panel.  I was concerned I was going to Ms. Goodreau, who is not on the next panel.

D. DREVENY:  One moment, please.

D. QUINN:  Mr. Millar, I thought that might cut out a good chunk of my time on panel 2 -- or panel 3, excuse me.

D. DREVENY:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn:  Confirming they should be the same.

D. QUINN:  Okay, okay.  That is great.  Thank you, very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, very much.  Unless there is anything further, that concludes panel 2.  So thank you to the panel.  Again, we are not going to stop just yet, for a break.  Or are we?  No, we are not.

D. QUINN:  Is Mr. Lewis on the line?

M. MILLAR:  Mr. Lewis, are you there?  I had not seen him earlier.

S. LEWIS:  Yes, I am.  I am present.

D. QUINN:  Mr. Stevens, I understood, had told us that he was concerned that Mr. Lewis have opportunity to address panel 2, and not panel 4.  Do I have that correct, Mr. Stevens?

D. STEVENS:  That is right.  Thanks, Dwayne.  I don't know, Scott, of course, what your questions are, and I am not dictating at all what your questions are.  But to the extent that there are specific questions around E80 and user services, and they dovetail with things that relate to gas supply and system impacts, this panel is probably better able to answer those questions, versus panel 4.

S. LEWIS:  Thank you.  I appreciate being redirected to the most appropriate panel.  So I am happy to speak to this panel.

D. STEVENS:  Terrific.  I mean, these folks are happy to answer your questions, and then have less time for panel 4.
Examination by S. Lewis


S. LEWIS:  Okay.  Good afternoon, everyone.  Scott Lewis here, with Ontario Petroleum Institute.

I might just jump right in:  The first question I have is with reference to Enbridge's response to OPI IR 5, number 5, I believe it is Exhibit I8.2-OPI-5.  In the question, Enbridge states that:
"The gas exchange agreement in the question serves a unique purpose relative to traditional local production in that it facilitates firm obligated daily deliver of gas, unlike M13 and GPA."

When asked what the difference was:
"Prior to 2021, the exchange agreement did not require firm or obligated daily deliveries."

Could EGI describe how the exchange agreement prior to 2021 would differ from an M13-type agreement and EGI's rationale as to why this form of contract was suitable at the time?

A. MIKHAILA:  When we were considering harmonization, we recognized that in current day that gas exchange agreement does provide us firm obligated deliveries which do provide a system benefit.  So what happened prior to 2021, if they were not obligated, we may have made a different decision regarding continuing with that exchange agreement upon harmonization.  But currently they do provide that firm obligated delivery, and so that is why we chose to do that, for harmonization purposes.

S. LEWIS:  Can you speak to why it might have been a suitable arrangement prior to the firm obligation as opposed to an M13?

A. MIKHAILA:  I will say that Union and EGD had different approaches to local production.  This was one of the -- my understanding is this was the only arrangement at the time.  EGD did not have a service available for production, and they facilitated the connection to their system through this service.  Union had a transportation service to Dawn, and that is how local production was handled separately in the two different companies, and now we are proposing a harmonized approach across all rate zones.

S. LEWIS:  Thank you.  With respect to the exchange agreement from 2021 and beyond, can EGI confirm that there is a fee paid under the exchange agreement for incremental or unfirm deliveries?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I can confirm that.

S. LEWIS:  Are you able to describe what the rationale behind that fee paid to the producer is?

A. MIKHAILA:  Again, this is just a historical agreement under the EGD rate zone, which we have proposed to continue with on harmonization.

S. LEWIS:  Okay, so you will be continuing with the exchange agreement post-harmonization, but the plan is not to have any new exchange-type agreements entered into?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes, with the caveat that recognizing that this does provide that system benefit and, if the system had a need, that this was possibly a lowest cost option available, we might consider that contractual arrangement for purposes of gas supply but not for purposes of a service provided to a producer.

S. LEWIS:  Okay.  Can you explain why an exchange-type agreement without the firm delivery is not reasonable as an alternative to an EAE-type agreement?

A. MIKHAILA:  Again, as part of harmonization, we reviewed the existing services and the service the customers are provided under the current M13 is a transportation service, and the customer, the producer in this case, pays for that service that they are being provided, and that is what we proposed continue as the harmonized service.

S. LEWIS:  My next question is just with reference to Exhibit I.8.2-OPI-1B.  It is just with reference to calculating compressor fuel and unaccounted-for gas.  Could EGI calculate a compressor fuel cost and a UFG unit cost on the Dawn Parkway system and apply it to volumes that local producers supply in order to calculate the avoided costs associated with compressor fuel and UFG?

A. MIKHAILA:  No, we can't do that, because we don't have an understanding of the potential reduction in those volumes that would occur from those production, from the local production.  And, as we commented in that response, that it would -- we recognize that there could be a slight or small reduction, but we have no quantification of what that reduction would be.  But we do expect that it would be immaterial and not something that we can calculate to provide what the benefit would be.  And calculating an average unit rate wouldn't be the appropriate calculation because that would just be a per-unit rate, which is not recognizing the potential reduction in any of those costs.

S. LEWIS:  Can EGI describe why they believe balancing local producers' relatively small volumes which are counterflow would cost more than the avoided compressor fuel costs and UFG that is avoided by local producers, that is mentioned in B, I believe, your response to B?

A. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  So balancing is an item that is necessary because of the uncertainty in production volumes every day.  So there is not an obligation.  We don't have [audio dropout] of the production on a day, so we manage that variability as part of our whole system, and there is that balancing cost that is managed by the utility.  And so that is what we are saying, is that is not a cost that is necessarily an additional calculation that is cost calculated for local producers.  But it could potentially, you know, be offsetting to any potential benefit that is obtained from UFG or compressor fuel benefits from local production.

S. LEWIS:  My next question is with reference to Exhibit I.8.2-OPI-8, on page 1.  The question is:  Are you able to, are we able to understand how many -- you know.  Maybe within the past 10 years, could EGI tell us how many local producer stations have been painted, have been active and/or how many have been painted, to get some idea as to the frequency of a producer station might be painted?

K. HOLMES:  Kurtis Holmes.  We don't have that information available in front of us today.

S. LEWIS:  Could we receive that information as an undertaking?

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Scott.  Enbridge can advise or can provide whatever information it has available as to the frequency or number of instances of producer stations being painted, having been painted over the last -- is 5 years sufficient?

S. LEWIS:  Five years would be -- yes.  We are just looking for an estimate on the frequency.

D. STEVENS:  I can't promise what information exists, but we will provide whatever we have to answer the undertaking I just offered.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-1.43.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.43:  TO PROVIDE WHATEVER INFORMATION IT HAS AVAILABLE AS TO THE FREQUENCY OR NUMBER OF INSTANCES OF PRODUCER STATIONS BEING PAINTED 5 YEARS, AS WELL AS THE TOTAL POPULATION OF PRODUCER STATIONS

S. LEWIS:  And that would include the number of active producer stations, as well, eh?  Would it?

D. STEVENS:  So, in addition to advising about the number of producer stations that have been painted in the last five years, you would also like to know the total population of producer stations?

S. LEWIS:  Yes, please.

D. STEVENS:  We can include that within the answer.

S. LEWIS:  My next question, the reference is Exhibit I.8.2-OPI-4, page 2 of 2, and it is with respect to B.  In the response EGI indicates that it does not agree with the premise of the question as local producers receive a reduction in transmission commodity charge in the proposed rate design to recognize that the transportation service is counter flow.  EGI also indicates that the proposed E80 rate includes a transmission commodity charge that is based on 50 percent of the commoditized Dawn-to-Parkway demand charges, excluding Parkway station which is meant to represent the midway point of the Dawn-to-Parkway system to recognize that producer services are located at various locations along the system and that gasses injected into the system would not travel the full distance.  Can EGI explain how this is a discount for counter flow as stated in their response?

K. HOLMES:  Mr. Holmes.  I think the intent of the response, as noted in your question, we were attempting to draw comparisons between the rate reduction that was noted for the St. Clair, Blue Water and Ojibway pass.  And the intent of our response is to highlight that although the treatment is somewhat different in nature the rate that is charged for local producers does represent a reduced cost compared to other ex-franchise services.  As noted in the response most ex-franchise services are under a take and pay system and pay demand charges, whereas the local production system uses a transportation commodity charge where producers only pay to the extent they use the service and as noted in the response there is also additional reductions related to the 50 percent and other items noted.  But the key point being there it is a reduced rate relative to other ex-franchise services.

S. LEWIS:  But the reduced rate isn't reflecting counter flow, just that there is a mid-point or just that producer stations are at various locations downstream of the Dawn Parkway; is that correct?

K. HOLMES:  One moment, please.  Similar to ex-franchise services the intent of the rate is not necessarily derived through allocated costs.  It is designed to provide a contribution.  When we were looking at the design of this service specifically, the existing rate design resulted in significant bill impacts, so we have proposed the reduction as outlined in this response.  So though -- although it might not be directly attributable to counter flow specifically, the intent is that we have provided rates that are providing a reduction relative to other similar services within the ex-franchise service classes.

S. LEWIS:  Okay, thank you.  My follow-up few questions are with respect to -- reference to Exhibit I.8.2-OPI-6.  I was just wondering if you are able to describe in more detail how -- sorry, if you are able to describe in more detail the differences and similarities between GPA local producer stations and distribution customer stations?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry.  One moment, please.  Apologies, that would be more about a station engineering question and we are not in a position to comment on that.

S. LEWIS:  Are you able to provide an undertaking to comment on it?

D. STEVENS:  Can you just expand please, Scott, on what sort of differences are you interested in?  Like, what are examples of things that you -- you are not here in order to understand what information we would be seeking?

S. LEWIS:  I am looking for differences and similarities with respect to their cost of running the stations, including specifically the overhead allocation for the engineering percentage of 42 percent.  If they are just trying to confirm that they are similar in terms of costs and overhead that should be allocated to the producer station and the supply stations?

D. STEVENS:  So, and just to play it back, you are interested in the differences and similarities between the operating cost for distribution stations and producer stations?

S. LEWIS:  Yes, just because they appear to be being used as an analogue to allocate indirect costs towards producer stations in the proposed rates.

D. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking to see what information we have and provide any relevant information we may have in response to that question.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-1.44.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.44:  TO CHECK FOR AND PROVIDE ANY RELEVANT INFORMATION ON THE DIFFERENCES AND SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE OPERATING COST FOR DISTRIBUTION STATIONS AND PRODUCER STATIONS

S. LEWIS:  That concludes my questions.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you very, Mr. Lewis.  We are going to switch -- you know, I think we are close enough to break time it might make sense just to take our afternoon break now.  And we are going to switch to panel 3 unless there is anything more for panel 2.

Oh, yes.  Just one quick housekeeping matter.  Ms. O'Connell reminds me that she referred to a document and asked a question about it which we did not mark, this was the interim rate order in EB-2022-0200 and I just propose to mark that as Exhibit KT 1.6.
EXHIBIT KT-1.6:  INTERIM RATE ORDER IN EB-2022-0200.

M. MILLAR:  And with that, thank you, panel.  And we will return --


D. STEVENS:  Might we take a slightly longer break just to set up the next folks?

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's do -- is 3:10 enough time?

D. STEVENS:  Yes.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  3:10.  And Mr. Richler will be replacing me at that time.  Thanks everyone.
--- Recess taken at 2:48 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:10 p.m.

I. RICHLER:  Let's resume.  Just for the record, my name is Ian Richler, R-I-C-H-L-E-R.  I am counsel with OEB Staff, and I will be providing some late-inning relief for Mr. Millar today.

Mr. Stevens, would you like to introduce your next witness panel, please.


D. STEVENS:  Thanks, very much, Ian.  So this is panel 3.  Panel 3 is here to speak about general service rates and the SFVD proposal.

The members of the witness panel, starting on the front row, on the left, we have Bruce Chapman and Tom Bozzo from Christensen Associates.

Next, we have Anton Kacicnik, manager, regulatory applications, and Richard Wathy, technical manager, regulatory applications.

In the second row, starting on the left, Ben McIntyre, specialist, rate design, Danielle Dreveny, manager, rate design, and Gilmer Bashualdo-Hilario, manager, demand forecasting and analysis.
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I. RICHLER:  Thank you.  First on our list is Energy Probe.
Examination by T. Ladanyi


T. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi, I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.  Please turn to your response to Exhibit I8.2-EP-6.  Thank you.

In that interrogatory, I asked:
"Over the last decade, many Enbridge residential customers have started using tankless water heaters.  Would the SFVD rate design make tankless water heaters less attractive?"

And the answer was provided by Christensen Associates.  And they said:
"Assuming for the purposes of the response that installing a tankless water heater would reduce gas consumption and design-day demand, the SFVD rate design would have two effects compared to the current rate design.  The customer would see a smaller benefit from the reduction in consumption under SFVD than under the current rate design because of the elimination of the volumetric delivery charges.  The consumption effect will be offset in part by a reduction in the customer's demand charge resulting from the reduced design-day demand."

So actually, I don't actually completely understand that answer.  So I am going to ask clarification for a few things, perhaps you can explain them to me.

First, I understood that the purpose of installing a tankless water heater from the customer's perspective was to reduce consumption.

What other purpose would the customer have?

A. KACICNIK:  Anton Kacicnik for Enbridge:  I will go first, and then Christensen can perhaps supplement.

Tom, I think there could be several reasons for a customer to choose a tankless water heater.  One would be space limitations in their house; maybe they don't have enough space for the tank.  Another reason could be their desire to reduce their volumetric consumption and emissions, and there could be other reasons as well which don't come to mind at the moment.

T. LADANYI:  All right.  So, in the answer they have provided by Christensen, you said that the SFVD, the customers would see a smaller benefit because of the elimination of the volumetric delivery charge.

Could you explain that more?  I mean, they would still be the same volume that is being used, but they would pay less because of the -- I don't understand.  Can you explain that, please?

A. KACICNIK:  I will go first again, and then Christensen can supplement.

There are two components to this, Tom.  The customer would save on commodity in both cases under existing rates and under proposed rate-fixed variable demand rates, because anything that is volumetric would still be recovered through volumetric charges, and commodity cost is volumetric.  So they would save on that.

Now, if you compare fixed-cost recovery through SFVD versus existing rates, existing rates recover some of the distribution cost through delivery -- volumetric charges.  And a customer with tankless water heater would see a reduction in their volume and a reduction in their volumetric charges, as well.

With respect to SFVD, because we are recovering fixed-rate distribution costs with fixed charges, the impact of tankless water heater would be seen through design-day demand or capacity charge, if you will.

T. LADANYI:  So again, in the Christensen response, in the next sentence, it says:
"The consumption effect will be offset in part by reduction in the customer’s demand charge resulting from the reduced design-day demand."

Could you explain why there will be a reduction in customer's demand charge, when the current rate structure does not have a demand charge?

T. BOZZO:  This is Tom Bozzo from Christensen Associates.  We interpreted the question as asking about the impact of the SFVD rate design on the financial appeal of tankless water heaters.

So while it is true that the current rate design does not have a demand charge, we were answering the question of what the proposed rate design would -- what effect the proposed rate design would have.  And again, there would be a demand-charge effect under the proposal.

T. LADANYI:  So if I can ask you for an undertaking, which is going to be similar to what you provided to Environmental Defence in ED-12, and it is -- actually I am going to ask for:  Provide an estimate of the average monthly bill over an Enbridge Gas customer that only has a tankless water heater under the existing rates.  And let's say for the -- in the EGD rate zone, and other SFVD.  So we can see what the actual impact the customer will see.

Could you do that?  Because you provided that already, for the hybrid heating systems, to Environmental Defence.

D. STEVENS:  To be clear, Tom, it is David Stevens speaking.  We are taking a fictional customer whose only load is a water heater?

T. LADANYI:  Yes, absolutely.  This is a fictional, this is a -- and just to remove everything else:  no stove, you know, no barbecue.  Otherwise, it is actually going be very clouded with that, so it is going to be no noise.  Let's just look at the water heater only.  I know, these people don't exist.  But --


D. STEVENS:  And, to be clear, this is a customer who has already moved to that appliance?

T. LADANYI:  Yes.  It is a customer who will be -- a customer who has either bought that has a tankless water heater or he has installed a tankless heater, a water heater, as a retrofit.

D. STEVENS:  I assume it is possible to do that calculation.  The witnesses are nodding.

T. BOZZO:  We are nodding with the proviso that we would have to make and state an assumption for what the consumption of the tankless water heater was.

D. STEVENS:  Sure.

T. LADANYI:  Definitely.  Please go ahead.  You know, if you want to also refer to a water heater with a tank, go ahead.  This is fine, too.

D. STEVENS:  We can provide that undertaking.

I. RICHLER:  Okay.  And let's just note that as JT-1.45.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.45:  TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF THE AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL FOR AN ENBRIDGE GAS CUSTOMER WITH ONLY A TANKLESS WATER HEATER UNDER THE EXISTING RATES, IN THE EGD RATE ZONE AND OTHER SFVD, WHILE ALSO REFERRING TO A WATER HEATER WITH TANK

T. LADANYI:  Now, I have spoken to some customers who have tankless water heaters; I do not have a tankless water heater.  I have an old tank, a water heater with a tank in the basement.  Maybe one day, I will have a tankless water heater.  But anyway, it is not about me, but it is about customers who have actually installed, as a retrofit, tankless water heaters.  And they are somewhat worried that their savings will not be as great as they expected; you can see their concern.

And do you have any idea how many customers of Enbridge have tankless water heaters?

A. KACICNIK:  Tom, this panel does not have the information on that.  We could gather some information through tankless water heaters that are incented through our demand-side management programs; we had some numbers, from there.  But I don't --


T. LADANYI:  Yeah.  Anton, I think that you probably could get this information from your DSM department; I am sure they have this data.

Can you try it, on a best-efforts basis?

D. STEVENS:  Enbridge can provide an undertaking, Tom, to advise as to its information about how many Enbridge Gas customers have tankless water heaters.  We will provide whatever conditions or explanation is important to accompany that.

T. LADANYI:  I would guess that it is more than 100,000, probably 200,000 customers are involved in this or have tankless water heaters in one form or another.  That would be my guess, just, you know, what is going on and how many people I have talked to have those water heaters.  Those water heaters are great.  It's just people have paid for them, and they are hoping that they would have the savings, and what seems to be happening now, the sayings will not be materializing, and that is a concern.  That is a valid concern that somebody has to speak for them, which is me.

I. RICHLER:  So, Mr. Ladanyi, let's just note that latest undertaking is JT-1.46.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.46:  TO ADVISE AS TO ITS INFORMATION ABOUT HOW MANY ENBRIDGE GAS CUSTOMERS HAVE TANKLESS WATER HEATERS

T. LADANYI:  Very good.  Now, if we can move on to Exhibit I.8.2-EP-7, and there they are directing me to the response to the ED-12 and EDC 17.  I looked at those.  They are good responses.  I am now going to take you to there.  I just have one question about this.

If the OEB approves SFVD, will Enbridge inform customers of the reduction in savings from hybrid heating systems?

Because Enbridge has been promoting hybrid heating systems.  We know that for sure from the other parts of this proceeding.  So will Enbridge now inform the customers that savings may not be as great as they had expected?

A. KACICNIK:  Tom, Enbridge will have an implementation plan once we have the Ontario Energy Board decision in this case.  We will have a communication on what was approved and what the impacts may be.  We do expect to have like a bill calculator.  So we will have a number of tools that the customers will be able to use to inform themselves of their energy choices or their appliance choices.

T. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will leave it at that.  We might pursue it later on if there is a hearing or an argument, but this is certainly a concern to many customers.  Anyway, thank you, panel.

I. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  Next up is CCC.
Examination by L. Gluck


L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Lawrie Gluck, and I have a few questions on behalf of CCC.  If we could please start with Exhibit I.8.2-LPMA-18, part A.  Does the panel -- do you have it in front of you?  Okay.

I understand from this response that the general service demand rates set out in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 9, attachment 2 are not derived based on the cumulative design day demand for each general service customer, using Christensen's analysis.  Is that correct?

B. MCINTYRE:  That's correct.  They are not directly -- sorry, this is Ben McIntyre from Enbridge.  So the unit rates for rate E01 and E01 are derived based on the 2024 forecast of total design demands, and those were prorated to those rate classes based on the actual customer results from 2018 and 2019, provided by Christensen.

L. GLUCK:  Just to be clear, just to make sure I understand, so the billing determinants, the total billing determinant that is sort of the denominator in the calculation of rates, that will not equal what Christensen calculated on a per-customer basis if you added them all up?

B. MCINTYRE:  That is correct.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  If we could go to Exhibit I.8.2-CCC-17, part C, please.  My understanding of this response is:  For billing purposes at the time that the proposed demand charges are implemented, Enbridge Gas plans to use customer-specific design-day demand for each general service customer that it develops using the approach that is described here, which will be different than those customer-specific demands calculated by Christensen.  Is that right?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, that is correct.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  And the cumulative design-day demand from all general service customers that we just talked about, so the total number that is used as the denominator, that will also not equal the customer-specific demands if you added them all up as will be calculated by Enbridge?

B. MCINTYRE:  Ben McIntyre from Enbridge.  So the design demand unit rates, similar to the customer charge and the volumetric charge, are based on the 2024 forecasts billing units, and so it is possible that the actual billing units that we bill will not equal the forecast.

L. GLUCK:  Right, and you would expect that, the number that comes out of Enbridge's methodology when you actually do it using the latest information that you are going to apply, it won't likely equal that number; it would just be coincidence if it did?

B. MCINTYRE:  I think any forecast could be different than the actual, but the underlying methodology is similar.  So, if I can take you to -- sorry.  I don't have the IR, but there is a description of how the total design demand forecast is derived.  It uses a regression methodology similar to how we will calculate each customer's individual design demand.  So, while the actual could be different than the forecast, the underlying methodologies are similar.

A. KACICNIK:  Yes.  I would just add to that, Lawrie, for a full understanding, the design-day demand used to allocate the cost to customer classes is being developed by the system planning group, and their design-day demands take into account flow at distinct eight stations, et cetera.  The billing determinants, so you have costs and then to develop unit rates we will use design-day demands that will be a sum for design day demands developed for each customer separately.

So one is used to allocate the costs, and then, once you have costs, you then divide that by billing determinants to get unit rate.

L. GLUCK:  Right.  The way I am viewing it -- and please correct me if I am wrong, but I am viewing it that you have a forecast that you are using for the derivation of rates, which is the system-wide number that we have in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 9, attachment 2, and then you are also going to have a forecast that you are going to use for billing.  It is not actual numbers; it is a forecast that is by customer, using a regression model, and those two numbers aren't going to match.  And there are two forecasts that are not matching.  It is not a forecast versus actual; it is two separate forecasts that do not match each other.  Is that fair?

A. KACICNIK:  Lawrie, let me answer this by drawing a parallel to how rates are designed using the existing approach, existing rates.  So we have as distribution network costs that we allocate to different customer classes based on design day demands developed by our planning group on the system total and then we know what the contribution of each customer class is.  Once that's determined, let's say for rate 1 residential class, once you have the costs then you have to divide that by your billing determinants which would be volume, rate 1 volume for existing rates.  So, in this case, once we is the cost allocated to harmonize rate 01 we will be dividing the allocated cost by the sum of customer individual design day demands to develop the unit rate.  So, in this case, what you see in the evidence, right, it was system design day demands, and then what Christensen had was prorated after that to match as an illustration.

L. GLUCK:  Let me think about that.  Thank you.  Can I ask -- so we are still in CCC-17.  And I just want to ask a few questions about the difference between Christensen's approach and the approach that Enbridge intends to apply when it runs its regression.  So, in subpart 2 of part C, Enbridge states that it going use the most recent 1, 2, 4 and 10 years and select the regression period with the highest R squared value to derive the customer specific demand for billing purposes; is that right?

T. BOZZO:  Yes, that is my understanding.

L. GLUCK:  And in terms of that most recent year that will be used as part of Enbridge's regression model at the time of implementation in 2027, what year is that going to be?

A. KACICNIK:  That would include customer consumption data including the winter of 25/26.  We would run regression and determine design day demands in the second quarter of 2026 for implementation in 2027.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  And can you confirm for me that this approach where the regression period will be selected based on the highest R squared value is included in the model that was provided in exhibit I.8.2-SEC-17 sitting there?

A. KACICNIK:  Confirmed.

L. GLUCK:  And can you confirm that the selection of the highest R squared value as part of the regression model was not -- that was not done in Christensen's analysis?

T. BOZZO:  Confirmed.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  And if we could go to sub part 1 of part C now, here Enbridge explains its planned use of an adjusted HDD measure.  Can you confirm that the adjusted HDD is something that Enbridge plans to apply but Christensen in its various reports did not?

T. BOZZO:  Confirmed.

L. GLUCK:  And the adjusted HDD measure is included in model provided the SEC-17 that we just discussed?

T. BOZZO:  Yes.

L. GLUCK:  And the result of the use of the adjusted HDD measure is that the customer-specific design day demand is directionally lower; is that right?

T. BOZZO:  Not necessarily.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Can you explain that?

T. BOZZO:  While the adjusted HDDs are lower than conventional HDDs, the demand value for a particular customer depends on the estimated heat effect or gas consumption per HDD or adjusted HDD and those are not necessarily comparable or directly comparable across the two approaches.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  So, maybe I could ask for an undertaking here where you could provide examples of the implication of using an adjusted HDD versus an unadjusted HDD, and particularly, you know, some examples of what you just stated where it could increase the design day demand that would be used for billing.


D. STEVENS:  To be clear, Lawrie, you are asking for examples of what could lead an unadjusted DDD to be lower than an adjusted DDD?

L. GLUCK:  I think, I guess, both examples where one where it brings it down where it -- an adjusted HDD brings the design day demand that would be used for billing makes it lower and one example where it makes it higher.

D. STEVENS:  I think I am seeing from the witnesses that they are able to at least make best efforts to provide the information that you have asked.  If we have to have any sort of conditions or reason why we can't respond we will let you know that in the undertaking response as well.

T. BOZZO:  Yes, I would just comment that, for instance, redoing the examples that were provided in response to SEC-17 with unadjusted versus adjusted HDDs would certainly be feasible and relatively straightforward.  You are going to get at least one type of effect and that directionally it will -- the demands will change for at least some, if not all, of the customers and we will just have to see what exactly happens.  There is not -- it is...

L. GLUCK:  I think that's fine for my purposes.  I did play around there and they all went down and then you said some of them could go up, so that is what I was surprised by.

T. BOZZO:  It is technically possible that they could go up.

L. GLUCK:  Okay, that's fine.  Let's do it that way.

I. RICHLER: Okay.  JT-1.47.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.47:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE EXAMPLES SHOWING THE IMPLICATIONS OF USING AN ADJUSTED HDD VERSUS AN UNADJUSTED HDD, WHERE IT COULD INCREASE DESIGN DAY DEMAND USED FOR BILLING; TO ADVISE ANY CONDITIONS OR REASON FOR NO RESPONSE.


L. GLUCK:  If we could go to subpart 4 of part C.  In this response Enbridge discusses the use of proxies for customers with limited historical consumption data.  Can you provide a little bit more detail of what a proxy approach would look like for a customer that you don't have, excuse me, you have only limited historical  consumption data for?

T. BOZZO:  If I were to direct you to Exhibit I.8.2-ED-17, attachment 1, pages 14 and 15, there is some discussion there about how proxies could work, that is there could be a table of standardized demand values based on housing types, housing -- perhaps housing age or construction quality.  As far as energy intensity goes, those can be, to the extent that the company for instance obtained information from a housing developer as to the size of housing units being added to the system, that information could be brought in to such a proxy calculation.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you, for that.

T. BOZZO:  You are welcome.

L. GLUCK:  If we could move to Exhibit I.8.2-CCC-21, page 3, please.  If we could go to page 3?  Thank you.

So in this table, you have provided the average customer profile for each decile in Christensen's analysis.

Can you please undertake to provide the same analysis as set out in SEC 37, attachment 1, that isolates the bill impacts of each of the proposed changes to cost allocation and rate design for the average customer in each of deciles 1, 5 and 10, for each rate zone?

T. BOZZO: [audio dropout]


L. GLUCK:  Sure.  So, in SEC 37, attachment 1, you provide an analysis that isolates the bill impacts by driver, essentially.  And I was hoping you could run that analysis for the average customer in each of deciles 1, 5, 10 for each rate zone here.

B. MCINTYRE:  This is Ben McIntyre.  So I think the average profiles used in SEC 37 was we used deciles 2, 5 and 8.  So it would be relatively simple to update that.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  That is perfect.

B. MCINTYRE:  Okay.

I. RICHLER:  And JT-1.48.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.48:  1) CHRISTENSEN ASSOCIATES TO RUN AN ANALYSIS OF BILL-IMPACT DRIVERS FOR THE AVERAGE CUSTOMER IN EACH OF DECILES 1, 5, 10 IN EACH RATE ZONE; 2) CHRISTENSEN ASSOCIATES TO RUN ANALYSES FOR A CUSTOMER WHO CONSUMES 2,400 CUBIC METRES AND HAS A DESIGN-DAY DEMAND OF 50.62, AND A SECOND CUSTOMER WITH 2,400 CUBIC METRES OF ANNUAL CONSUMPTION AND A DESIGN-DAY DEMAND OF 16.04

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  And perhaps to add to that undertaking, or it is maybe a different one, but I was hoping that you could do two other customers, the same analysis we just discussed, but the customers that have atypical load factors.  So a customer who consumes 2,400 cubic metres and has a design-day demand of 50.62, and a second customer with 2,400 cubic metres of annual consumption and a design-day demand of 16.04?

B. CHAPMAN:  And a supplementary question.  This is Bruce Chapman.   Were those the same customers queried in the appendices?

L. GLUCK:  It is, yes.

B. CHAPMAN:  Thank you.

D. STEVENS:  So is that something that is practical or feasible to do?  We can provide that analysis.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  And that will be part of 48.

L. GLUCK:  I think it is easier if it is together.  Yeah.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  Thank you.

L. GLUCK:  Thanks.

If we could go up a page here, so it is page 2 of CCC 21.  In this, in part C here, in that paragraph, you provided an estimate of the percentage of residential customers, by decile, in rate E1.

And, if it is available, would it be possible to provide a more detailed breakdown of residential customers between the deciles, using customer numbers instead of percentages, so just the number of customers in each decile?  Yeah, the residential customers, by decile.

T. BOZZO:  We believe the data are available, one way or another.  Without searching through tables in the reports, we will either point you to a -- if there is some place we can point you to, we will.  Otherwise, we will develop the counts.

L. GLUCK:  That is great.  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.49.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.49:  CHRISTENSEN ASSOCIATES TO PROVIDE A MORE DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS BETWEEN THE DECILES, USING CUSTOMER NUMBERS INSTEAD OF PERCENTAGES, I.E., THE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS IN EACH DECILE

L. GLUCK:  If we could go to Exhibit I.8.2-CCC-18, please, and if we could go to page 2, table A?  Thank you.

So in terms of this table, I was hoping that we could -- that you could break it out, the customer numbers and volumes a little further in the Union North rate zone.  So in table 4 of Exhibit 7, tab 0, schedule 1, page 30, there are actually three north rate zones that are provided there.  There are three -- they are not rate zones -- service areas, I guess, in the north.  And that is northwest, northeast -- I am going to call it northeast-north and northeast-east.

And if you could break that out in this table, that would be helpful.  So...

B. CHAPMAN:  Do you want to repeat the reference that you had, of the region?

L. GLUCK:  Sure.  It is Exhibit 7, tab 0, schedule 1, page 30.

B. CHAPMAN:  I heard you say Exhibit 7...

L. GLUCK:  Tab 0.

B. CHAPMAN:  -- tab 0, schedule 1, page 30?

L. GLUCK:  Yes.

B. CHAPMAN:  Thank you.

L. GLUCK:  It is table 4.

D. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to be clear, Lawrie, when you are referring to table 4 from 7-0-1, is that simply to reference the breakout of the Union North areas?

L. GLUCK:  Yeah, that is right.  It is there that it shows that there are three --

D. STEVENS:  Right.  And you are asking to apply those three areas to the information in the table associated to CCC-18?

L. GLUCK:  That is right.

D. STEVENS:  And is the data available in such a way that that is possible?  I am asking the witnesses.

We believe that the data is available to be able to do that.  So, to the extent it is possible, we will provide that undertaking.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.50.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.50:  CHRISTENSEN ASSOCIATES TO PROVIDE A FURTHER BREAKOUT OF CUSTOMER NUMBERS AND VOLUMES IN THE UNION NORTH RATE ZONE, REFERRING TO CCC-18, TABLE 4 FROM 7-0-1

L. GLUCK:  And this is a very similar question.  There is also the original table 2 in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 3, attachment 7.  So it is the same thing as A, but using the SFVD breakpoint.  We could have the north broken out there, as well.

D. STEVENS:  Could you please repeat the reference?

L. GLUCK:  Sure.  It is Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 3, attachment 7.  I didn't actually write down the page number.  It is table 2, though.

A. KACICNIK:  Page 21.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can provide that information on the same basis that I described for JT-1.50.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.51.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.51:  TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE ON THE SAME BASIS AS DESCRIBED FOR JT-1.50 WITH REFERENCE TO EXHIBIT 8, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 3, ATTACHMENT 7, PAGE 21, TABLE 2.


L. GLUCK:  If we could go to Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 3, attachment 7, page 37.  Thank you.  So, with respect to the volumetric rates set out in the table A1.1 that compares the rates across the three rate design options in the one rate zone proposal, I would like to better understand how the volumetric rates were derived.  Can you please undertake to provide the detailed schedules that show the derivation of the volumetric rates for rates E01 and E02 in the same format as Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 9, attachments 1 and 2?

D. STEVENS:  Is the request clear?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes, I think that would be relatively straightforward to prepare.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.52.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.52:  TO PROVIDE THE DETAILED SCHEDULES THAT SHOW THE DERIVATION OF THE VOLUMETRIC RATES FOR RATES E01 AND E02 IN THE SAME FORMAT AS EXHIBIT 8, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 9, ATTACHMENTS 1 AND 2

L. GLUCK:  Can you also please undertake to provide the bill impacts for general service customers resulting from the one rate zone with traditional volumetric rate design in the same format as the bill impacts are provided in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 9, attachment 10?

D. STEVENS:  Can you please repeat the references, Lawrie?

L. GLUCK:  Sure.  It is Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 9, attachment 10.  We would like the bill impacts for the volumetric -- the one rate zone traditional volumetric design in the same format as you provide your bill impacts for the other alternatives.

D. STEVENS:  Is that something that we are able to do?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes, we can do that.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we will provide that undertaking.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.53.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.53:  TO PROVIDE THE BILL IMPACTS FOR GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS RESULTING FROM THE ONE RATE ZONE WITH TRADITIONAL VOLUMETRIC RATE DESIGN IN THE SAME FORMAT AS THE BILL IMPACTS ARE PROVIDED IN EXHIBIT 8, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 9, ATTACHMENT 10

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  Can you advise whether there was a cost-allocation model created for the one zone with traditional volumetric rate design option?

D. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  No, there was not.

L. GLUCK:  Can you explain what cost-allocation model was used?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry.  One moment, please.  They are all using the proposed cost-allocation model, the one rate zone.

L. GLUCK:  You would agree that there would be a difference between the cost-allocation model you used to derive the volumetric rates and the cost-allocation model relevant to the volumetric option?  Is that fair?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, I would agree there would be a difference.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  Can you undertake to provide a cost-allocation model for the volumetric rate design for the one rate zone alternative?

D. STEVENS:  Can you describe -- I mean I assume that would be a lot of work.

D. DREVENY:  Yes, that would be.

D. STEVENS:  When we say "a lot of work", we are talking, you know, more than a day of work?

D. DREVENY:  I would probably have to take it away and confirm, but I expect that it would be a significant amount of work.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.  So, on that basis, I think we have a lot of homework already and it’s not something we are prepared to do.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Can you advise, if the OEB were to approve a volumetric rate design -- and let's just use the one rate zone option -- would it be your intent to actually run a cost-allocation model after that approval was granted or would you be using the cost-allocation model that underpins, say -- I will call it a proxy or an estimate for the volumetric rates?

D. DREVENY:  If that was the direction, we would have to run an update to the cost-allocation model.

L. GLUCK:  Can I ask you:  In terms of the rates we are looking at, the volumetric rates that are here, do you have any opinion or -- I don't know what the right word is, but how close do you think they are to the rates that would result from running that cost-allocation model and then deriving the rates?

B. MCINTYRE:  So I think we touched on this in CCC 18 part C, but the 15,000 m3 boundary for the traditional volumetric rate design was chosen to minimize the differences with the 150 design demand boundary.  So I think we would expect the differences would be minimal.  The cost study allocators would be updated to match the billing determinant, so we would expect they would be similar results.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  Can we go to Exhibit I.8.2-CCC-20, part C, please.

I. RICHLER:  While we pull that up, Lawrie, can I just do a time check?

L. GLUCK:  This is my last question.

I. RICHLER:  Thanks.

L. GLUCK:  In this question, we asked for the volumetric rates for each rate zone alternative.  The response is that it was not possible to prepare the information within the timeframe provided for interrogatory responses.

Can Enbridge undertake to provide the volumetric rates along with the schedule showing the derivation of these rates and the associated bill impact schedules for all the rate zone options as an undertaking response in the same format as Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedules 9 to 14, attachments 1, 2, and 10?

It is essentially the same thing that you have agreed to offer for the one zone option, and I am asking for the rest of the alternatives.

D. STEVENS:  Just to begin our answer, to level set, I know the transcript will catch it, but just so that we've got it, can you repeat the references that you went through --

L. GLUCK:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  -- that you are looking for?

L. GLUCK:  Sure.  So it is to provide the volumetric rates for all the rate zone alternatives, and it would be in the same format as Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedules 9 to 14, attachments 1, 2, and 10.

D. STEVENS:  Just before we get to the witnesses, when I do the math in my head, that is a lot of scenarios and a lot of work.  I am guessing that that would be a major undertaking, but the witnesses can correct me if I am wrong.

D. DREVENY:  That would be a major undertaking.

D. STEVENS:  So, at this point that is not something we are prepared do, Lawrie.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  I am just going to raise.  We were going to ask the same question, we actually think this is a critically important undertaking for Enbridge to provide.  It has provided a number of rate zone alternatives and bill impacts related to that, but they are all premised on a proposed rate design or rate structure, which is obviously a rate structure that is very different than the current rate structure.  We think it is incumbent on Enbridge to provide what we would say is the closest rate structure as the current, which is the volumetric basis.  In many ways that is in some ways closer to the default.

And I will just note this: I recognize there is a deadline.  I am less concerned about being provided for that specific date but they be provided sufficiently in advance of any settlement conference.

B. CHAPMAN:  This is Bruce Chapman, for Christensen Associates.  So, I would like to supplement what Danielle has said.  I understand that you view this work as critically important, and from our point of view I think it would be fairly time-consuming for us to take what Enbridge produces and produce the scenario results that you are looking for.

I guess as a supplementary remark I would like to submit there is evidence in report so far about the similarity of the volumetric results over a broad range of results.  To the -- so, one question that arises is if we get all this extra computation of alternative price scenario and then go through the effort of computing decile results and typical customer results, what is the marginal value of that effort?  Because at thus point the results about what the volumetric rate does by decile are already out there and available, and they are available, not only by decile, but by rate zone.  So, the question then would be what can be expect to learn that we don't already know?

D. STEVENS:  So, just to make sure we are not talking at cross purposes here, I think you have asked for the schedules in the same form as 8.2.9 through 8.2.14 attachments 1, 2 and 10?

L. GLUCK:  That is correct.

D. STEVENS:  And those are Enbridge productions, not running it through decile analysis of Christensen; is that right?

L. GLUCK:  That is right.  Most important for us is to have the rates, the volumetric rates.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  And sorry, Bruce, it looked like you wanted to say something?  That is what I am confirming with Lawrie.

L. GLUCK:  No, that is right.  Just we would like the rates, the derivation of the rates and Enbridge's bill impact schedule that result from the rates.

D. STEVENS:  Right.  And to be clear, that is attachments 1, 2 and 10?

L. GLUCK:  That is right.

D. STEVENS:  So, I think what we propose to do is take that under advisement and advise as to our position on whether we can produce this and my guess is that on August 1st, if indeed Enbridge determines it can and is willing to produce, we would provide an estimated timing at that point rather than actually all the results because we...

L. GLUCK:  That sounds great.  Thank you.

D. STEVENS:  But, again, it is under advisement.  So, to the extent we are not going to answer it, we --


L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

I. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Gluck.  Let's just note that last one taken under advisement as JT-1.54.
UNDER ADVISEMENT JT-1.54:  TO ADVISE ENBRIDGE’S POSITION ON WHETHER IT CAN PROVIDE THE VOLUMETRIC RATES FOR ALL THE RATE ZONE ALTERNATIVES IN THE SAME FORMAT AS EXHIBIT 8.2.9 THROUGH 8.2.14, ATTACHMENTS 1, 2, AND 10; AND TO PROVIDE BY AUGUST 1 AN ESTIMATED TIMING


I. RICHLER:  Next on the list is SEC.  Please go ahead.
Examination by M. Rubenstein


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can we -- so I will do little background and then take you to the correct interrogatory.  In 8.2-SEC-16A, we asked for a step-by-step -- it'd be best if we actually pull it up.  I will just read it here and take you to the IR that you point me to.  We had asked for step-by-step instructions of how Enbridge will calculate a customer specific design day demand for the purposes of SFVD, please include all steps, rules, protocols Enbridge intends to apply in calculating demand for new customers and to address anomalous results.  And you refer us to 8.2-STAFF-24A.  So, maybe we can pull that up.

In that response, which is being provided by Christensen, we go, we flip to the next page, we go to the third-last paragraph on the page.  It says in part:

"Our understanding is that the details of the exception handling process will be handled by Enbridge if the Board approves an SFVD rate design.  Generally, we expect exceptions would be flagged as cases of anomalous parameter estimates -- parameters -- large or implausible demands (relative to a customer's usage), etc.


My question is for Enbridge what -- so back to what we originally asked for in 8.2-SEC-16A with respect to dealing with anomalous results or exceptions, what exactly is the exceptions and how will they be handled?  If you would like to do this by way of undertaking, that is perfectly fine.

A. KACICNIK:  Now, Mark, some of the exceptions are already listed in this response such as negative base load or heat parameters, negative progression slope, and then, like some of these things are already exception managed today when we derive monthly estimated bills.  What would be incremental on top of that would be if year over year change in customer's demand would exceed certain thresholds.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, but my question is less about what are the exceptions, it is more what are you going to do with it?  Because, just as I understand the current process for estimation purposes, ultimately it gets trued-up to the actuals, right, whenever you actually bill, but that doesn't occur here.

So, whereas there have may been less review of how you do for estimated purposes, obviously becomes much more important here and I can't find anywhere in the evidence where you set that out exactly.  A list of here are the exceptions and this is how we are going deal with them.  And this also applies to, I think we were talking about, you know, what about new customers and then there is -- I am not saying unreasonable view, we will look at proxy but that is not set out anywhere and it is hard to, you know, you are asking for the Board to approve a new set of processes and rules and it is not clear those rules are actually anywhere in the evidence.

A. KACICNIK:  We provided comprehensive evidence but we are willing to pull everything together to have it undertaken.  So it will be easier for you to find everything in one place.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

D. STEVENS:  So, to be clear, Enbridge will provide information about what types of exceptions would be treated under the SFVD proposal and how those would be handled once identified.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  I believe that will be J1.55.

I. RICHLER:  Yes, JT-1.55.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.55:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT WHAT TYPES OF EXCEPTIONS WOULD BE TREATED UNDER THE SFVD PROPOSAL AND HOW THOSE WOULD BE HANDLED ONCE IDENTIFIED.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  There was -- you had a discussion with Mr. Gluck about, in the context of 8.2 LPMA-18, with respect to the difference between the system design day demand and the aggregation of individual customer design day demand.  And I think there was agreement that they are not going to match.  Have you done any analysis -- has Enbridge done any analysis in an attempt to forecast or estimate the aggregation of individual customers' design-day demands based on your proposal, and how those compare, would compare, against the system design-day demand?

A. KACICNIK:  Thank you.  We have not undertaken such a forecast, Mark, but there would always be a difference between a system design-day demand and the sum of customer design-day demands, because system design-day demands are based off of district and gate-station flows, and so forth, and we need to bill customers at the meter.

So what we are deriving is based on customer-specific consumption.  They are looking at the system flows, so there will always not be a match.

Do you understand what I am explaining?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, but have you done any analysis, estimate, that is advanced or very preliminary, that determines if there is -- if it will be systemically higher or systematically lower?

A. KACICNIK:  We haven't done this exercise, Mark, as I said.  But in the final analysis, it really does not matter if they match or not because they serve different purposes.  One is to design the system and to allocate costs.

The purpose of deriving design-day demands for customers is to have billing determinants.  So, if billing determinants are higher, the unit rate will be less; if they are lower, the unit rate will be higher.  But we will tie it back to the costs that we need to recover.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sorry, you are using the system design-day demand to determine the billing determinants.  You take essentially an allocated revenue requirement, and you are dividing it by the system, the allocated to each rate class system design-day demand, correct, to determine the unit rate?

A. KACICNIK:  Yeah.  One thing drives the cost, the other one is used as a billing determinant, and drives the unit rate.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And then you multiply that unit rate by the -- what will end up happening is you will multiply that by the aggregate of the customer-specific design-day demand?

A. KACICNIK:  That is how the unit rates are derived, right?  If you have $1,000 worth of costs, if you have 80 units, you will get one unit rate.  If you have 90 units to divide over, you will get another unit rate.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  But then you take the unit rates and you -- what will end up being recovered in revenue, all else being equal, is the sum of all of customers' design-day demand.  Correct?  That is the total revenue, that is the total amount you are going to recover?

A. KACICNIK:  It will come back to the $1,000 that we need to recover.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, if the aggregate design-day demand is higher than the billing determinants, you will get more.  And, if it is lower, you will receive less.  Correct?

A. KACICNIK:  No, but you start with costs, right?  And then you get the unit rate.  And your verification is if unit rates times billing determinants comes back to cost.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so let's just use your $1,000.  You have to recover $1,000.

A. KACICNIK:  Yes.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And the system design day is 10 units.  Right?

A. KACICNIK:  No, no.  System design day tells me I need to recover $1,000 from rate 1; that is what it tells me.  And the sum of individual customer design-day demands, they add up to $1,000.  That is how it works.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Let's work with my example, here, and you can tell if I am wrong:  You recover $1,000.  The design-day demands on the system using the methodology you used to calculate, determine that, let's say is 100 units.  So the demand rate is $10 per unit of demand.  Are you following that?  Are we following that part?

A. KACICNIK:  No, I’m not.  Sorry.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  There is $1,000 of -- the revenue requirement is $1,000?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  The billing determinants, which are the system design-day demand --


A. KACICNIK:  No, no.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

A. KACICNIK:  That is where we are departing.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Well, correct me, please.

A. KACICNIK:  The billing determinants will be the sum of individual customer design-day demands.  So a thousand units, $1,000, it is allocated to rate class E01.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, sorry.  Then I am confused by your response to LPMA, where you were saying they are not the same.  And in fact, in a number of IRs where everyone is pointing -- you keep pointing to us, we were asking how do you determine the billing determinant?  Is it based on the aggregate of individual design-day demands, and you said "No."

B. MCINTYRE:  Can we just take a second to confer, please?

A. KACICNIK:  Mark, for 2024, we had system demands, but we don't have design-day demands derived for customers in 2024.  Christensen worked with data that was supplied to them for, yes, 2016 through 2019; that is what we had.  And then we prorated those up to match 2024, in order to be able to derive rates for illustration, for this evidence.

L. GLUCK:  Maybe we can -- sorry, it is Lawrie Gluck speaking.   So the rate E01 delivery demand charge forecast unit, the billing determinant is -- what is that? -- $1,087,000.  And that number, when you respond -- this response to LPMA-18 says that number does not match Christensen's, if you aggregated Christensen's customer-specific demands.

And is what you are saying now, it was built up from Christensen's analysis, that you just added a step after the fact, something like that?

A. KACICNIK:  Yeah, that is correct, because Christensen does not have customer consumption data or customer numbers from, let's say, 2023.  What we sent them was information for years 2016 to 2019, right?  And we -- that is a huge undertaking, to extract the data and send it to Christensen.  So we were not refreshing, after that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  So then maybe you can explain to me that step, right, the -- and provide the supporting calculations, right?  You are providing them with 2024 customer information or something.  How did you derive the billing determinant, then?

A. KACICNIK:  Yeah, we will show you how we went from the data that Christensen had, to 2024, that was used in this evidence.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.

D. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, to make sure that we are answering the undertaking that is expected, Enbridge -- with reference to LPMA-18, Enbridge will explain how it moved from the sum of the billing determinants provided by Christensen for rates E01 and E02 to the 2024 billing determinants used for the derivation of the example rates provided in this application.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.56.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.56:  WITH REFERENCE TO LPMA-18, TO EXPLAIN HOW enbridge MOVED FROM THE SUM OF THE BILLING DETERMINANTS PROVIDED BY CHRISTENSEN FOR RATES E01 AND E02 TO THE 2024 BILLING DETERMINANTS USED FOR THE DERIVATION OF THE EXAMPLE RATES PROVIDED IN THIS APPLICATION

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  I have some questions about 8.2-SEC-17.  Don't worry.  I am not going to make you pull up any of the Excel spreadsheets.  In attachment 8, you provide a school customer in Toronto.  Is that based on an actual school or a proxy of a school, or how did you determine that?

Where is that information, consumption information, that is inputted into the model that it was based on?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, those are all actual customers, Mark.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm sorry?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, those are all actual customers.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Is it an aggregation of a number customers, or is it just you picked one customer?

A. KACICNIK:  School 17?  No, it would be --


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, attachment 8, you provide a specific example of a school in Toronto, and I am unclear.

T. BOZZO:  Tom Bozzo.  As far as I am aware, it is an actual customer's consumption data we were provided.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

T. BOZZO:  From the Enbridge billing system.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can you please provide for that customer, for that example in attachment 8, a bill impact analysis that shows the bill impact versus 2024 rates, both distribution and total bill for each of SFVD and volumetric?

Please provide the relevant calculations, and then, additionally, please provide it with or without mitigation, for the impact of the mitigation costs in this case.  Is that something you can do?

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

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, we --


I. RICHLER:  Hold on.  Hold on, Mark.  JT-1.57.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.57:  FOR THE EXAMPLE IN 8.2-SEC-17, ATTACHMENT 8, TO PROVIDE A BILL IMPACT ANALYSIS SHOWING BILL IMPACT VERSUS 2024 RATES, BOTH DISTRIBUTION AND TOTAL BILL, FOR EACH OF SFVD AND VOLUMETRIC, INCLUDING RELEVANT CALCULATIONS, WITH OR WITHOUT MITIGATION, FOR THE IMPACT OF THE MITIGATION.


M. RUBENSTEIN:  We have circulated a document to Enbridge.  I'm not sure if that can be put up on the screen.  It is titled "SEC school consumption."  Is the panel aware of the document?  I am wondering if we can mark that as an exhibit.

I. RICHLER:  That will be KT-1.7.  It is called "SEC School Consumption."
EXHIBIT KT-1.7:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "SEC SCHOOL CONSUMPTION"


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Just so you understand, this represents information with respect to a number of different schools who have a number of different consumption patterns, in a number of different locations and rate zones.  It shows, based on the last 12 months of consumption, information that we obtained.

We would like you, for each of these schools, to please provide the calculated design day demand based on this information as well as, similarly as I just asked related to attachment 8, the bill impact, again both distribution and total bill, for each of SFVD and the volumetric rate option, both with and without mitigation as applicable.

Is that -- and as well, obviously, the supporting calculations.  Is that something you can do?

D. STEVENS:  Just to confirm, witnesses, is that -- maybe I will just give a global caveat:  To the extent that any of these undertakings we are providing turn out to be a lot of work, we may have to indicate on August 1st that [audio dropout]  I just want to leave that understanding with folks.

It looked like the witnesses might have something to add from the undertaking.  I wanted to check in.

T. BOZZO:  Yes.  It concerned the nature of the data in the exhibit.

D. STEVENS:  Sure.

T. BOZZO:  And that is whether the consumption that is shown is for the billing cycle or the indicated months, to the best of your knowledge.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And I did ask, as well, that specific question.  So it shows the month that the consumption was taken.  I will note that it is not perfect in the sense of, you know, some months will -- you know, the billing is not always on the first day of the month or whatever that you do it, but actually they are all roughly within a couple of days difference.  So the idea is just to give a sense of different consumption patterns and location.

A. KACICNIK:  Mark, you have to make some assumptions to match this consumption volumes with heating degree days.  Right?  If you have billing cycle, then we can match consumption exactly with the heating degree days that occurred in that cycle.  Here, we are -- we will make a reasonable or sensible assumption so that it will still work.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, the heating degree days will be for the month.  I'm not sure why the --


A. KACICNIK:  Oh, so you are assuming that the billing cycles run from the first of the month?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, as I just mentioned, they are not perfect, but they differ slightly, a bit, based on the information from ones that I could gather that still have that information, but they are actually roughly, you know, maybe a couple days off, but they are actually a good indicator.

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, that will work well.  Thank you.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  But I understand it is not perfect.

I. RICHLER:  So, on that basis, we will note that as JT-1.58.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.58:  FOR EACH SCHOOL IN KT-1.7, TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATED DESIGN DAY DEMAND BASED ON THIS INFORMATION AS WELL AS, SIMILARLY AS I JUST ASKED RELATED TO ATTACHMENT 8, THE BILL IMPACT, AGAIN BOTH DISTRIBUTION AND TOTAL BILL, FOR EACH OF SFVD AND THE VOLUMETRIC RATE OPTION, BOTH WITH AND WITHOUT MITIGATION AS APPLICABLE, WITH SUPPORTING CALCULATIONS


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to go to 8.2-SEC-29.  In the attachments, you provide the decile information for each of rate classes E01 and E02 in the various rate structures broken down by distribution bill and total bill.  Correct?

B. CHAPMAN:  That is correct.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  I am wondering if you could overlay onto this Enbridge's proposed rate mitigation proposal.  Just to be clear, when I use the word "overlay" -- probably not the perfect term -- include the rate mitigation proposal.  Is that something --


D. STEVENS:  So, to be clear, it would be reproduce what these would look like inclusive of the rate mitigation proposal?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we are able to do that.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.59.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.59:  TO REPRODUCE THE DECILE INFORMATION OR RATE CLASSES E01 AND E02 SHOWN IN 8.2-SEC-29, TO SHOW IT INCLUSIVE OF THE RATE MITIGATION PROPOSAL


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I go to 8.2-SEC-16D.  I just want to clarify.  I think you might have given the response, but I want to be a little bit more precise.

We had asked you in that response to explain the exact timing of the implementation of the annual update and what the most recent billing information will be used.  It is in part D.  And then, in part D, you push us to 8.2-ED-13A3, which doesn't actually answer the question, at all.  Mr. Gluck asked you a similar question, and I just wanted to play back what I think I heard.

So, for example, if we are in year 2028 now, for the annual update in 2028 you would be implementing it during the year, and I think it was up to the end of winter 2027, that is the last data point you would use to -- sorry, the winter season, that is the last billing information you would use to calculate the 2028 individual customer design day demand.  Do I have that right?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, that is correct.  That is also in our evidence at Exhibit 8.2.3, the implementation section of that evidence.  But, yes, it would be that.  It would be second quarter of the year, and then the new values would be effective January 1st of the test year.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, so it is the last month, then, June, when you say "second quarter"?  I just want to be clear:  When is the last month that you are using of the previous year?  Essentially, a customer in 2028, January 1 there is a new annual design day demand that is based on what is the last month of data you are utilizing for that?

A. KACICNIK:  The way I will put that is that will be determined when we do implementation.  Like, I am sure that all three winter months January, February, March will be definitely included.  If April or May will be included I think we will test that and determine during the...

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And what is the driver of that, when you say testing?

A. KACICNIK:  You want to capture months with heating loads for sure.  You want to have that.  Beyond that, like, you want to give yourself enough time to refresh that to do any exception analysis, et cetera.  So, I think it is efficient to say at this point it will be in the second quarter of the year.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Can we go to 8.2-SEC-18?  Am I correct that in table 1 and table 2 these are the specific design HDDs that would be used for the purposes of calculating a customer's design day demand?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Does Enbridge have a map that shows where in the province the customers -- where they fall into the specific weather zone?

A. KACICNIK:  Mark, we think we can generate a map like that for you on a best-efforts basis.  We don't know if the office already has something like that put together.  We just don't know.

I. RICHLER:  JT-1.60.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.60:  ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE A MAP OF WHERE CUSTOMERS FALL INTO SPECIFIC WEATHER ZONES.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, in response to 7.3-Kitchener-11B and C there is a discussion that discusses the availability of temperature data and how sometimes you use other weather stations; do I have that right?

A. KACICNIK:  Can that reference be brought up on the screen, please?

D. STEVENS:  Just to repeat, that was Kitchener which one?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  7.3-Kitchener-11B and C.  I mean, the context is different.  They were discussing specifics but I kind of understand.

D. STEVENS:  So, if we could scroll down to the answer to C, I think.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  I am not sure where I read it, but there was some discussion about...

D. STEVENS:  I believe it is the last sentence in C.  And, sorry, can you just repeat the question in relation to --


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, as I read them that sometimes if there a lack of data you use a different weather station.  So, in the context of here you were -- for Waterloo you had to use London?

T. BOZZO:  Without addressing the specific situation in the Kitchener response it is generally a feature of the Canadian climate data that there are occasional missing values for weather stations that could need to be filled in for specific dates or times.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, so I mean I have played with the weather data too as part of this process and there are some missing values.  Do you use -- do you -- what do you do?  Are you actually looking at other weather stations to pull data from or are you just sampling those days or making an adjustment?

T. BOZZO:  In the case of the weather data that we provided in the SEC-17 Excel workbooks, we used a feature of the Canadian government's weather data site to identify the closest available station that did have data missing in periods where the main station data was missing and we made some substitutions where necessary to fill -- to fill in daily data in that case.  There may be one or two cases where it could be necessary to do something like interpolate weather based on adjacent days because there may not be a suitable station nearby for all of the days in a given time period.  This is a case where the Canadian weather station data is reported in a different way than a few American weather stations that are also used in the process.  The NOAA has a quality control procedure where they fill in missing data based on their best available information, simply not done on the Canadian data side.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  So, my question is to Enbridge:  What are you going do?  What is the proposal with respect to when there is unavailability of HDD information for a specific day or longer than that at a weather station?

A. KACICNIK:  Mark, it was Tom who reminded me that Enbridge uses a proprietary weather source that fills in the missing data.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Let's back up for a second.  I am interested in what is going to happen for the purposes of the modelling.  I just want to understand what is going to happen when this is implemented.  You will use the Environment Canada information supplemented by this proprietary weather service?

A. KACICNIK:  That is how I understand it.  I don't have a full understanding or insight into that, but Tom has worked with the data and he is little more into how what is available to Enbridge.

T. BOZZO:  Yeah.  Again, I am an economist and not a weather forecaster.  My understanding is that the weather data that is used in Enbridge's billing system is a proprietary product that is effectively a combination of Environment Canada data supplemented with proprietary calculations to deal with missing values and the like.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I am going to ask you by undertaking for Enbridge to -- I want to know what Enbridge plans to do, and what the basis of it is.  I understand that there may be a current process used for the estimation.  But, as I mentioned before, it is a very different circumstance now than your estimation process where before it might have been, you know, customers, may -- it wouldn't have mattered as much, for estimation.  Obviously, these things all do matter a lot more for the purpose -- if you are going to implement your SFVD rate.

So I would be interested to understand what your proposal is, and then what exactly is this proprietary process doing.

D. STEVENS:  We can certainly provide that undertaking to advise about what Enbridge's current plans are to fill in missing weather data for the determination of the HDD.  And, you know, to the extent that Enbridge will be continuing to use the proprietary weather data service that it has, how that service identifies values for what we have called missing days."

M. RUBENSTEIN:  With that, those are my question.  Thank you, very much.

I. RICHLER:  I will just note that as JT-1.61.
UNDERTAKING JT-1.61:  TO ADVISE ABOUT ENBRIDGE'S CURRENT PLANS TO FILL IN MISSING WEATHER DATA FOR THE DETERMINATION OF THE HDD, AND HOW THAT WEATHER DATA SERVICE IDENTIFIES VALUES FOR WHAT ENBRIDGE HAS CALLED "MISSING DAYS"

I. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.

I think we are going to call it a day.  We are just slightly behind schedule, but we should still be able to finish by the end of day, tomorrow.  But perhaps I would just ask intervenors, if you are able to revise your time downwards based on what we have already covered today, maybe you can just e-mail Staff this.  We will circulate a revised timetable before we start tomorrow morning.

So, with that, unless there is anything anyone needs to say by way of administrative matters, we are adjourned until tomorrow morning at 9:30.  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the proceeding adjourned at 4:43 p.m.
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