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Wednesday, July 16, 2025
--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 3, resumed

Bruce Chapman

Tom Bozzo

Anton Kacicnik

Richard Wathy

Ben McIntyre

Danielle Dreveny

Gilmer Bashualdo-Hilario


M. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  This is day 2 of the technical conference in EB-2025-0064.  We are continuing our questioning of panel 3.  Mr. Stevens, are there any preliminary matters to deal with?

D. STEVENS:  No, there are not.

M. MILLAR:  I understood there might be an undertaking to mark.

D. STEVENS:  There will be at the start of panel 4.

M. MILLAR:  Ah, my mistake.  Okay, thank you for that.  Mr. Rubenstein, I understand you had a follow-up question for the panel.
Examination by M. Rubenstein


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, thank you very much.  This is a follow-up question, really, from some of the discussions that I had yesterday with the panel, with respect to the derivation of the design day demand used as a billing determinant.  Over the evening, we were reading the transcript and reviewing the evidence, and it is just an area that was a bit confusing to us when we were looking through the numbers.

So I was asking if you could provide an undertaking to provide the 2024 system design day demand on an m³ basis and explain why or why not that number would differ from the billing determinants used for -- sorry, why that number would be different than the billing determinants used to calculate the SFVD rate; and more specifically, insofar as they are different methodologies, is there a reason why one or the other may lead to a consistently higher amount?

A. KACICNIK:  [Audio dropout]


M. RUBENSTEIN:  And just to provide a little bit more clarity, when we were going back through the Phase [audio dropout] evidence we were pointed to a number of times in the IRs, there is a table in 423, page 32, that shows what we think is the gas supply design day demand, which is the system design day demand, on a TJ basis, but, when we do the calculations, it is significantly higher than the design day demand used for the billing determinants.  And it just may be that we're -- it is an apples-to-oranges comparison and we are looking at the wrong table, so we -- that is why we are asking for that clarification.

D. STEVENS:  Sorry, Mark.  I was still trying to catch up with the first question you asked.  Can you just please repeat the evidence reference for the table that you referred to?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  It is in Phase I, 4, 2, 3, page 32.

D. STEVENS:  And that is a table showing the --?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  It shows the winter 2023/2024 design day demand.

D. STEVENS:  Okay, sorry.  I am slow on this.  I am just catching up to -- your question, then, is:  Why is that different or --


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, my second comment is just more of a comment of where the first question [audio dropout] because the question is:  What is that design day demand?

And, just so you understand it, where our confusion is there is a -- when you convert from TJs to m³ it is just -- it is an order of magnitude higher than the billing determinants, and so we just want to make sure we understand what the difference is.

D. STEVENS:  If it is okay with you, I think it would be cleaner to answer this as two undertakings.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, sure.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Happy to mark them separately, David.  Did you want to give your understanding what those were for?

D. STEVENS:  Certainly.  So the first undertaking would be to provide the 2024 system design day demand on an m³ basis and explain why that would be different from the billing determinants used for SFVD; and if there is a reason, why the difference would be consistently higher or lower when this is considered in subsequent years.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.1.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.1:  TO PROVIDE THE 2024 SYSTEM DESIGN DAY DEMAND ON AN M³ BASIS AND EXPLAIN WHY THAT WOULD BE DIFFERENT FROM THE BILLING DETERMINANTS USED FOR SFVD’ AND IF THERE IS A REASON, WHY THE DIFFERENCE WOULD BE CONSISTENTLY HIGHER OR LOWER WHEN THIS IS CONSIDERED IN SUBSEQUENT YEARS

D. STEVENS:  The second undertaking is to look at Phase I, Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 3, at Table 3 at page 32, which shows the winter 2023/2024 design day demand, and explain why this is significantly different than the indicated billing determinants using SFVD for 2024.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, just to be clear on the latter point, since that is obviously for a subset of the classes, but, that number, it is really matching this to the design day demand in the cost allocation model, which is based on all the classes which -- the allocated amount matches the billing determinants for the design day demand, just so it is clear.

D. STEVENS:  So do you need to add anything to the way that I explained the question?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I don't even need the second one.  I just wanted to -- I was just providing Anton understanding of where some of our confusions are coming from, why we can't go back and pull these numbers ourselves.  There are differences.

A. KACICNIK:  We are clear on what you need, Mark.

M. MILLAR:  Okay, let's record it as David described it, but I think the parties understand what the question is for.  Does that work?

D. STEVENS:  Very good.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  JT-2.2.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.2:  TO LOOK AT PHASE I, EXHIBIT 4, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 3, AT TABLE 3 AT PAGE 32, WHICH SHOWS THE WINTER 2023/2024 DESIGN DAY DEMAND, AND EXPLAIN WHY THIS IS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT THAN THE INDICATED BILLING DETERMINANTS USING SFVD FOR 2024

M. MILLAR:  Was that everything, Mark?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  We are going to slightly alter the schedule.  We're going to have Staff go next.  Mr. Viraney, you have 20 minutes.
Examination by K. Viraney


K. VIRANEY:  Good morning, panel.  My question is for Christensen Associates.  I guess you calculate -- did you calculate the design day demand for each customer?

T. BOZZO:  Yes.

K. VIRANEY:  And I believe you used heating degree days and some customer characteristics, customer use data to calculate the demand charge?

T. BOZZO:  Yes.

K. VIRANEY:  And I believe you used 18 degrees Celsius as the base temperature to calculate the heating days?

T. BOZZO:  Yes.

K. VIRANEY:  Now, this question is for Enbridge.  In Phase I, I believe Enbridge was considering 15 degrees Celsius as the base temperature to calculate heating degree day.  Is that correct?

A. KACICNIK:  Yes, that is correct.  That balance point of 15 degrees, however, has not been implemented into our billing system as of yet.  That is why Christensen used heating degree days of 18 degrees.

K. VIRANEY:  And, if you were to use 15 degrees Celsius, do you think there would be a significant change in the design day demands and the resulting demand charge?

T. BOZZO:  No.  Given the demand model, changing the base doesn't change the actual temperature at which the demand is projected.  As was discussed yesterday, the proposed models use an adjusted 18-degree HDD measure.  We used unadjusted, as discussed, in our efforts.  But we are using the correct [audio dropout]


Sorry.  Do I need to -- I probably need to start over.

M. MILLAR:  Yes, I think we lost about 10 seconds.

T. BOZZO:  Okay.  The important thing is that you use the correct HDDs, given how the -- or the correct design HDDs, given how the HDDs have been modelled for the customer demand.

K. VIRANEY:  But the HDDs would change if you use 15 degrees versus 18 degrees, is it?

T. BOZZO:  Yes.  So the H -- like, the HDD -- the design temperature has a different representation in HDDs depending on what the balance point is, but it is the same design temperature either way.

K. VIRANEY:  If the SFVD design is approved, would Enbridge use 18 degrees or 15 degrees Celsius?

A. KACICNIK:  If SFVD rate design was implemented today, we would need to use 18 degrees centigrade because that is what is in the billing system.  Considering that there is about two years lag between OEB approval and implementation it may be that changing the balance point from 18 to 15 will coincide with that event.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  So I have reviewed your SFVD rate design and I believe that it is fairly complicated to understand especially if used kind of try to review it the first time.  Would you agree that the SFVD rate design is more complicated than the traditional volumetric design?

A. KACICNIK:  I will go first and then maybe Christensen or other panel may supplement.  Like, if you look at different rate design options when it comes to traditional volumetric what simpler there is that customer can identify how much they are paying with the volume they are using, right, I am using certain amount of volume so I pay for that.  So it is kind of pay-as-you-go principle.  When it comes to actual bill derivation, the rates that we have in place now have a block structure.  So it is very difficult for customers to derive or verify their bill amount.  So it is easier from how much I am using but it is very difficult to derive your own bill when it comes to straight fixed variable with demand it -- the concept it is more difficult as far as how you derive your peak day demand.  But through customer engagement survey we did confirm that customers could identify with the concept of fixed cost to provide service and with the concept of paying for capacity they are using in the system.  Right?  And it is all a function of their actual consumption.  Right?  It is the model will determine how much they are using under those design day conditions based on their own consumption and their own operating characteristics.

K. VIRANEY:  So, do you agree if you implement this a general service customer would find it difficult to understand the demand charge?

A. KACICNIK:  No we don't think so.  And Atlanta Gas Light has been using this concept, this way of billing their customers, for more than 20 years.  And so, that is a positive proof that implementation and customer education and communication with be done successfully.

K. VIRANEY:  So, what kind of communication are you planning to include with, say, the first bill that has a SFVD rate design?

A. KACICNIK:  The communication plan will be developed later on when we undertake implementation, but as I said, there is a good example at Atlanta Gas Light in Georgia.  That is a website someone can go and see how they explain it.  We would definitely have different ways to explain that in layman, like, plain language.  We would have some, probably some graphs similar to what you see in response to Exhibit I.8.2-SEC-17 that you can see how customers are using on three coldest days and then under design day conditions.  So people can get the sense and identify with their usage of the system under different temperatures including pre-day conditions.

K. VIRANEY:  So, can you undertake to provide a sample bill, a bill that a general service residential customer would receive under the SFVD rate design?

D. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please.  Sorry, I interrupted you, Mr. Kacicnik.

A. KACICNIK:  It is okay, David.  I would like to ask that the filed evidence be brought up because there is a good mock-up how different charges would look like there.  I am just trying to find that.  Yes, can we bring up Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 3, page 24.  And look at Table 5.  So, what we see here it is an illustration of annual bill charges for the current rate design as for three rate design options that are in the evidence that we put forward for OEB's consideration.

So, if we look at the left-hand column, we have current rate design with monthly customer charges and then block volumetric charges.  And then commodity charges and we used to have federal carbon charges as well.  Under straight fixed variable with demand rate design option we would have monthly customer charge which would recover customer-related cost, that is cost to be connected to the system, cost of service line, meter set, regulator meter reading, billing, call centre, things like that.

And then the capacity or demand charge, so for a typical residential customer here we have a demand of 23.36 cubic metres under design day conditions and then times unit rate which is around 60 cents for a cubic metre of demand and then, again, natural gas and any other variable charges.

As we are having this up, so let's look at how the other two options would work straight fixed variable is just monthly customer charge.  Everybody pays the same.  Everybody in the same rate class pays the same rate.  And that there is no volumetric or demand charges.  We just have variable commodity charges and then on the right-hand side is our proposed additional volumetric rate design with monthly customer charge that would recover customer-related cost, just like under the SFVD option.  And then we have volumetric charge consisting of a single volumetric rate, not block.

K. VIRANEY:  But is it possible to provide a sample bill which actually shows the line item and charges rather than just a table?

D. STEVENS:  We can provide a representation of what a bill -- what a customer bill would look like using a sample SFVD rate design.

M. MILLAR:  KT-2.1.

D. STEVENS:  Sorry.

M. MILLAR:  Sorry JT-2.1.

D. STEVENS:  2.3, perhaps?

M. MILLAR:  Yes, thank you Mr. Stevens.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.3:  TO PROVIDE A REPRESENTATION OF WHAT A CUSTOMER BILL WOULD LOOK LIKE, USING A SAMPLE SFVD RATE DESIGN AND including line items.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay.  I am referring to IR response that is a Staff response, it is I.8.2-STAFF-29.  And I will just read your response.  It says, "if the straight fixed variable demand is not approved then Enbridge may propose a minimum annual volume requirements as an alternative."

So what does that mean, like, minimum annual volume?  Is it for all customers or contract customers?  I kind of didn't get -- I think it is not clear.

D. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  That reference is for contract customers, not for general service.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay.  So is it something that you would propose after the Board approves some other mechanism, like in -- before you implement the 2027 rates?  Or is it something that you would intend to do in the rate-order stage?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, just to be clear, your question is in reference to if we would propose an MAV situation?

K. VIRANEY:  Yes.

D. DREVENY:  I think in our response we said that we would need further direction from the Board on what their expectation would be for the rate design, and we would have to take it away.  The comment about MEV was just a potential consideration that we would have to take.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  I am going to the next one, and that is an IGUA response that is I.8.2-IGUA-4, and it is page 2 of that IR response.  Yes, so I am looking at the first paragraph there.  And it talks about:
"The proposed one rate-zone alternative recognizes regional differences in the allocation of gas supply, transportation and transmission costs."

And I am reading this, and I also remember the two-rate zone, with one distribution charge, and that has a kind of a similar language, which says that the one distribution charge, with the different costs for gas supply.

So what is the difference between this one rate-zone alternative and the two rate zones?  It seems the language is similar, except I see that the word here is "recognizes."  But otherwise it is pretty much the same description.

D. DREVENY:  Under one rate zone, every customer pays the same charge.  When we talk about the regional allocation of gas cost, that is just looking at -- it is a specific way of looking at the costs and how they are incurred based on different customer classes in different areas.

When we talk about two rate zones, that is actually separating into two separate rate zones defined by the service areas that we had proposed.  So under two rate zones, you have the central and south together, and then you have the north and the east service areas together.  And then there is one rate zone for distribution costs and then there are two separate rates for the gas costs.  So it is not the same view.

K. VIRANEY:  So what does this mean when it says "recognizes regional differences"?  I mean, "regional" would still mean there are different rate zones, doesn't it?

D. DREVENY:  No.  One moment, please.  It is a more specific allocation of the gas cost, but it still presents it as one rate zone.  So it is still shared across all customers in the same manner, versus two rate zones, you have two separate -- so you would have two separate schedules for the gas cost in that case, versus one.

K. VIRANEY:  So there no allocation of gas costs to the different regions under this proposal.  But the language seems to indicate that there is some allocation.

D. DREVENY:  It is allocated, but it still grouped all together into one rate.

K. VIRANEY:  So it is allocated based on regional differences, but then nothing -- that information is not used for anything?  It is just, still allocated?

D. DREVENY:  They are combined as one rate.  Yes.

K. VIRANEY:  So what is the purpose of identifying these regional differences?

D. DREVENY:  Under the regional approach, it provides -- it reduces bill impacts for certain rate classes as a result of that.  It is something that we could demonstrate, I think, if we brought up the exhibit.  So Phase III, Exhibit 7, tab 0, schedule 1, attachment 3?

And if you are looking on the screen here, you can see the differences in the total bill impact.  So these are by current rate class.  And you would be comparing the bill impacts you see under column B, which is one rate zone proposed, versus column C, which is one rate zone with no regional adjustments.  So here, you can see the difference in the bill impacts between the two.

K. VIRANEY:  So you are proposing the one rate zone proposed, as entered in the column B?

D. DREVENY:  That is correct.

K. VIRANEY:  Okay.  And what is the one rate zone, no regional adjustments?

D. DREVENY:  In the one rate zone, no regional adjustments, we are not taking into consideration any of the regional adjustments for the gas cost.

K. VIRANEY:  So you are allocating different gas cost to the regions, even in the one rate-zone proposed approach.

D. DREVENY:  Sure.

B. MCINTYRE:  Ben McIntyre for Enbridge.  So, in our proposed scenario, there is an additional step where we separate those non-distribution costs into the service areas.  And it results in a more direct, more specific cost allocation.  And then those costs are then rolled into rates for one rate zone that everyone would pay.

K. VIRANEY:  Is it possible that you can provide a table that shows what is being allocated and not being allocated under the two approaches, that is, your current one-rate zone and the two-rate zones with one distribution charge?

B. MCINTYRE:  Just to clarify, you are looking for specific cost categories, which are --

K. VIRANEY:  Yeah, which are either allocated to the two rate zones with one distribution charge, and what is in your one rate zone proposed?  What is the difference in the allocation, the gas cost allocation?

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Khalil.  We believe that this is all set out in the evidence, and some of the folks who would speak to this are actually on the next panel.

But maybe it is most efficient for us to provide an undertaking and give you the evidence reference, where one can see what costs are allocated differently under the one rate-zone approach, with regional adjustments, versus the one rate-zone approach without regional adjustments.  Is that satisfactory?

K. VIRANEY:  Yes.  That would be fine.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  That is JT-2.4.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.4:  A) TO EXPLAIN OR POINT TO THE EVIDENCE ALREADY FILED WHICH EXPLAINS WHAT COSTS ARE ALLOCATED DIFFERENTLY UNDER EACH OF THE ONE RATE ZONE PROPOSED WHICH HAS REGIONAL ADJUSTMENTS VERSUS ONE RATE ZONE WITH NO REGIONAL ADJUSTMENTS, VERSUS TWO RATE ZONES; B) TO EXPLAIN OR POINT TO THE EVIDENCE ALREADY FILED WHICH EXPLAINS WHAT COSTS ARE ALLOCATED DIFFERENTLY UNDER EACH OF THE ONE RATE ZONE PROPOSED WHICH HAS REGIONAL ADJUSTMENTS VERSUS ONE RATE ZONE WITH NO REGIONAL ADJUSTMENTS, VERSUS TWO RATE ZONES

M. MILLAR:  I understand that is it for Mr. Viraney?

K. VIRANEY:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, very much.  We will move to Mr. Quinn.  And I have you for -- I forget how long, Mr. Quinn.  What have you got?

D. QUINN:  An hour and a half.

M. MILLAR:  Yeah...

D. QUINN:  Twenty minutes.

M. MILLAR:  Twenty -- let's make it 20 minutes.

D. QUINN:  Okay, thanks.  Good morning, panel.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I wanted to add a friendly amendment to Mr. Viraney's last undertaking request, but I will handle it separately.

Can you add to that table the two rate zones because, as we all are learning about what is contemplated by Enbridge, insight is being gathered in a way that I want to understand those distinctions, because I understand it better now than I did half an hour ago.

So could Enbridge provide an undertaking which would be for us to be able to say the one rate zone with regional, without regional and here is the two rate zones, and how do those allocations change in that third scenario?

D. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  Perhaps I can restate Undertaking JT-2.4, just so everything is in one place.

So Enbridge will explain or point to the evidence already filed which explains what costs are allocated differently under each of the one rate zone proposed which has regional adjustments versus one rate zone with no regional adjustments, versus two rate zones.

D. QUINN:  That is great.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you just do them all?  I think now we are getting to where, let's do four.  If you are making one table where you are pointing to the evidence, it would seem to make sense to just have them all, all the alternatives.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

D. QUINN:  Thank you to Enbridge for that indulgence.  It hasn't been stated.  I am just going to state it for the record.  This is complex.  This is 10 years of rebasing layered on top of different rate models, on top of harmonization, and, frankly, as we were last night, we were working into the night, still confused.  So, whatever help you can provide us, I think it is going to help us all to make it clearer for the Board the choices that may still be left with the Board.  So thank you.

I had an EF Hutton moment, and I couldn't hear, so when Anton was going through the description to Mr. Viraney about how the differences between the 15 or 18 heating degrees as a baseline, there is going to be two years of lag and you used the words, I think, "We will allow it to coincide," but you trailed off, and I couldn't hear it.

So can you just go through that last part of what you said, that you think the two-year lag might somehow mitigate any differences between 15 and 18?

A. KACICNIK:  What I was referring to was the time needed after the OEB decision to implement rate harmonization, whichever rate design option is selected.  I said, if we were able to implement SFVD today, because the billing system uses 18 degrees centigrade, we would need to go with 18, that, because there is so much time needed to implement rate harmonization.  Perhaps by that time the billing system will switch from 18 to 15.  It would be all done at the same time.

Other than that, I don't know when the billing system is planned to switch from 18 to 15.

D. QUINN:  As we are struggling with uncertainty, I am sure there are challenges for Enbridge, also.  So that is helpful in terms of understanding what you are saying about coinciding.

I want to back up to the conversation before that, though.  You, Dr. Bozzo, tag-teamed on answering Mr. Viraney's questions, and something didn't click with me.  First off, a point of clarification:  Adjusted, you talk about "18" versus "18 adjusted"; is that adjusted for wind?

T. BOZZO:  No, it is adjusted for temperature.  So, the billing system subtracts 5 degrees, 5 heating degrees days per day, from the average daily HDDs in periods with more than five HDDs that are considered winter or heating season periods.  That functions like a lower balance point in that it assumes that customers are not immediately turning on their heating systems to meet their central -- to meet their heating demand at the moment the temperature falls, the average temperature falls, below 18.

D. QUINN:  So, just to create a consistent scenario, just assuming the design day temperature was minus 30 and we did actually get a minus 30 heating degree day, would the billing system somehow deduct 5 heating degree days for those customers and you would then add, in some ways, expected consumption to get back up to the 30, to the minus 30 temperature?

T. BOZZO:  No.  The system, as I understand its, has a parameter that is "gas consumption per adjusted heating degree day."  So what you could think of is that the projected design day demand as calculated would for -- you know, if the design temperature is 30 unadjusted HDDs, then the design demand is calculated on 25 adjusted HDDs.

D. QUINN:  Okay, I might have --

T. BOZZO:  But there is no, there is no -- you know.  If the -- there is no adjustment for a case where the design temperature were actually exceeded --

D. QUINN:  Okay.

T. BOZZO:  -- if that is the question.

D. QUINN:  No, no, that's not the question, and I might have tripped you up because I misstated something.

The temperature is minus 30, so the heating degree days in the traditional 18 degrees is 48 heating degree days.  So, if the temperature is minus 30 for the day, it is a full 48 heating degree days, as was your -- as measured by weather, what does the billing system do with that consumption?

Does it correct it down to 43 heating degree days and then say, well, that is how much you would have had otherwise, you know, so we have to get back to up 48?

T. BOZZO:  Well, I think, to go back to what I said earlier in response to Staff, the 48 unadjusted HDDs and 43 adjusted HDDs represent the same design temperature.

D. QUINN:  I hear -- 18 and 15 is a difference of three.

T. BOZZO:  Well, 18 and 15 is difference of three, but the system, as we described in the response to -- or in the Exhibit I.8.2-SEC, in the model for SEC-17, the billing system treatment that we represent there has a 5-degree adjustment relative to an 18-degree base.  That is the adjustment.  So 15 degrees could be thought of as being in between 18 unadjusted and the current adjustment in the billing system; the 18 minus 5 is like a 13-degree balance point.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So, if that is the case and Enbridge is layering on, then we are going to move to 15.  Are you saying -- and I am going to ask Mr. Kacicnik:  Are you going to redesign your billing system to remove that 5-degree adjustment?

A. KACICNIK:  Dwayne, the way we understand it is that the billing system would switch to 15-degree balance point once that Phase I outcome is implemented into the billing system.

D. QUINN:  And the minus 5 degree adjustment, will that still be maintained?

A. KACICNIK:  Like, I believe that would drop off, right?  That would drop off I believe.  It be that is as we are implementing these solutions we may find some other adjustments that are necessary or maybe not.  Because right now they are doing that in order to get the best possible outcome as far as regression is concerned for estimated bills.  That is the purpose of it.

D. QUINN:  I am reluctant to ask for an undertaking because this is complex.  I am going to leave the answer there but I heard you say "I believe" and "we may do this, we may do that.  I am hearing you don't have any certainty on what you are going to do; is that the bottom line?

A. KACICNIK:  I would agree with that, yes.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  Thanks, Mr. Viraney, for bringing that up with us yesterday and I appreciate the clarity is helpful for me for sure.

So, if I can ask we go to Exhibit I.7.0-FRPO-35, please.  Okay.  And if you could scroll down, I didn't bring mine up here, but I think this is to Ms. Dreveny.  My understanding is that you are making an adjustment for ex-franchise customers in terms of it says, "a direct assignment of the maximum design capacity to ex-franchise C1 and M16 based on firm contracted demands."

D. STEVENS:  If I may, Dwayne.  I think the next panel will be better positioned to answer this.  These folks are speaking about general service and SFVD.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Then I will take that.  That is fine, Ms. Dreveny is on the next panel.

D. STEVENS:  She is but there are some --


D. QUINN:  Fair enough.

D. STEVENS:  -- there are other people who are new on the next panel.

D. QUINN:  Fair enough.  That will keep me under my time, hopefully.  Okay.  Then I need to get back to that SFVD.

If we can turn up 8.2 -- sorry, I.8.2-FRPO-75, please.  Thank you.  Now, the response we were asking about Christensen's involvement in this proceeding as an independent expert or consultant to EGI.  I am reading they are an independent expert but you also, which is later on in the response, work collaboratively with Enbridge.  So, we had asked for any draft reports that were provided to Enbridge.  I think if you scroll down a little bit farther, yes, I just want to make sure the witnesses have it in front of them.  It says, "during the course of the project Enbridge will provide Christensen Associates with customer data and features, rate class, cost allocation -- " da, da, da " -- the company will also provide input on Christensen compatibility solutions with company systems."  Were there any milestone reports that Christensen provided Enbridge after doing its initial evaluation seeking Enbridge's input on what their findings were to that point?

D. STEVENS:  I think, Dwayne, certainly the witnesses can answer your question but to jump forward, and keeping in mind the time we have available, I will say that Enbridge is going to decline to provide reports and documents that predate the final reports.  The final reports represent the recommendations and findings of Christensen.  They represent what we are presenting to the OEB for consideration and approval.  In our view it is neither relevant or necessary to show all the along the way work.

D. QUINN:  Well, we will trust the Board will have some interest in that later, but I will move on.  If we move on to 8.2-FRPO-76, please.  And in this we were asking about the years used because I said, "please clarify if there were issues with the more recent Union Gas data due to the meter reading and billing issues of the last four years."  Now I see that 2016 to 2019 were used and it says, no, the data analyzed predated the period in question.  That doesn't say why that data was chosen.  So can you help me with why you wouldn't use more recent data?

A. KACICNIK:  Dwayne, the short answer is that the work in filing preceded billing system integration.  We issued request for proposals for general service harmonization in the last quarter of 2019, selected Christensen to start the project in first quarter of 2020, then we filed evidence in November of 2022.  So, the most recent data that was available at that point was four years of customer consumption data from 2016 to 2019.

D. QUINN:  As usual you are very helpful, Mr. Kacicnik.  I didn't reconcile the dates in terms of the work of Christensen so that is sufficient for that.  But my question now becomes:  What period -- assuming the Board decided that SFVD was the way to go.  What years would Enbridge use and are there potential risks associated with the Union Gas data for the period, for the first 2 years following integration?  Which, if my recollection serves, was like July of 2021.

A. KACICNIK:  That is correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So that question, please.

A. KACICNIK:  It is probably two parts to this question.  For one, what is being used in regression modelling to derive design day demands is just actual meter reads, that is for one.

D. QUINN:  Sorry, when you say that do you mean you have eliminated any estimates?

A. KACICNIK:  Estimates are not.  Estimated bills are not used in the derivation.

D. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

A. KACICNIK:  That's one thing.  Secondly we had issues on billing system implementation but, given that this will not be implemented prior to 2027, there will be new data being accumulated that regression can use.  And lastly, as explained in response to interrogatory I.8.2-SEC-17 the model does search for the best fit.  Right?  So it takes either 1 year, 2 years, 3, 5 or 10.  So if customers is very stable doesn't do much in terms of their equipment or household improvements the model will likely take 10 yours.  If the customer implements some changes to their building envelope or heating equipment, et cetera, it will take a shorter period.  So it is a dynamic model searching for the best regression fit.

So, I guess the bottom line is that those issues that we experienced will not effect the results that we are looking at here for straight fixed variable with demand rate design option.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Kacicnik.  Dr. Bozzo, those are my questions.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  And I believe that concludes the questioning for panel 3, unless there is anything else.  So thank you, very much, panel.

Mr. Stevens, how long will it take you to do the crossover?  We are a little early for our morning break.

D. STEVENS:  If we could just take five minutes --


M. MILLAR:  Take five.

D. STEVENS:  -- interim, and then we can go through to 11:00.

M. MILLAR:  Let's do that.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:21 a.m.
--- On resuming at 10:27 a.m.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  We are going to get started again, everyone, if I could ask you to take your seats.

We have panel 4, here.  Maybe I could ask Mr. Stevens to introduce the witnesses.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.  So our fourth panel is now here and ready.  It is mostly folks who have already appeared, with one new addition.  So the members of the panel starting in the front row on the left are Kurt Holmes, specialist, rate design, Danielle Dreveny, manager, rate design, and Ben McIntyre, specialist, rate design.

And then, in the second row, we have Brandon So, specialist, customer policy and Greg Kaminski, specialist, cost allocation.
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And I have one preliminary matter before we move to proceed with questions from the parties.  Yesterday, during the questions for the first panel, Mr. Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe had a question that was more suitable for this panel, and he provided that question in writing in an e-mail.

There is no particular descriptor for the e-mail, but it was sent at 10:36 a.m. yesterday.  So perhaps we could mark that e-mail as an exhibit.

M. MILLAR:  KT-2.1.
EXHIBIT KT-2.1:  EMAIL FROM MR. BROPHY DATED JULY 16, 2025 AT 10:36 A.M.

D. STEVENS:  And Enbridge will agree to answer that question in writing, as part of the undertakings.

M. MILLAR:  And it is just one question?

D. STEVENS:  Correct.  It has several parts, but it will just be referenced as one question.

M. MILLAR:  That will be JT-2.5.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.5:  TO PROVIDE A WRITTEN RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT KT-2.1

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  With that, are the witnesses ready?  We are going to begin with Mr. Walker.  Mr. Walker, I have you down for 10 minutes.
Examination by S. Walker


S. WALKER:  Good morning, Mr. Millar, Mr. Stevens, panel, esteemed colleagues and intervenors.

Could I ask you to pull up Exhibit I.8.4-OAPPA-3, please.  So, if you could, scroll to the next page, which has the excerpt.  Thank you.

Thank you first for providing the details.  You have identified that the number of customers charged for overrides that did not meet checkpoints ranged between 1 and 8 over the last 5 years, and you have also indicated the number of clients who were required to balance, subject to checkpoints, range between 466 and 485.

Are you able to advise how many of those 485 customers -- actually, 466 to 485 -- were required to take action to meet checkpoints in February and September, as well?

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Scott.  It is probably a question that the services panel will be better able to answer, but I am going to guess that they [audio dropout] information at the tip of their fingers, either.  So perhaps it is best for us just to answer this by way of undertaking.

S. WALKER:  That would be awesome.  I have another question related to that, that might expand the undertaking, if that is possible?

D. STEVENS:  Certainly, so why don't we do the whole series of questions, and then we will capture it in a single undertaking.

S. WALKER:  Awesome, thank you.  So, as part of the undertaking, would you be prepared to provide a summary of the total GJs and the number of customers who were required to take action to meet the imputed checkpoint requirements for February and September for that same 2021-to-2025 period?

D. STEVENS:  Can you just please repeat the first part of the question [audio dropout] got it all?

S. WALKER:  So how many of the 466 to 485 customers were required to take action to meet the checkpoint balances in February and September; and then could you provide a summary of the total GJs that were required to take action for those checkpoints for the same, 2021 to 2025?

D. STEVENS:  One moment, please.  Enbridge Gas is prepared to answer the answer to those two questions in writing, Scott, subject to the caveat that, if the information or data doesn't exist, then we will just indicate what gaps there might be.

S. WALKER:  Awesome, thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.6.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.6:  TO PROVIDE HOW MANY OF THE 466 TO 485 CUSTOMERS WERE REQUIRED TO TAKE ACTION TO MEET THE IMPUTED CHECKPOINT REQUIREMENTS FOR FEBRUARY AND SEPTEMBER OF THE 2021-TO-2025 PERIOD; TO PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF THE TOTAL GJS REQUIRED TO TAKE ACTION FOR THOSE CHECKPOINTS FOR THE SAME PERIOD


S. WALKER:  Not sure who to direct this to for the panel, same issue.  Can you confirm that Enbridge calculates and advises those to be determined number of 466 to 485 customers of their checkpoint requirements?

D. STEVENS:  I don't know, Scott, whether you are available this afternoon, but those are really questions that the services panel will be able to answer, panel 5.

S. WALKER:  Could I draw your attention to B, 3B here.  So you have identified that there are 601 customers newly subjected or, sorry, newly subjected to checkpoint balances.  Relative to the 485, the existing 485 strikes us as being a significant number of customers that you are currently managing their checkpoint balances are.

D. STEVENS:  Again, Scott, are you available to ask these questions to panel number 5 this afternoon?

S. WALKER:  I --


D. STEVENS:  Because those are the folks with expertise.

S. WALKER:  Okay.  Awesome.  Would that also be true for 1C?

D. STEVENS:  Yes, it would.

S. WALKER:  Okay.  Mr. Millar, I would defer the rest of my time, I guess, to this afternoon's panel 5, if I could.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Scott.

S. WALKER:  Okay.  Thank you --


M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Walker.

S. WALKER:  -- all my questions.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  We are moving now to OGVG.  Mr. Buonaguro, I have you for 25 minutes.
Examination by M. Buonaguro


M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  I didn't see that in mine.  That's good.

Good morning, panel.  Mike Buonaguro for OGVG.  So I sent most of my material ahead of time, and we are not going to go through of all of it, you will be glad to hear.

My first question made reference to an interrogatory response from Phase I, actually, I.3.2-OGVG-4, attachment 1.  That was an attachment where the company provided a breakdown of customers between rate classes and annual throughput and then identified specific greenhouse customers, which are obviously of special interest to me.

What I was going to ask you to do is, looking at that exhibit, if you can take column A and B and break that down one more time between rate zones, so Enbridge between east and west or, I guess, east and central, and the northern between north and east, just so I can see -- every time I look at a rate impact schedule that shows all the rate classes, rate 1 to particular rate zones, it is broken down between east and central, for example, but I don't know how many customers are in those, so I don't know exactly how many customers are impacted.  So that's why I ask.  I couldn't find it in the evidence.

If there is something like that, a breakdown, in the evidence, I am happy to take that reference, but the easiest way I thought to do it was ask for the undertaking to get that further breakdown.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  JT-2.7.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.7:  WITH REFERENCE TO I.3.2-OGVG-4, ATTACHMENT 1, TO BREAK DOWN COLUMN A AND COLUMN B BETWEEN RATE ZONES; OR TO PROVIDE A CITATION TO THIS BREAKDOWN IN THE EVIDENCE


M. BUONAGURO:  The next question I had was just in reading I.7.3-CCC-7, attachment 1, page 2, and I was looking at the percentage changes in revenue requirement.  I want to make sure whether I am just misreading what that means or whether there is a mistake in the table because, when I look at rate 10, which is of particular interest to OGVG, it shows a $2 million, it looks like, reduction in the revenue requirement, but it is shown as a 0 percent decrease -- which I think that one is actually close.  But then, E20, it shows a $12 million decrease in the revenue requirement but only a 0.2 percent decrease in the revenue requirement.  Is that just a typo in the percentage?

D. DREVENY:  It is identified as a formula error.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

D. DREVENY:  It is just an error in what the cell was pulling to derive the percentage change.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay, so there is nothing more mysterious about it.  Okay.

D. DREVENY:  No.

M. BUONAGURO:  So $12 million is actually more like -- I can't tell off the top of my head what it is, but it is much more substantial than a 2 percent decrease?

D. DREVENY:  Correct.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  But then I am assuming that, to the extent these numbers have been flown through other exhibits, that is not an error that we replicate; that is specific to this presentation?

D. DREVENY:  No, it is specific to the calculation in this table.

M. BUONAGURO:  All right.  Thank you.  Next, Exhibit I.8.2-OGVG-13B and E, and attachment 1.  Those are the things we are going to be talking about briefly.  And so here we are asking a series of questions about customers who are in the, proposed to be in the, new E10 class and the possibility of them moving to the E20 class and what the repercussions of that would be.

The first issue that was -- I raised in our questions, and answered, were with respect to whether practically speaking there was any barrier to doing that, if there would be any reason why a particular customer couldn't do it.

The answer I got -- and I will paraphrase rather than read the whole thing:  Generally speaking, they said there were no barriers to doing it as long as you met the applicability, which is just simply really just the minimum demand, I believe, as long as you are willing to take on the additional management obligation that you can move.  Great, sounds good.

The second part, though, says -- and I am going to read this part out:
"For customers new to this service option, discussion of benefits and customer requirements of semi-unbundled service under rate E20 versus bundled service under rate E10 would be customer specific and discuss with customers for the contract renewal process after approval of the harmonized services."

This made me think of the fact that, across the customers who would be going into E20, if they were looking at doing that, certainly several M7 customers, greenhouse customers, that have recently signed multi-year contracts, I wanted to make sure that there was no barrier for them moving, when they want to, from E10 to E20, assuming that is what happens.

So, for example, if I have an M7 customer who has a 10-year contract to underpin a Leave to Construct application and new construction and they are in year 5 and this comes in, this option comes available to them, in year 6, I am assuming based on what has been said here that they could do that and that there would be a process for moving; even though they have a contract, you would take the remaining term of their contract and apply it under E20; do I that right or is it more complicated than that?

D. STEVENS:  I see a little bit of confusion on the part of the panel.  I don't know whether this is something you can answer or whether the better witnesses are the folks in the services panel?

D. DREVENY:  I think it would be helpful to have the services panel assist on that question.

M. BUONAGURO:  I am happy to ask them.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.

M. BUONAGURO:  And then if it becomes a problem I think it's an easy undertaking to give as well.  So thank you for that.  Looking at the attachment, this is where -- this is where you calculated scenarios.  Am I correct that when you calculate the scenarios, because you are talking about a storage charge you have to make some assumptions that -- it is not automatic process where I can just plug in a demand and an annual volume and spit out a result.  It is more complicated than that?  Or is everything else moderated?  I don't is the Excel version, so I can't tell if everything is linked to just the demand and the annual volumes.

B. MCINTYRE:  Yeah, that's correct.  So for these -- these were sort of made up typical customers and we made assumptions for their storage parameters.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So I think you are telling me that this not something I can do myself, I have to ask you for scenarios?

B. MCINTYRE:  I think you could make it yourself but, yeah, we have made assumptions here.

M. BUONAGURO:  Let's assume I am not qualified to make it.  So just the one question I had, and I put this right on my preview, if you are looking at the first one, I think -- so, for the first one it says, "small rate E10 to E20."  It says, "demand 13,000 metres cubed and volume 1.898 million."  But then when I look at the actual example I don't see the 1.898 million, I see 2.372.5 million.  Is that just, which one is correct; are they both correct; can you explain the difference for me?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yeah, so we saw your pre-submitted questions and we identified that the volume in the subheadings were not updated to match the actual volumes in the calculation.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So what I am looking at -- the actual example is correct, I just ignore the heading?

B. MCINTYRE:  That's right.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thank you, that's helpful.  Now, and also as part of my preview I actually asked you, and I guess we can go there now.  If we go to I.8.2-OGVG-14, I asked for all the classes where there are greenhouse contract customers, the smallest, the largest customers.  Go to that table quickly.  I think it is the next page.  No, it is actually in the body.  Yes.  And so, what I would ask is, because I can't do it myself, if you could take those last three, sorry, the M7 customers, the smallest M7 customers from here, the medium one, and the largest one and produce that same conversion from E10 to E20 so I can so what the impacts would be on those customers in terms of savings?  I think they would all meet the threshold for savings, but I don't know exactly how much.

D. STEVENS:  Thanks, Mike.  Just so that I can collect everything together in one place, we are looking at OGVG -- the table 1, sorry, I can't see -- OGVG-14?

M. BUONAGURO:  Do you want me to take over?

D. STEVENS:  No, I am just looking at my notes here.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  So, it's -- you would like to -- taking into account the smallest, medium and large volume M7 customers shown in OGVG-14 you would like to produce -- have Enbridge produce the analysis that was shown?  And I am sorry, I didn't write down what interrogatory we were on a moment ago.

M. BUONAGURO:  OGVG-13.

D. STEVENS:  The analysis in OGVG-13 showing rates E10 and E20?

M. BUONAGURO:  Yes, that is it.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.8.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.8:  WITH REFERENCE TO I.8.2-OGVG-13, PRODUCE THE ANALYSIS SHOWN TAKING INTO ACCOUNT THE SMALLEST, MEDIUM AND LARGE VOLUME M7 CUSTOMERS.

M. BUONAGURO:  And I am speeding along.  I think the only question I have left, and this is more for my edification, this is the last question on my list.  Exhibit I.8.2-OGVG-15 -- and perhaps it is actually better to go to one of the tables that I referred to.  So, if you go to Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 6.  And we can start with attachment 1.  So, I asked a specific question and I got an answer back, I am sorry, I didn't quite understand the answer.  I just thought it would be best to just look at the picture.  When I am looking at the picture it says it doesn't matter which figure you used as long as you're using it without rate mitigation.  It says, "Figure 1 total bill impacts prior to mitigation, firm bundle contract service."  My understanding -- well,  first of all this is updated.  And I think the update mostly is that you have taken out the impact of the carbon tax; is that right?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes, that is right.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  And I think that has the -- I think that had the effect on the direct purchase basis of increasing the notional rate increases associated with the cost, the cost allocation and rate design changes; is that right?

B. MCINTYRE:  So, remitting the federal carbon charge doesn't affect the dollar impact of the bill changes, but it affects the denominator upon which the percentages are derived so it will magnitude both increases and decreases.

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  That's what I thought, but that is a good clarification.  And so, when you say prior to mitigation, my understanding was and perhaps you can confirm this, does this presentation show the rates without intentionally reducing the fixed charges to a particular level?  Because you have a proposed fixed charge for all these rate classes; is that is what in these figures for mitigation or not?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes.  So, in the rate mitigation plan we are proposing three distinct rate mitigation measures.  So, two of them are sort of the permanent adjustment, so there is the monthly customer charge reductions and the rate E62-specific mitigation.  So that is the difference between figure 1 and figure 2 on this reference, is figure 1 does not include any of those adjustments.

M. BUONAGURO:  Right.

B. MCINTYRE:  Figure 2 does include them and the rider R impact is the third mitigation and it is excluded from both of these images.

M. BUONAGURO:  All right.  So, for example, I am looking at figure 1, figure 1 I think captures all the customers in E10 I believe?

B. MCINTYRE:  That is right.

M. BUONAGURO:  And this presentation is based on an assumed fixed charge of something like I think it is $2,500 as opposed the proposed charge of, I think, $500?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes.  The cost base charge for rate E10 I think it is exactly $2,500.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So, thank you.  That helps me understand these.  Those are my questions, thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro.  Mr. Quinn, I have you up next.  We are looking to break around 11:00 a.m.  So would you be able to find a spot around 10 minutes for a break if you are ready?

D. QUINN:  Yes, Mr. Millar.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Go ahead.
Examination by D. Quinn


D. QUINN:  Thank you.  Good morning again, panel.  I see some returning faces.  I am going to hopefully lead us through improved understanding and we will see how it goes anyway.  If we can turn up Exhibit I.7.1-FRPO-42, please.  Thank you.  Now, I think Ms. Dreveny was involved in this, but yesterday we had discussed the commodity cost and EGI took an undertaking to provide the processing of costs of winter purchases at Dawn.  There is one point that I didn't get to though, and so I wanted to ask for a separate undertaking.  The scenario I didn't ask about is:  What if the Dawn purchase costs were lower than the prevailing WARP; what would happen in that scenario?  So, if we use the same methodology, and we can pull up the exhibit again, or do you recall the discussion, Ms. Dreveny?

D. DREVENY:  I do, yes.

D. QUINN:  Yes.  So what I am asking is to do that undertaking without having to go through all the details we did go through but say, okay, the price is $4 instead of 5.25 or 5.70 as we talked about yesterday.  I just want to understand the mechanics behind it because sometimes the price goes down in the winter and how would those costs, or in this case discounts, be handled?

D. STEVENS:  So I believe, Dwayne, you are talking about JT-1.37 and JT-1.38 from yesterday?

D. QUINN:  I am going to trust you on that, Mr. Stevens, because I don't have a list in front of me.

D. STEVENS:  So we can provide a separate undertaking.  It will be answered in conjunction with those, to show the mechanics of what will be recorded in the PGVA and the thing -- price variance account, if I remember correctly, in the circumstance where the experienced Dawn-purchased cost is lower than the prevailing [audio dropout].

D. QUINN:  Excellent, thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.9.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.9:  TO SHOW THE MECHANICS OF WHAT WILL BE RECORDED IN THE PGVA AND THE PRICE VARIANCE ACCOUNT IN THE CIRCUMSTANCE WHERE THE EXPERIENCED DAWN-PURCHASED COST IS LOWER THAN THE PREVAILING

K. HOLMES:  And sorry, just one second, maybe for clarity, Mr. Stevens.  Mr. Quinn, are you looking for the same two months as the other undertakings?

D. QUINN:  Yes, because it differentiates, again, direct purchase and system gas and the totality of it.  So, thank you, for the clarification.

If we can turn up the next IR-43, please?  Okay.  If we can show just the preamble also for the witnesses?  Thank you.

In this case here, we are asking about how Enbridge has allocated demand costs, in this case, specifically for transport.  And the last sentence says:
"For cost allocation purposes, Enbridge assumes long-haul transport contracts are used to serve average annual demands in each respective delivery area, with the remaining annual demands met through the use of short-haul contracts."

I understand, and that is a simplifying assumption in the cost allocation, but what I am trying to first get to is -- and I am going to use Enbridge EDA because it is the easiest.  So the Enbridge service to Ottawa, which is underpinned predominantly by TransCanada long-haul contracts.

Would you agree with that starting point?

B. SO:  That is correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Mr. So, I think I would then try to understand this better if we -- probably would understand, I guess, the principle, and then I will go to the detail.

In the winter, would you agree that the TransCanada long haul forms a very important part of deliveries to the franchise during the winter?

D. STEVENS:  I can see the witness is hesitating.  These really are gas supply questions, and you spent, I think, time and a half yesterday with the gas supply panel.  So I am not sure that these folks can help you.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Would you take it subject to check that approximately 40 percent, almost 40 percent, of the demands for the Enbridge EDA are served by TransCanada long-haul contracts?

D. STEVENS:  I mean, we can take that as an assumption that is going to underlie whatever you are going to ask, next.

D. QUINN:  Yes.  I am just saying, I asked a question for which I thought the panel would be able to concur with.  But instead, I will just give you the precision: 39-point-something, to be very precise.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  But just to be clear, Dwayne, we are not taking it subject to check; we are not going to go back and do the [audio dropout].

D. QUINN:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  But we understand that that is going to be the assumption for what you are asking.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So if TransCanada long-haul contracts are relied upon by the eastern end of the Enbridge franchise for more than their average consumption throughout the year, is there any distinction made in the cost allocation process to recognize the importance of TransCanada long haul to the Enbridge EDA?

B. SO:  In our current causal location model, all the load balancing is we are doing -- we are load balancing it from the Dawn [audio dropout].

D. QUINN:  So that would be no, there is no compensating mechanism to recognize TransCanada long-haul contracts for purposes of load balancing in the EDA.  Is that what you are saying?

B. SO:  Not in our model.

D. QUINN:  Not in your model, okay.  Fair enough, fair enough.  I wanted to understand the principle first, because if we can turn up the attachment that is attachment 1 to this IR response?  Yes, thank you, for helping us with the eye test.  The EDA is actually more towards the bottom, here.

And so what we have is the Empress to North Bay Junction, North Bay Junction to EDA, it is the same contract, but there is a distinction made, and I was trying to understand it, that Empress to North Bay has a cost associated with it.  But then the NBJ to Enbridge EDA is -- it looks like allocated differentially and/or -- because you are using an annual volume of 69 for the purposes of transportation, and then 26 for load balancing.

And yet my understanding -- I guess I was trying to understand why is it done that way?  Is that just following the principle that essentially, since the Empress to NBJ and NBJ to Enbridge EDA was one contract, it is now split into two.  Are you treating only the long haul of Empress to NBJ as long haul, and NBJ to the Enbridge EDA as short haul?

B. SO:  Transportation demand in our model, it served -- the first column you see is the average annual demand, and any differences, it is all load-balancing transportation.

D. QUINN:  You are talking about for line 29, Empress to NBJ?  Maybe if you can help me with the line number you are --


B. SO:  Well, that is what -- in our model.  Anything with how we determine the transportation demand, it is the average annual demand that flows constantly, day in/day out, through.  And, for instance, it is all load-balancing transportation.

D. QUINN:  But, in this case here, you have a contract that used to be Empress to Enbridge EDA; it was one contract.  TransCanada offered an ability to go a longer term fixed-price contract from Empress to NBJ.  So you segmented that contract into two pieces.

Are you using that distinction to call NBJ to Enbridge EDA, short haul?  Or is it part of the same long-haul contract?

B. SO:  The assumption in our cost-allocation model it is all average annual demand flowing through long haul.  It is transportation demand, so these are just -- these are just separate contract of the path that shows up in the contract, so it doesn't matter in our cost allocations in our model.

D. QUINN:  I am not sure I am still hearing an answer to my question.  Maybe my question phrasing -- because I have some other questions on this attachment, but I want to make sure I get the principle right first.  So, just very simply, is NBJ to Enbridge EDA treated as short haul or long haul for the purposes of cost allocation?

D. STEVENS:  I guess we are confused over here, Dwayne.  It appears just by looking at this table that, while we have two different segments of Empress to EDA, they are treated the same.  In other words, the same proportion is allocated as load balancing for each of those segments.  They are shown as different lines because there is a different toll associated with each path but that there is no difference in treatment between the two segments.

D. QUINN:  Well, that is what I am trying to understand, Mr. Stevens, because NBJ to EDA seems to be a short-haul contract, and I thought the principle was that short-haul contracts are used for load balancing.  But, in this case here, a significant portion of that contract is being used as transportation demand.

B. SO:  I guess, the path, it is from Empress to NBJ and NBJ to EDA, so we just looked at how the pipe was being used, so it doesn't matter whether you call it long haul or short haul.  So, at the end of the day, it is from Empress to EDA [audio dropout], and from that we look at the average annual demand and we treat them as transportation demand, and anything above that is load-balancing transport.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I am not sure how well this principle is going to hold, but, Mr. Millar, I have more questions in this attachment, but I think this is about the time you wanted to break.

M. MILLAR:  Indeed.  Let's break until 11:20.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 11:04 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:21 a.m.

M. MILLAR:  We are back with Mr. Quinn.

D. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  If we could have that same attachment I.7.1-FRPO-43, attachment 1, please.  So we left at -- I am trying -- let me back up one step.  What I am trying to do is really understand how you have allocated your gas supply cost and Mr. Kacicnik isn't here but he's educated me over the years on how allocations have worked in the Enbridge territory.  This is a different allocation model and yet I was trying to follow some of the principles and one of those being long haul was for transportation, short haul was for load balancing.  However something was said in the discussions that maybe I will start there.  I heard something about mapped or allocated to the gas supply function, the transportation provides; did I hear that correctly?

B. SO:  Dwayne, let me clarify.

T. LADANYI:  Okay.

B. SO:  Try to explain that more clearly.  When we look at a transportation contract and we look at how it was being used and served different areas, so if it is being used as a -- to serve the annual average transport then we just classify them as transportation demand.  And so, it doesn't matter whether it is a long haul or short haul.  So in this case if you look at Empress to NBJ, if you look at the annual volume they all 69302 so, yes, this is long haul and short haul but we look at how the asset was being used, whether it is for transportation demand or it is for load balancing transport.  So, it is not specifically saying long haul or short haul.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So, if I am hearing you correctly then I can just abandon the idea of long haul and short haul and just look to how is the contract utilized in the gas supply plan; is that a fair --


B. SO:  The serve the areas, yes.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, that helps clarify some things, so thank you for that restatement.  I want to look at some specific lines then.  And I got some feedback at the break.  If you could actually make that just a little bit smaller so we can see the titles at the top.  People couldn't follow what I -- there we go.  I know myself and the panel knew what we were talking about, but it was harder for people -- the distinction between transportation demand and load balancing transportation.  So, if I go down to line 15 and 16, one is Empress to Union EDA and Parkway to Union EDA you, again, I am not going to get caught in the distinction of long haul versus short haul; but is it fair to say that you are taking the average annual from the Union EDA for the transportation demand, first off?

B. SO:  Can you repeat the questions again?

D. QUINN:  Sure.  I am looking at lines 15 to 16 to the Empress to Union EDA and Parkway to Union EDA, each is allocated some to transportation and to some demand.  My understanding now of transportation demand on the basis of what the average annual -- if you take the load for the EDA and you divide it by 365 days you get the annual average demand for the EDA.  You have taken those two contracts now and you have split both of them; is it the same percentage you're using?  Because it doesn't look like to it to me, but you can tell me if that is correct or not.  When you are allocating those two contracts you have come up with some kind of proportional allocation which I can't understand, even on the basis of how the asset is used in the gas supply plan.

I don't want to interrupt the discussions going on but I had a thought, Mr. Stevens.

D. STEVENS:  Sure, please go ahead.

D. QUINN:  If somebody can point me to -- I thought at some point I understood the mapping of the transportation contracts to the respective functions of transportation or load balancing.  If Enbridge could take this away and say what the principles are and what that mapping looks like, if it is not on the record already put it on the record, and that just will hopefully overcome my inability at this point to understand.  I was trying to understand if some distinctions are made or if there are hard and fast principles, but it sounds like in some cases it is contingent upon some other factors that I don't clearly understand.  So I thought potentially, Mr. Stevens, if you amenable if we do that as an undertaking?

D. STEVENS:  Sorry, I am just writing right now.

D. QUINN:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  So I will check with you first, Dwayne, and then I will check with the witnesses.

D. QUINN:  Sure.

D. STEVENS:  So I think what you are asking is can Enbridge Gas provide the mapping of transportation contracts as shown at FRPO-43, attachment 1 between the transportation demand and load balancing transportation function and explain the principles that underlie or relate to that mapping or allocation?

D. QUINN:  Said well and more concisely than I would have, thank you.

D. STEVENS:  And is that something that can be done without days and weeks of work?

B. SO:  No, we can do that.

D. STEVENS:  We can do that.  Thank you.  So we will provide that undertaking.

M. MILLAR:  JT-2.10.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.10:  TO PROVIDE THE MAPPING OF TRANSPORTATION CONTRACTS AS SHOWN AT FRPO-43, ATTACHMENT 1 BETWEEN THE TRANSPORTATION DEMAND AND LOAD BALANCING TRANSPORTATION FUNCTION AND EXPLAIN THE PRINCIPLES THAT UNDERLIE OR RELATE TO THAT MAPPING OR ALLOCATION.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.  Okay.  I think everybody will be happy if I move to a different interrogatory.  So two interrogatories later, Exhibit 7.1-FRPO-45, please.  Okay.  If we can stay on the preamble here, I cited the paragraphs in the evidence where I took these two partial sentences.
"Historic demand costs are further classified by deliverability space and operational contingency, the amount classified as operation contingency is based on 10.8 PJs of filled space and a total operational contingency of 15.6."

Now, obviously how operational contingency is being provided is different than it was in the Union Gas only cost allocation process.  Can I get confirmation of that to start?

G. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  The operational contingency components are similar to what -- the old system integrity were.

D. QUINN:  Yeah, the components but how the cost of those components are allocated into rates is changing?

G. KAMINSKI:  The allocation is similar.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  The amount of storage that is allocated to in-franchise customers is based upon the aggregated excess approach; correct?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, the Union cost study had 100 PJs of cost based storage, of which a portion was deemed to be excess utility.  And a portion of it also was the 9.5 PJs of system integrity space.

D. QUINN:  Yeah, no.  I think we are missing each other on this.  I just am trying to start with the very simple idea that the amount of storage is allocated in in-franchise customers is based upon aggregate excess; correct?

G. KAMINSKI:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  And I don't have the precise numbers, and I am not going to lead us through a numerical exercise.  But let's just say it is around 200 PJs of total space that is allocated to in-franchise customers.

G. KAMINSKI:  Sure, yeah.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So, using that simple math again, for the 15 PJs, you have allocated costs to customers that allocates all of the costs of 200 PJs, but you have this 15 that is a subset, in my understanding, of that 200.  Is it not?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, that is my understanding.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So if you have allocated the cost of the 200, what is the principle that allows a reallocation of 15 PJs to customers who have already been allocated that cost in the 200?

G. KAMINSKI:  I think it comes down to how the system or the operational contingency space is being used, as shown in table 1, the different components.

D. QUINN:  Yeah, okay.  Let's move down to table 1.  I will follow you, just to make sure that we are all talking about the same thing.

Your operational contingency, though -- and just go to the bottom line, first -- is a total of 15 PJs, roughly.  You are allocating costs, your unit cost of storage, I assume.

Well, I will start there:  You multiply the 15 by a unit cost of storage.  Correct?

G. KAMINSKI:  Can you please repeat the question, Mr. Quinn?

D. QUINN:  First, I am just trying to level-set us.  The 15.6 that is shown as the bottom line here, that represents the operational contingency space.  Storage allocation for space is done on a unit-cost basis.  Is that correct?

G. KAMINSKI:  We will take the space associated with operational contingency, correct, and multiply it by a rate to determine a cost that will be functionalized to this, that particular classification.

D. QUINN:  Great, okay.  Now separately and again, and we just use the round numbers, not precise, but 200 PJs of in-franchise space is being allocated to in-franchise customers, so you would multiply that 200 by that same storage unit rate.  Correct?

G. KAMINSKI:  I think so.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  And so, if you add those two costs together, you have essentially the total cost of 215 PJs of space?

G. KAMINSKI:  The 15.6 PJs of operational contingencies is included in the 199 of cost-based storage.  It is not incremental to the 200.

D. QUINN:  So help me understand how you do that, if you have a unit rate for the 200 PJs and you have allocated that to customers, and then you take the 15.6, and you have a similar allocation, but it is an additional incremental allocation, do you somehow net off that 15.6 to the -- such that the aggregate-excess methodology came up with 200, it is netted off to come up with 185, which is multiplied then, and allocated -- multiplied by the storage demand unit rate, and then allocated amongst the customer classes.  Is that the way it goes?

G. KAMINSKI:  If we take the storage space, let's use a pie, for example:  We will slice off the 15.6 for operational contingency, right?  And that 15.6 has its own allocation methodology.  It is not being allocated twice; it has its own allocation methodology.

D. QUINN:  So the extension of that would be then that the 200 units of storage that are allocated to in-franchise customers, now it is only -- the cost for 185 PJs of storage.  Is that accurate?

G. KAMINSKI:  The cost of the other 185 PJs of storage would be in other functional classifications.  But, in total, you are still at 200.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I believe we are saying the same thing.  And you said before, "I believe", and it caused me some concern.  But I will trust that if there is anything different from that, we will hear about it later.  Okay.  All right.  I want to move on.  Thank you, for walking through that with me.

If we can move on to I.7.1-FRPO-52, please.  Now if we can, again, stick with the preamble to start?  Because what I am talking about here, and trying to understand, is the other revenue functionalized to distribution includes revenue from various sources.  And the sources I was particularly interested was for expansion projects or RNG stations that are being compensated by the proponents, either the customers on one side or the RNG provider on the other side.

So I asked:
"Are these other revenues paying down the asset balance to reduce the revenue requirement of the facilities?"

And if we scroll down, I am reading how they are allocated.  But what I am not reading in the answer is does it reduce the amount of cost in rate base such that the next time we rebase, the rate base has already recognized the deductions of these other revenues?

G. KAMINSKI:  The other revenue that is included in this response that we are referring to does not reduce the rate base.  It just reduces the revenue requirement of those functional classifications.

D. QUINN:  So, in the next rebasing, existing customers at that time, including those who are served by these things, would have to pay for the remaining unamortized value of those projects?

G. KAMINSKI:  I think the costs of these items would be included in a rate base at the next rebasing application.

D. QUINN:  So, just to extend that scenario, the RNG provider pays a million dollars for their station, gives you a million dollars, the station is all paid off by them.  The million dollars goes into rate base and, at the end of three years, let's say, there are still three quarters of a million dollars; customers are going to have to pay for that?

D. STEVENS:  It sounds like perhaps Dwayne we are speaking at cross-purposes, in that the question is asking about SCS and TCS and what I understand to be ongoing service charges or charges paid by the station owner for the RNG station.

And then your question embedded in it I think are, like, the upfront capital contributions --

D. QUINN:  Yeah.

D. STEVENS:  -- being paid by a station owner.  And I am not sure that that is -- that is not really the question that was asked here, or answered.  That is a different question, about how does Enbridge treat a capital contribution towards a rate base amount or towards a capital amount which, to me, is not really a cost allocation question.  It is more of a rebasing question or a question of what is the rate base at any particular time.

D. QUINN:  What I am trying to understand is the rate treatment.  I get your distinction of ongoing revenue coming from a project expansion.  But in the case of an RNG provider, it is upfront capital in aid of construction.

And let's focus on that for the moment because I can understand the distinction you have made, Mr. Stevens.  So an RNG provider pays a million dollars, which is, let's say, the full cost of their station.  Now, what is left at the -- for rebasing?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, I think we are talking about two separate things.  I would say, in the case of an RNG provider, they have the choice to either pay through an up-front kayak or they have the choice to pay that over the term of the contract.  So it is specific to whatever the negotiated contract is with that customer, but there is a difference between them in how they would be captured in rate base and --


D. QUINN:  Okay, I want to just focus on the capital advance for the purposes of the question.  Does it pay down rate base or just go into other revenues and not -- it doesn't reduce the rate base at the end of the deferred rebasing period?

D. STEVENS:  I expect, given her wide expertise, Ms. Dreveny can answer this, but I don't think it is a cost-allocation or rate-design question.  I think this has to do with how Enbridge is treating contributions in aid, which is an entirely different question.

D. DREVENY:  That is correct.

D. STEVENS:  You know, so, you know, on that basis, I expect Ms. Dreveny can confirm what happens, how a contribution in aid is treated, if that is helpful to you, Dwayne, but, again, I don't think that really bears on the cost allocation and rate design.

D. QUINN:  Well, it would help my understanding, so, if you could indulge me with a 30-second answer, I would be appreciative.

D. DREVENY:  So, in the event that a customer is [audio dropout] a contribution in aid to construct, then that is offsetting the capital costs that are being recorded.

D. QUINN:  So it reduces rate base?

D. DREVENY:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.  Okay.  If we can move to Exhibit 7.1-FRPO-60, we are trying to understand the cost allocation for the Dawn-to-Parkway system, and, in specific, we were asking about between storage and transmission at -- for -- measuring, regulating, and [audio dropout] at Dawn.

So I guess my first general question is:  Is it the allocation between storage and transportation is -- or, sorry, transmission, is it on the basis of the horsepower study?

G. KAMINSKI:  There are different components.  So, the plant records will recognize everything at Dawn as storage, but the cost allocation recognizes that assets at Dawn do provide the transmission function, so we will get a breakdown of the assets between what is considered a hundred percent storage, a hundred percent transmission, and then another bucket called "S&T shared."  So, for certain assets that are under this S&T shared bucket, anything that is related to compressors is allocated between storage and transmission based on the horsepower allocation factor, and anything MNR-related is based on the activity at Dawn.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Is the horsepower study on the record anywhere in the proceeding so far?

G. KAMINSKI:  I know we have an IR response that I think shows the horsepower allocation factor.  If you could, just give me a moment.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  I understand the factors, but I am looking for the study that supports those factors.  Could I just ask by way of undertaking that you provide that?

D. STEVENS:  Can you explain how that is going to be helpful to anybody, Dwayne?

D. QUINN:  Because it is an allocation, Mr. Stevens, between storage and transportation, as, sorry, Greg has said there, there are assets that are used for both storage and transportation and there is an allocation methodology which historically has been based upon the horsepower.

Enbridge has clearly changed how Dawn and Corunna were together as a result of the Dawn-to-Corunna pipeline, so there ought to be some adjustments to the historic horsepower study that have been taken into account to say:  This is now storage, and this is now transportation.

So there has to be a principled basis for that allocation, which historically has been the horsepower study, and I couldn't find it.

D. STEVENS:  I believe Greg has said that somewhere we have provided the horsepower --


D. QUINN:  Factors.

D. STEVENS:  -- factors that are used.

D. QUINN:  I am looking for the study.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  One moment, please.

D. QUINN:  And, to be helpful, Mr. Stevens, for the conversation, there is a significant adjustment in 2024 that we want to understand how it has been recognized.

D. STEVENS:  I don't know to whom on the witness panel I should address this, but does the horsepower study exist in a format that is produceable?  Like, is it a study per se, or is it a table or a set of values that can be produced?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, I think that is something we could provide.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  We will provide the horsepower study that is used to underpin this filing.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.  I appreciate that.

M. MILLAR:  JT-2.11.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.11:  TO PROVIDE THE HORSEPOWER STUDY THAT IS USED TO UNDERPIN THIS FILING

D. QUINN:  This is my last question, for anybody watching the clock.  If we go to Exhibit 8.2-FRPO-70, please.  So, just in the preamble -- and I have highlighted the section in the second paragraph -- it says:
"Bundled direct purchase customers with an Enbridge CDA point of receipt will pay the transportation charge."

If we can scroll down, please.  So I asked for a map, but -- if you scroll down to the second page, please.  Sorry.  What I am trying to distinguish and then, when the witness has it, can scroll up or down as necessary.  Is the transport charge the same independent of which eastern delivery point the customer chooses, so Dawn, Parkway, or Enbridge CDA?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, it is.

D. QUINN:  And so, from a cost-base perspective, since the cost is different to get the gas, if Enbridge is transporting gas from Dawn, the cost zero; if you are transporting it -- sorry.  If you are transporting to Dawn, the cost is zero from Dawn.  If you are going to Parkway, it has another cost.  And Enbridge CDA has another cost.  What is the principled reason behind the cost to customers all being the same?

D. DREVENY:  Mr. Quinn, I would say that the principled approach is that we are treating all these as a one-rate-zone approach, and so we are not recognizing the difference there.  It is, whether we are Dawn, Parkway, or the Enbridge CDA, it is all the same.

D. QUINN:  But you would agree with me that the basis differential to those points is different?

D. DREVENY:  I think that is included in the response, yes.

D. QUINN:  Yes, and the cost to Enbridge is different?

D. DREVENY:  As described in the response, yes.

D. QUINN:  All right.  Well, I don't understand that, but we will have to discuss it later, I guess.  Thank you, Mr. Millar, and thank you, Lillian, for keeping me on track.  Those are my question.  Thank you, panel.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you Mr. Quinn.  Mr. Ladanyi, are you there?

T. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.

M. MILLAR:  I have got you --


T. LADANYI:   Good morning, panel.

M. MILLAR:  -- on for 15 minutes.

T. LADANYI:  Can you hear me?

M. MILLAR:  Off you go.

T. LADANYI:  Very good.  Okay.  My name is Tom Ladanyi, I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.  Please turn to Exhibit I.6-EP-1.  There it is, thank you.  So, in that interrogatory I asked how can Enbridge satisfy the OEB that survey participants are randomly selected and that survey results are statistically significant and please discuss, and you provided an answer.  And in your answer you explained how you did it.

As I understand the answer, residential customers are randomly selected and are invited to participate and for smaller customer groups, such as general service customers contract and transportation customers, specifically for engagement conducted by online work groups all customers with valid e-mail addresses are invited to participate.

And now, as I read this, I have the impression that not all customers who are invited to participate chose to participate.  Are you concerned that participating customers are different from non-participating customers and therefore not representative of all customers?  For example, in the Greater Toronto Area there are many people who are not comfortable with the English language.  That is their second language and they would generally not be answering questionnaires like this; can you comment on that?

D. STEVENS:  I think that to the extent we had witnesses who could speak to the general service customer engagement it was the folks on the last panel, Tom.  I don't think that there is anybody here who could provide anything but their own impressions as compared to the company's position.

T. LADANYI:  All right.  So, now please turn to Exhibit 1.7 or I.7.0-EP-2.  In B, I said please explain how Enbridge the preference of customers who did not benefit from the proposed changes and preferred to leave it as is, which is the rates, as they are.  And you provided answer, and the answer in B.  And particularly I am interested -- can you see the sentence starting, "the OEB noted that is not requirement to harmonize rates but a requirement to file a proposal about harmonization."  And I was puzzled by that sentence.  It sounds like McKenzie King saying when he talked about conscription, essentially rate harmonization is necessary but not necessarily rate harmonization; could you explain what you mean by that sentence?

D. DREVENY:  I think the intent is just, I guess, as it says that we are required to file a proposal but it is not necessarily an OEB requirement that you would ultimately harmonize the rates.

T. LADANYI:  Well, as a result your proposal the rates may not be harmonized.  I mean, it depends how one defines harmonization, but I guess it would be in the judgment of OEB panel of commissioners.

D. STEVENS:  Yes, that is right, Tom.  Enbridge has provided its proposal and its preferences, but Enbridge has also provided information about other alternatives and ultimately the OEB will make a determination as to how the rates for Enbridge Gas Inc. should or should not be harmonized.

T. LADANYI:  Turn to the next page.  Actually you already have it at the bottom of the screen.  I am just -- just scroll up a bit.  And you say there:

"As more specific information was provided in terms of a approximate bill impacts by rate zone the results varied, with some less support for harmonization from customers negatively impacted by cost increases."

So that is a logical thing.

And then your next paragraph you say while even though these people are negatively impacted your answer to them is that you are going to mitigate their pain, essentially they are going to be -- they are not happy with this but, well, if you kind of spread it outs over a number of years maybe they won't be hurting as much.  But in the end they will be hurt; wouldn't that really be the conclusion of what you say here?

D. DREVENY:  I don't know think I would describe it as being hurt.  So there will be impacts to various customer groups as a result of rate harmonization, assuming it is proposed, and we have provided options on how that transition can be smoothed over time to the applicable customer groups.

T. LADANYI:  But some customers will definitely be worse off, won't they?

D. DREVENY:  I can say, Mr. Ladanyi, that there are various impacts across all the different proposals and there are bill impacts if we are only updating the cost study in terms of the 2024 costs as well.

T. LADANYI:  Can you turn to Exhibit I.7.0-EP-3, please.  In there in the preamble I quote what you say about the reasons, and the benefits of the rate harmonization plan and the objectives.  And I ask you to list all the objectives if there are more apart from what is in the preamble and you listed a bunch of things there.  Wouldn't you agree with me that the utility rate proceedings, the benefits are presented from the customer's perspective?  So it is not benefits from the shareholder's perspective, it is benefits for customers.  Would you agree with that, in terms of presentation?

D. DREVENY:  I think we talk about it in terms of impacts and results and benefits to customers, yes.

T. LADANYI:  So, essentially under one rate zone customers will pay similar charges for similar services regardless of their location in the franchise area and that ensures not one customer, industry or corporation has an advantage relative to the others based on their location within the province.  So the way I understand it, some customers will get better off while others would be worse off.  Customers located in locations that are less costly to serve will be forced to subsidize customers in locations that are more costly to serve.  So that would be a wash.  So therefore there would not be benefit overall to customers, would it?

D. DREVENY:  I believe when we talk about the benefits it is in terms of reduced complexities due to the different structures that we have in place today, and in simplification of all of those pieces.  It would be, I would say, unrealistic to expect that through harmonization every single customer would benefit because it is a zero sum game, so to the extent that there are savings to one there has to be an offset to another.  But overall in terms of customer impacts as a result of the proposal, they are, I would say, modest across all rate classes.

T. LADANYI:  So when you look at the bulleted items that you have right in front of you on the screen, so which ones would be a benefit to customers?  So let's say the magnitude of differences in cost to serve, would individual customers really care about that?  Would they even know?  Why would that be a benefit to them?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, Mr. Ladanyi, I think to clarify here, these are considerations that we took in determining --


T. LADANYI:  Okay.

D. DREVENY:  -- the rate zone proposals.  And I don't think you can necessarily draw a line that these are benefits.  It would provide an overall benefit, which is what we are talking to, but these are the considerations that we took when determining what was appropriate.

T. LADANYI:  Consideration to Enbridge, but not necessarily considerations to customers?

D. DREVENY:  I would actually disagree with that statement.  If you are looking at the bulleted list, we are talking about impacts to customers.  We looked at customer feedback and how it would impact customers' experience, so I would argue that it took a very customer-driven focus on all of these points.

T. LADANYI:  All right.  So let's look at the impact to customers' experience.  I am an Enbridge customer, so my customer experience consists of, as far as billing is concerned, I look at my monthly bill.  If it seems about right, I pay it.  If it seems odd, then I check the reasons why it is different or strange and I also pay it, probably.  That is the extent of my experience.  It consists of, I would say, less than five minutes, maybe even a minute; I guess that would be for most Enbridge customers.

Could you explain to me, like, how are you improving customers' experience?  What exactly is from a point of view of customers, the customer's bill now looks so different; they will be really having a wonderful experience.  I can't visualize this, visualize it.  How would this work?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, one moment, please.

Mr. Ladanyi, maybe if I can give an example:  If you are a business and you are operating in different areas across the province, then you can have multiple different rate zones and rate structures that you would have to understand versus, under the one rate zone and harmonized rates proposal, perhaps you are only looking at one.

T. LADANYI:  That would be a relatively sophisticated customer; the majority of customers are not like that.  But let's move on.

Now you also have total bill impacts cost allocation.  Well, that appears to me clearly to be a benefit to Enbridge rate designers.  And then let's look at administrative simplicity.  So administrative simplicity, from whose point of view?

D. DREVENY:  I would say administrative simplicity can apply to both.  So certainly, in terms of the company and when we are preparing items like the QRAM, it will simplify the process.  But even to a customer that is going to a website and wants to understand what their costs are, you are only looking at one, versus trying to determine which one applies to you.

T. LADANYI:  So administrative simplicity when I read it, it seems to me that there should be some kind of cost savings in terms of your customer care and in general and in billing, in particular.

And IGUA asked you an interrogatory about this.  Could you turn to Exhibit I.7.0-IGUA-1?  And IGUA asked you this, whether there are any cost savings, and you said you cannot provide an estimate of potential cost savings, which is kind of puzzling because you are actually providing an estimate of the Azure platform.  I can take you to that.  And you said it cost a million dollars, so that is an incremental cost.  But you can't provide a saving for -- that the customers would experience as a result of administrative simplicity that Enbridge is going to incur.

And can I ask you, and I -- and, by the way, I should tell you, I worked for a utility/utilities for 40 years before I became a consultant.  So I worked for several large utilities, including Enbridge.  And I find it very puzzling that you would not have any cost estimate of the saving of administrative simplicity.

So did you ever present or give a presentation or an estimate to your management about how much could be saved by a more simplified customer care as a result of rate harmonization?

D. DREVENY:  No, I don't believe we have.

T. LADANYI:  So your management never asked for that?  I find it incredible.  It almost, like, verges on incompetence by senior management.  I mean, this is just astounding.

So you do not have any estimate, even a kind of a rough estimate, of how much money can be saved?

D. DREVENY:  I would say, Mr. Ladanyi, at this point we don't know what would be -- what we would be implementing, as we don't know what the decision is.

T. LADANYI:  I am sure that you obviously, that you don't know it, definitively.  But don't you have some kind of calculation that you have done?

D. STEVENS:  I think asking the question four times isn't going to result in a different answer, Tom.  Enbridge has said in writing in response to IGUA, and Danielle has confirmed two different ways, that Enbridge doesn't have this savings estimate that you have asked about.

It is not to say there will be no savings; it is to say that there is no estimate of the savings.

T. LADANYI:  Okay, then, Mr. Stevens.  So if and when there are savings, would the savings appear where?  In earning-sharing?  Where would we see the savings?

D. DREVENY:  That will all depend on the timing of the implementation.  I would say, Mr. Ladanyi, that --


T. LADANYI:  All right.  These are all my questions.

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, go ahead.

T. LADANYI:  Go ahead and finish your answer.  I thought you were done.

D. DREVENY:  I was just going to say that it is difficult to determine  what that would be.  It depends on the timing of the decision, and then it will depend on the timing of the implementation.

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

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  Mr. Gluck, I think you are up next, and we are looking to break around 12:30, if you can find a convenient time?

L. GLUCK:  Thanks, Mike.
Examination by L. Gluck


Good morning, panel, good afternoon, panel.  My name is Lawrie Gluck, and I have a few questions on behalf of the Consumers’ Council of Canada.

If we can start with Exhibit I.7.1-CCC-6, page 3, please?  And here, you will see above the table that Enbridge explains that:
"The allocation of operational contingencies is highest to rate E01, as the forecast weather-variance component represents 50 percent of the allocation factor and, of this, a hundred percent is allocated to general service rate classes."

Can you help me with why the costs associated with managing weather variances through operational contingency are not applicable to contract rate classes?

G. KAMINSKI:  In the response to part D of CCC 6, the first bullet point, it talks about forecasted weather variances.  And we specifically mention that forecast weather variances are very sensitive to heat-sensitive calculations.

L. GLUCK:  Right.  And in terms of your contract classes, they are not?  No one is heat sensitive?  There are no heat-sensitive customers?

G. KAMINSKI:  I don't know the answer to that.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  If we could go to Exhibit I.7.3-CCC-7, parts E and F, please.  Here -- it is just a little bit above -- Enbridge discusses a correction to the cost allocation for the two rate-zone alternative.

My first question related to this is:  Is the correction only applicable to the two-rate zone, one-distribution option?

D. DREVENY:  It would be applicable to both.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  And I see in this response that you haven't updated your prefiled evidence, as there was not sufficient time to do so.

Is the plan to update the evidence and the associated schedules to reflect the correction?  Or should I ask for -- I am happy if that is the plan.  Or, otherwise, I would ask for an undertaking for the relevant attachments to be updated, you know, the attachments to Exhibit A, tab 2, schedule 12, to reflect all of that?

D. DREVENY:  As described in the response, we didn't have the time to get it done in the time period for the IRs, and I don't propose that we would update it at this point, either.  We have provided the impacts as a result of the correction.

L. GLUCK:  Okay, so my understanding of what you have provided -- is the correction to the cost allocation?  Is that right?

So can you flow -- and I think you only provided it -- oh, so you provided the correction to the cost allocation, and then there would obviously be corrections to the revenue schedules in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 12, the attachments 1, 2, and 10?

D. DREVENY:  Do you mean the rate schedules?  Yes, it would  flow through --

L. GLUCK:   Yes.

D. DREVENY:  -- to that, as well.

L. GLUCK:  Can we have an undertaking to have those, related to this correction?

D. STEVENS:  Yes.  Thanks, Lawrie.  I think Enbridge's view is, given the modest impacts and given the large number of options and the perhaps limited chance that we even end up with these options being approved, that the incremental work associated with doing all these updates isn't necessarily merited, so it is not our plan to do that full update.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  And in terms of -- so this is attachment 1, page 2, to the same question.  In that table, you are showing the change, the revenue requirement change, so the cost allocation change.  Would that be similar to the revenue change?

Once you go through the rate design process and make the adjustments for the various, um, um -- you have some mitigation measures for certain classes that get assigned to rate E01 and E02, so, once you have flowed through all of those changes, would these numbers be similar?

D. DREVENY:  So, if we were flowing through the changes, they should be one-to-one at those classes.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  If we could go to Exhibit I.8.2-CCC-22, part G, please, if we go to the response -- thank you.  In this response, Enbridge acknowledges that there is more than one way to achieve rate mitigation for certain customers who will experience large rate increases resulting from the rate harmonization and rate design proposals.  Similarly, in response to STAFF-32, Enbridge acknowledges that rate mitigation will be required for the other rate zone alternatives, not just the proposed one-rate-zone alternative.  Is that correct?

D. DREVENY:  That is correct.

L. GLUCK:  Does Enbridge agree that rate mitigation may be required in the harmonized rate zone alternative if a volumetric rate design is applied instead of the SFVD design as customers would still experience bill impacts associated with moving from the current rate classes to the harmonized rate classes?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, potentially.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.  In terms of rate mitigation for a volumetric rate design, does Enbridge envision that it would work in a similar manner to the SFVD rate design but, instead of demand charges and refunds, volumetric base rate adjustments are used to fund volumetric credits?

D. DREVENY:  So, we haven't explored it to confirm either way, but potentially.

L. GLUCK:  Could you please undertake to provide a mitigation example for the one-rate-zone option with a volumetric rate design so that we could have a single example of what a volumetric mitigation strategy would look like?

D. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Lawrie, you are asking for an example, not a proposal?

L. GLUCK:  Not a proposal, just an illustrative example of what you envision, how you envision it would work if volumetric  rates were used instead of demand charges.

B. MCINTYRE:  [Audio dropout] it would be a similar mechanism to just the rider R component of the rate mitigation plan, the temporary [audio dropout].

L. GLUCK:  Yes, I am just speaking to the rider R concept with base rate adjustments, funding, credits.

B. MCINTYRE:  So I think, in order to do this, we would have to have a volumetric rate design created and flowed through the bill impacts.  I think we talked about this yesterday.

L. GLUCK:  And I think you agreed to -- you undertake -- you agreed for the one-zone option --

MR. MCINTYRE:  Right.

L. GLUCK:   -- that you would provide that, so that is -- I am linking this mitigation to the one-zone option because you are already going to provide all the derivation of volumetric rates for the one-zone option and the bill impacts.

B. MCINTYRE:  Right.  So...

D. STEVENS:  Is this something that can be prepared, at least on a conceptual basis, with appropriate caveats that one-way rate mitigation could work for one rate zone with volumetric rates is as follows?

B. MCINTYRE:  So I think the outcome would be similar.  Like, we would attempt to achieve the same results, where we limit it to whether it's 2 percent or some threshold and spread it over 2 years, so, like, I know it is possible to do that.  I am not sure -- the approach to designing rider R is fairly iterative, and so I am not sure.

Like, it would definitely take some work to prepare that, but I -- and I think the results would be [audio dropout] we would choose a threshold and spread it over 5 years.

D. STEVENS:  So, Lawrie, are you looking at something that is numerical, or would it be sufficient for you to have something that is more qualitative or descriptive?

L. GLUCK:  No, this would be numerical, similar to the importance to us of having volumetric rates, the one zone, and then we have also asked for all the other zones.  We do want to have the rates, volumetric rates, and we do want to see how it would work given that there would likely need to be mitigation in a volumetric scenario --

D. STEVENS:  Um --

L. GLUCK:  -- [audio dropout] those numbers.

D. STEVENS:  The difficulty I am having is that that sounds less and less like an example and more and more like a proposal.

L. GLUCK:  That is fair, but you are going to be providing -- you undertook yesterday to provide volumetric, the actual volumetric, rates related to the one-zone option, and now all you would be doing is layering on a similar approach to what you have done for the SFVD using a volumetric base charge and a credit resulting from that base charge.

D. STEVENS:  Sure.  I guess I have learned over time the "all you would be doing" kind of assumptions on my part as a lawyer are likely to get me, at very least, dirty looks, that it may indeed be a lot more work than rolls off the tongue.  So I would turn to the witnesses, just to understand how involved a process would this [audio dropout].

D. DREVENY:  I guess, Mr. Stevens, it is something that can be done.  Whether or not it can be done within the undertaking timeframe is perhaps to be determined.

D. STEVENS:  It strikes me that perhaps the underlying undertakings that will support this one will also be things difficult to complete within the timeframe, so, understanding that we are probably thinking ahead more to next steps [audio dropout] such as a settlement conference et cetera, rather than an August 1st deadline when we have no [audio dropout] process.  You would be okay with us answering this, you know, within whatever reasonable period of time it would take us to complete?

L. GLUCK:  Yes.  Yes, I would.

D. STEVENS:  So, on that basis, I think Enbridge can undertake to provide a mitigation example for one rate zone with volumetric rates, within whatever reasonable time it can be completed and including any appropriate sort of explanatory notes or caveats.

L. GLUCK:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.12.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.12:  TO PROVIDE A MITIGATION EXAMPLE FOR ONE RATE ZONE WITH VOLUMETRIC RATES, WITHIN WHATEVER REASONABLE TIME IT CAN BE COMPLETED AND INCLUDING ANY APPROPRIATE SORT OF EXPLANATORY NOTES OR CAVEATS

L. GLUCK:  And I just have one final question and I am not going to ask for an undertaking to stay, to understand the extent of what your billing system can do with respect to mitigation options.  So, in the context of your billing system is it possible to apply a different approach to mitigation whereby both different base rate adjustments and different mitigation riders are applied to subcategories of customers in the same rate class?

D. DREVENY:  I don't think it is something that our panel can answer directly.  It would have to be something that we would take away and it would be part of the implementation as well, so I go back to it is not something that we can necessarily answer.

L. GLUCK:  So can I give you an example of what I am talking about?  Maybe that would help.

D. DREVENY:  Sure.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  So right now all your mitigation options are using a consistent base rate adjustment within the class or over multiple classes, and then the rider R is the piece that is changed depending on, you know, what class a customer comes from to the class they go to.  Is it possible to also be changing that base rate adjustment using a different number for the base rate adjustment?  So you could target customers that have the largest rate decrease resulting from rate harmonization and having them pay more of the mitigation for the other customers?

D. DREVENY:  I think you are proposing -- sorry, I think what you are describing here would be very complex because you would need to be able to track it basically at a customer level.  And so, again, whether or not it is something we could do I can't say.  I would just like to call out that it would be complex.

L. GLUCK:  Is there really a difference between this and you already have to track for the rider R purposes anyways, right, because those are targeted directly at specific customer groups that are moving.  So you are already tracking subsets of customer?

D. DREVENY:  Fair.  So that is tracked at the rate zone, but I think what you are proposing here is that individual customers would be assessed based on their savings and then it would be scaled accordingly to that.

L. GLUCK:  Okay.  So if it is similar in terms of you're applying different base rate adjustments to customers coming from the same zones then it would be similar to the rider R example but not at a customer-specific level?

B. MCINTYRE:  So in the proposed rider R, like, the two components work together so we are already balancing the increases with the decreases by targeting the current rate zone.

L. GLUCK:  Right.

B. MCINTYRE:  So, for example, like an M1 customer in the south will receive the credit but they will also pay the base rate on their harmonized rate class.  So their net impact is a decrease, but in the EGD there is no credit so it is an increase, so it is targeted.

L. GLUCK:  Right.  And I am just talking about more specific targeting that amounts to potentially no base rate adjustments for some customers that have rate increases and targeting those adjustments at customers that have decreases?

D. DREVENY:  I guess I would say, as it stands today, we don't the system built to be able do this.  And so, it would be something that would have to be taken away for the design of the system.

L. GLUCK:  Okay, I appreciate it.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Gluck.  We will break for lunch now and return at 1:25.
--- Recess taken at 12:27 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:24 p.m.

I. RICHLER:  Before we hand it over to SEC, Mr. Stevens, I believe you had one preliminary matter you wanted to speak to?

D. STEVENS:  I do, thank you.
Preliminary Matters


Enbridge received a request from Kitchener to expand an undertaking from yesterday, to which we are agreeable.  So I would suggest that this be listed as a separate undertaking for today, but Enbridge will agree to expand undertaking JT-1.40 to include the same information relevant to the E64 rate class as is being provided for the E20 rate class.

I. RICHLER:  Thank you.  We will record that as JT-2.13.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.13:  TO EXPAND UNDERTAKING JT-1.40 TO INCLUDE THE SAME INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THE E64 RATE CLASS AS IS BEING PROVIDED FOR THE E20 RATE CLASS

D. STEVENS:  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  With that, over to you, Mr. Rubenstein.
Examination by M. Rubenstein


M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.  I just have actually a very short amount of questions based on the lengthy discussion you had with Mr. Gluck earlier.  My two questions, one is more of a housekeeping matter.

In 7.1-SEC-11, we asked you to provide the allocators for -- the working papers behind the allocators?  You provided that.

I was wondering if you could provide that in an Excel, a single Excel document, the attachments?

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  JT-2.14.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.14:  TO PROVIDE WORKING PAPERS BEHIND THE ALLOCATORS IN A SINGLE EXCEL DOCUMENT

M. RUBENSTEIN:  The other question I had is really, I want to better understand the two-zone, distribution-harmonization option.  And as I understand the two-zone distribution, Union -- what is now Union North, both the east and the west -- is combined with the Enbridge EDA to form the new north?  Do I have that right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  How did Enbridge allocate Enbridge rate zone costs between the EDA and the CDA, for the purposes of the cost allocation for that option?

D. DREVENY:  One moment, please.

G. KAMINSKI:  There are no changes to the functionalization or classification in any of the rate zone scenarios.  But, in the two-rate zone distribution, we have recalculated the allocation factors using the contract parameters or, if it is a design day, we have a split of CDA design-day demands for Enbridge, as well as EDA design-day demands.  And we calculate the allocation factors to split the revenue requirement based on that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And that is because you have allocation factors for the EDA and the CDA, separately?

G. KAMINSKI:  Correct.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Are the underlying calculations for that in the evidence?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes.  Based on the scenario, our rate-zone alternative that we have provided, you can see the allocation factors at attachment 12 -- sorry, attachment 12 of Exhibit 7, schedule 3, tabs 1 through 7 -- attachment 12.  Yeah, we provided the seven rate-zone alternatives.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, but the allocation of the Enbridge costs.

G. KAMINSKI:  Of the Enbridge costs.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  The Enbridge specific --


G. KAMINSKI:  Enbridge specific?  No, we won't have that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that something you are going to undertake?  I mean, you obviously had to do it.  So can you provide that, the underlying calculations and information?

G. KAMINSKI:  Mr. Rubenstein, are you just looking for the split of distribution factors between the EDA and CDA?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I haven't gone back and looked at the CAM for that specific, but as I -- you obviously took the Enbridge costs and then split them up between the rate zones.  You mentioned you have specific allocators that allow you to do that.  So obviously then, there is the supporting calculations for that split, for the Enbridge costs between the -- what flows into the north, the new north, and what would essentially be EDA --


G. KAMINSKI:  Mm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- and what is in the CDA.

G. KAMINSKI:  I guess my question is just what are you looking for?  All the allocation factors, or are you just asking for specific ones?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  All of them.

G. KAMINSKI:  Yeah.  In some cases, we had to make assumptions on the CDA versus EDA.  But we do have the underlying detail.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can you provide that and, where you had to make assumptions, your basis for those assumptions?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, I think we can do that.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

I. RICHLER:  JT-2.15.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.15:  TO PROVIDE DETAIL ON ASSUMPTIONS MADE ON THE CDA VERSUS THE EDA RE THE SPLIT OF COST ALLOCATIONS

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I just lost my spot now.  One second.

Now, as I understand in the Enbridge Gas service area, and I am talking about the service areas, if I am correct, the service areas for the east would include the Enbridge EDA, the old Enbridge EDA, and part of the Union North east.  Do I have that right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, that is correct.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  And, with respect to the Union component of that, you obviously -- in fairness, you were not asked to break the distribution costs out into that, but are the allocation factors you have had with respect to the Enbridge EDA that allowed you to do or to make assumptions to split the distribution costs between the EDA and the CDA something that could be done with respect to the Union northeast costs, between those that are now in the eastern service area and the ones that would be in the north service area?

D. DREVENY:  One moment, please.

G. KAMINSKI:  The approach we used for the Union northeast and northwest zone is the same as what we did for the CDA and EDA.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, sorry.  I am now -- as I understand, your eastern service area actually takes the old Union northeast and leaves only a portion of that.

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, the eastern service area includes only the legacy Union EDA rate zone.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Would you be able -- like, not asking you to do it; I just want to understand conceptually here.  Could you determine based on allocation factors similar how you split the Enbridge service territory into [audio dropout] purposes of the rate zones, do that with respect to the Union, what you just called it, the Union EDA?

G. KAMINSKI:  Yes, we can do that.  We took the other five delivery areas for Union and included that in the north, so the process to calculate was same way as what we did for CDA and EDA.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  So would you be able to, if you were asked, to essentially create for distribution purposes a north service area and an east service area?

D. DREVENY:  So, I guess similar to the -- I guess if you are going to break it out, a distribution rate zone essentially for each of the service areas that we have defined.  Like, you are not looking for a split on the south and [audio dropout] but basically asking if you could create them based on the newly defined service areas?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

D. DREVENY:  Yes.  Theoretically, we could.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that something you can do?

D. STEVENS:  Sorry.  Are you asking for Enbridge to create a new scenario, Mark?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  Can you please speak to the level of effort associated with that?

D. DREVENY:  It is not small.  So, it is a significant amount of work to create new scenarios.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  I don't think we are [audio dropout]


D. DREVENY:  If I may, though, Mr. Rubenstein, I think in some of the evidence we have demonstrated that, because they are split based on allocations, even when we went from one distribution rate zone to two distribution [audio dropout], we didn't see a significant impact, so I am not necessarily sure that you would get a significant impact if you are splitting it again because it is being split based on allocation factors.

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sorry, just I didn't quite understand.  I want to make sure I do, if you don't mind.  It is Mike Buonaguro for OGVG.

My understanding -- and maybe I am wrong -- is that, for all the scenarios, you have one pool of costs and then you divide it into different cost categories, like distribution.  So you have one pool of distribution costs, and then, from that, you used allocators to allocate it amongst the scenarios based on however you group customers.  Is that right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, for the distribution class.

M. BUONAGURO:  And so there is no such thing as a Union set of distribution costs that gets allocated differently from an Enbridge set of distribution costs?

D. DREVENY:  [Audio dropout] distribution.

D. QUINN:  And so, just extending that, the allocators that you committed to providing the undertaking earlier to Mr. Rubenstein, with those allocators, we would be able to see how those distribution costs were allocated to the respective regional areas?

D. DREVENY:  So we have provided the allocation factors for each of the rate zone scenarios.  I think the question that was coming previously was how we got to those allocations, which is not provided in the allocation factor, so the underlying assumptions and calculations that went into that.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  I will follow when I read it, I'm sure.  Thank you.

M. BUONAGURO:  Sorry, just one more.  When you talk about those allocation factors, you used the same allocation factor for every customer, under every scenario, and the differences in the scenarios is simply a function of how those customers are grouped.  Right?

There isn't an allocator that treats a distribution company in Union North differently from a customer in Union South, for example; the same allocation factor gets applied to both of them whatever rate class they are in, and they attract the same number of costs if they have the same characteristics?  That is my understanding.

D. DREVENY:  So the customers don't change service areas.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thank you.

I. RICHLER:  Mark, you were done?

M. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, thank you very much.

I. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Next on the list is APPrO.
Examination by C. Boyle

C. BOYLE:  Good afternoon.  Can you hear me?

I. RICHLER:  Yes, we can.

C. BOYLE:  Great.  My name is Colm Boyle, and I am here on behalf of APPrO.  Thank you for your responses to the interrogatories.  I would appreciate it if you could pull up Exhibit I.8.2-APPrO-1 and turn to page 2.  So, like Mark, I think I will be fairly short on my time, too.  So, the nature of my questions are trying to get a --


I. RICHLER:  Sorry.  Sorry, Colm.  It is Ian.  We can hear you, but it is a little bit quiet, so maybe just speak up a little bit or speak right into the mic, please.  Thanks.

C. BOYLE:  Sure.  Let me try a different mic here.  Okay.  I will speak a bit louder.  So, for context, my questions are trying to understand how the various proposals impact the rate classes that are of most interest to APPrO.  In the appendix 1 to this, you provided a table of proposed rate alternatives, and my understanding is that you only prepared a rate mitigation plan for one of those, one of those scenarios.

From the discussion earlier with Mr. McIntyre, I understand there are three components to the rate mitigation plan.  The first is a cost base monthly customer charge, the second is a base rate adjustment for rate E82, and then there is a rate rider R that applies to E1, E2, E10, and E62.  Is that -- do I have that correct?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yes, that is correct, with the caveat that the specific one is not for E80; it is for rate E62.

C. BOYLE:  So we don't need to turn to it now, but I will give you the reference that you can look at later if you like.  At Exhibit 8, tab 1, schedule 2, attachment 1, page 4, Enbridge states that the rate mitigation plan will be impacted by the rate zone alternatives.

So APPrO is just trying to understand how these various alternatives will impact the rate mitigation plan for its rate classes, so APPrO asked -- if you go back to page 2, please, if you scroll down a little bit there.  In that paragraph there, we asked for a rate mitigation plan for each of these scenarios that are being proposed.  You stated there in response that the rate zone alternatives require a significant level of time and effort.

Do you have enough time to undertake to answer that question now?

D. STEVENS:  I expect, Colm, maybe it is a bit of a loaded question, "Do you have enough time?"  If all the people on this panel spent all their time working on something between now [audio dropout] they probably could get most things done.

There is a lot of other work to do.  It is holiday season.  There is a question of benefit and usefulness versus effort.  So I think the concern expressed, whether it is expressed in relation to the three weeks or so that were allocated to interrogatories or whether it is expressed in terms of the time between now, and when this can be done, is that this is a huge undertaking.

And I think what the answer is trying to portray is that while there may be some differences in the details as to what the mitigation plan could look like for the other rate zones that the intent and approach would be similar.  And I think, as Enbridge has said, whatever approach is taken is scalable.  In other words, it can be a little solution focused in terms of looking, well, what is the maximum impact that is aimed to be mitigated and then what can be designed to achieve that.

C. BOYLE:  Yeah, that was one of my questions for the witnesses, is what was meant by scalable to the rate zone alternative --


D. STEVENS:  Sorry, I would invite the witnesses to please correct me if I've got...

D. DREVENY:  No, that's correct.  It is intended to be scalable so it can be applied to any of the rate zone alternatives.

C. BOYLE:  Okay.  So, do you mind if we pull up page 5 of attachment 1 and then just maybe -- I realize that specifics are a bit difficult to get into.  But I am just looking at the one column there that you have filled out for rate E10 and maybe if you could just give me directionally how that might play out in another scenario.  Like, when you say it is scalable, what do you mean practically?  Say, for example, if you are to look at the column immediately to the right of the one that's open.  And if you want to take that away I am happy to do an undertaking, too if that is easier.

B. MCINTYRE:  So, I think I can just speak high level.  So, I think if we were to create a rider R scenario for, for example, column B we would apply, like, similar criteria so with the rider R there is a few things we can scale which would be what threshold of bill impacts we want to see and over how long and who are we going to target and who is going to fund the credits.  So, I think we would go through the exercise and see who is getting increases and decreases and it would probably look similar to the proposed.

C. BOYLE:  That is helpful.  The last question I have for you is -- maybe if we go back to page 2.  We have the document.  There is sentence there that says, "the monthly customer charges for the harmonized rate zone alternatives are consistent with the one rate zone proposal."  Would you just be able to maybe elaborate on that and explain it a little bit?

B. MCINTYRE:  Yeah, so the adjustment to the monthly customer charges as part of the rate mitigation plan was proposed as a permanent base rate adjustment in the proposed rate zone alternative.  So we just maintain those same levels through all the other rate zone alternatives just for comparability.

C. BOYLE:  That is all the questions I have.  Thank you very much.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Boyle.  I think up next we have TFG/Minogi.  Mr. Vollmer, are you there?
Examination by D. Vollmer


D. VOLLMER: Yes.  Daniel Vollmer, counsel for Three Fires Group and Minogi Corp.  If we could bring up exhibit I.1.3-TFG/M-1, please.  In their response Enbridge indicated that it did not conduct engagement with First Nations and Indigenous customers and did not analyze how bill impacts and the rate mitigation plan would affect First Nations or its Indigenous customers.  I am just wondering if you could provide some more context as to why you did not conduct this analysis and why you did not engage with First Nations, Indigenous customers or Indigenous organizations as part of developing the rate harmonization and mitigation proposals?

D. DREVENY:  I think in terms of overall customer engagement, this discussed back in Phase I that First Nations and Indigenous were included in the customer engagement and so to that end that has already been addressed, I guess.  In terms of other customer engagement, I understand that it is an outcome of Phase I that these were bill impacts mitigated -- sorry, rates were identified as a reference point as a potential discussion point and area of focus with the Indigenous working group.  But to date there hasn't been, I guess, a desire to have further discussions on that based on my understanding.

D. VOLLMER:  All right.  And then looking at response C on the screen there, could you just identify and confirm the First Nations that will see their bills increase as a result of the plan?

D. STEVENS:  To be clear, Daniel, when you say as a result of the plan are you speaking about sort of the incremental impact of the mitigation plan --


D. VOLLMER:  Yeah.

D. STEVENS:  -- versus all of the other changes that are proposed as part of harmonization?

D. VOLLMER:  Yeah.

D. DREVENY:  If we could scroll down a little bit to attachment 1.  Thank you.  I believe here we have provided the bill impacts with and without the mitigation by the rate zone, and so these would be the impacts to the various areas.  So you would have to look at the applicable rate zone and then these would be the impacts to those customers.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay.  So, I assume it is going to be the one First Nations rate and in the EGD rate zone and then I think about six First Nations in the Union South rate zone; right?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.  And these are for residential customers.

D. VOLLMER:  Yes, of course.  All right.  And then if we pick up M2TFM -- or TFG/M-2.  So Exhibit I.1.3-TFG/M-2.  So, in Enbridge's response to the bill impact analysis presented in the application sufficiently captures the impacts of the rate harmonization plan for all customers and then further analysis disaggregated by individual customer, sector group or community is not necessary.  I think similar to my previous question, could you please elaborate on why it was determined it wasn't necessary to analyze the bill impact specifically, for example, for on-reserve First Nations customers?

D. DREVENY:  Sorry, one moment, please.  To clarify, when we looked at bill impacts we looked at it at a decile level, we did not offer that further analysis would be required because we don't believe that there would be significant differences.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay.  And so, because of that I would be safe to assume that you are not aware of, or if you are then you can let me know, whether on-reserve customers are likely to disproportionately impacted by the harmonization plan?

D. DREVENY:  I am not aware.  We don't believe they would be.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay.  So I guess, similarly, you wouldn't be able to or you can confirm that you are not aware of how the bill increases will impact on-reserve customers in communities and First Nations that we just identified that will have a -- that will see their bill impacts go up, or their bills go up?

D. DREVENY:  It is not something that has been looked at, at the individual customer level.  So we have provided what the average bill impacts are.

D. VOLLMER:  Right.  So I guess, then, you would agree that Enbridge is unable to determine then the adequacy, I guess, or the reasonableness of the rate harmonization plan, and I will say it is a mitigation plan, specifically as it relates to on-reserve customers and First Nations that will see bill increases as a result of the plans?

D. STEVENS:  It sounds almost like a legal question, Daniel.  I mean, adequacy is sort of a judgment that the decision maker, the OEB, would make.  I think Danielle has explained why, from Enbridge's perspective, the approach that is taken, what was followed, in terms of not finding a driver or a rationale for looking separately at these -- at on-reserve customers.

I don't know if that is responsive but certainly, Enbridge has indicated in its evidence it doesn't believe or see a need for further specific analysis and work opposite on-reserve customers.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay, that is fair.  If you can pull up Exhibit I.1.6-TFG/M-3?  There is a lot of dots-dashes in them.  Great.

So, in this response, Enbridge indicated that it is has not determined the communication plan for the rate harmonization implementation at this time, as the implementation is dependent on the outcomes of this proceeding, and that it expects to file a more detailed rate harmonization and implementation plan as part of its 2027 rates application, and prior to implementation of any approved harmonization changes.

So, in response, Enbridge indicated that it is the Indigenous Working Group which is to address a proposed communication plan for rate harmonization as an area of focus. Enbridge could add this issue to a future agenda for the Indigenous Working Group, subject to any consideration related to active OEB proceedings.

I guess, can you just confirm that the issue to be added is the development of Enbridge's communication plan for rate harmonization implementation?

D. STEVENS:  I am not sure whether the witnesses can speak to that.  I am just going to speak with my regulatory colleagues for a moment, and see whether this is something we can answer or what [audio dropout] to consult with internal stakeholders and get back to you on.  So just a moment, please.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  We would propose, Daniel, to take this away, just to make sure that the right folks who are interacting regularly in the activities between Enbridge Gas and the Indigenous Working Group are providing an answer here.  So what we would be undertaking to answer I believe is what would be the scope of the agenda item that could be added to the Indigenous Working Group to deal with or consider the future communication plan for rate harmonization implementation.  Is that fair?

D. VOLLMER:  Yeah, I think that is fair.  And then maybe just add, for just more context, of whether the IWG would be involved prior to the development of the plan, or if it is going to be more of a information-sharing activity, where the plan had already been developed and then just seeking feedback from the IWG.  We just want to know more of the timing, also.

D. STEVENS:  Certainly, we can add the undertaking.  I can't promise whether there will be complete answers to all that, but if we are not in a position to provide complete answers, will explain why that is the case.

D. VOLLMER:  Perfect.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT-2.16.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.16:  TO PROVIDE THE SCOPE OF THE AGENDA ITEM THAT COULD BE ADDED TO THE INDIGENOUS WORKING GROUP TO DEAL WITH OR CONSIDER THE FUTURE COMMUNICATION PLAN FOR RATE HARMONIZATION IMPLEMENTATION; AND WHETHER THE IWG WOULD BE INVOLVED PRIOR TO PLAN DEVELOPMENT OR AS AN INFORMATION-SHARING ACTIVITY

D. VOLLMER:  And then you can pull up Exhibit I.8.2-TFG/M-8.  We asked about tracking the reporting bill impacts and service charges by Indigenous customers, post-implementation.  And then, I think it is EGI -- this is at question C.  And then EGI responded, "No."

I am just wondering if you could discuss maybe or provide a bit more details about what tracking or reporting Enbridge intends to undertake.

D. DREVENY:  Sorry.  Just to clarify, what tracking and reporting we plan to undertake in general for customers, as a result of the implementation plan?

D. VOLLMER:  Yes.

D. DREVENY:  I would say that it is not something that we typically track.  So we provide the expected bill impacts as a result, and we communicate that to all customers.  It is not necessarily something that we would do after the fact.

We are demonstrating what the bill impacts are ahead of time.  It is not something that we go and look back on, afterwards.  It is a -- it is perspective.

D. VOLLMER:  Okay.

M. MILLAR:  Astrit, I think you have hijacked our hearing, if you are listening in.  You have taken over.  Can you hear me, Astrid.  And Daniel, if you are there, apologies.  We are having some momentary technical difficulties.

D. VOLLMER:  No worries.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think Mr. Shyti has left the building.

Mr. Vollmer, were you finished?  Or did you have more questions?

D. VOLLMER:  Yes.  So, no, that was my last question.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, so much.

D. VOLLMER:  I thank you.

M. MILLAR:  We are moving now to Six Nations.  Is that you, Ms. Wainewright?

MS. WAINEWRIGHT:  Yes, it is.  Can you hear me okay, Mr. Millar?

M. MILLAR:  I can.  I have you down for 10 minutes.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Yes.

M. MILLAR:  Okay, go ahead.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  The good news is I don't think I will need all of that.
Examination by L. Wainewright


Good afternoon, Mr. Stevens and panel.  My name is Linda Wainewright, and I am a consultant representing Six Nations Natural Gas, which is located in Southwestern Ontario.

As I mentioned, most of my questions have been addressed already, so I will only have a few what I hope are very minor and quick confirmations or clarifications to cover.

So, Ms. Monforton, if you could please bring up Exhibit I.7.0-IGUA-1?  Thank you.  If you could just scroll down to the response is fine.  And I don't need to go through much of this.  I want to just loosely paraphrase the response, to say that in my view Enbridge indicated that the benefits and costs of the one-zone design cannot yet by quantified, while also indicating that the implementation costs are likely to exceed the near-term benefits.

So my question is given the rough estimate for implementation of about two years, is it reasonable to conclude that there will be no net financial benefits from the one-rate-zone design that will flow to customers prior to the next rebasing?

D. DREVENY:  I would say that a lot of that is dependent on when a decision is made and what the eventual finding of the implementation is.  But, seeing as how we would be filing for the next rebasing in 2027, I think there will be challenges.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Okay.  Thank you.  It seemed obvious to me, but I wanted to make sure.  Then, if we could, bring up Exhibit I.8.2-FRPO-93 and scroll to Table 1, please.

So, from this table, it is clear that rate 62, E62, is proposed to include both rate 200 and M9 customers, with the firm design day for each customer shown here.  Can you please confirm that the rate 200 represents 71.7 percent of the firm design day demand for the proposed E62 rate class?  And that was simply taking the firm design day demand from line 1 divided by the total shown in line 6.

B. MCINTYRE:  I think we can -- it looks reasonable, subject to check.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Okay, thank you.  Hopefully my math was accurate.  So that would then mean that 28.3 percent would be the historical M9 customers.  Right?

B. MCINTYRE:  Again subject to check, yes.

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Okay.  Thank you.  I just wanted to confirm that that was accurate because I think sometimes when I do these calculations I am using apples to oranges every now and then.  I just wanted to make sure that that was consistent.

So I am just going to check that everything else has been answered, but I think that may be all I have.  Yes, it looks like it, so thank you to the panel and Ms. Monforton.  I have no further questions.

M. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you so much, Ms. Wainewright.  We will move on to Board Staff.  We have two staffers asking questions today, but I will start with Mr. Viraney.
Examination by K. Viraney


K. VIRANEY:  I have one question, and that is on Staff IR -- I will just give you the reference -- it is I.7.0-STAFF-14.  Panel, this question asked for a jurisdictional scan of other utilities that have one rate zone.  I am looking at the responses, and I am not sure whether this is the best information that you have.  It does not identify whether it is being referred to distribution rates, gas supply rates.  In one case, it is specific northern gas.  It says it is for commodity rates, but it does not say whether the distribution rates are also posted rates.  Do you have more details, or is this the best level of information?

D. DREVENY:  I think it would require more investigation into each of the utilities, so, for the moment, this is the information that has been provided.  We would require additional research to break down specifically what they have as postage stamp within the rate making.

K. VIRANEY:  Could you just identify at least if the distribution rates are posted for the examples?

D. STEVENS:  To be clear, Khalil, are you speaking of the five examples of gas utilities in Canada?

K. VIRANEY:  Yes, and you have some U.S. utilities, as well, but it does not identify what rates we are talking about here.  Are they distribution rates, commodity rates, or gas supply?  If you have the level of details, that's great, but at least, if you can, identify whether these rates are distribution rates.

D. STEVENS:  Is that something we could do for the Canadian utilities?

D. DREVENY:  Yes, I think so.

D. STEVENS:  I would propose that perhaps Enbridge could answer [audio dropout] five Canadian gas utilities.  I think we start to get into a lot of [audio dropout]  We get into a lot of detail when we start looking at the American ones, and I think we have indicated that the American list is really illustrative [audio dropout] comprehensive in any event.

K. VIRANEY:  Sure.  If you can just identify the Canadian utility.

D. STEVENS:  Certainly.  So Enbridge Gas will identify whether the postage stamp rates for the five identified Canadian gas utilities in I.7.0-STAFF-14 are postage stamp rates for distribution.

M. MILLAR:  That will be JT-2.17.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.17:  TO IDENTIFY WHETHER THE POSTAGE STAMP RATES FOR THE FIVE IDENTIFIED CANADIAN GAS UTILITIES IN I.7.0-STAFF-14 ARE POSTAGE STAMP RATES FOR DISTRIBUTION

K. VIRANEY:  That is all.  Thank you.
Examination by F. O'Connell

F. O'CONNELL:  Hello.  This is Fiona O'Connell speaking.  Can you please call up I.9-1-STAFF-42, page 7, attachment 1, page 7, please.  So this is the accounting record for the rate harmonization variance account.  You will note that this accounting order says that the account is symmetrical, meaning both debits and credits are recorded in this account, debits to be recovered from customers and credits to be refunded to customers.

Can you please call up the exhibit that Ms. Ing sent to parties yesterday?  It is the Toronto Hydro accounting record.  That is great.  Thank you.  So, if you scroll down to page 2 --


D. STEVENS:  Sorry.  Sorry to interrupt, Fiona.  Could we just assign it an exhibit?

F. O'CONNELL:  Yes --


D. STEVENS:  I don't think it is on the record.

F. O'CONNELL:  -- thank you.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Yes.  Let's call that Exhibit KT-2.2.  And can you just give the title of the document, Fiona?

F. O'CONNELL:  Sure.  It is "Toronto Hydro accounting order."

M. MILLAR:  Thank you.
EXHIBIT KT-2.2:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED “TORONTO HYDRO ACCOUNTING ORDER”

F. O'CONNELL:  If you go to page 2, this has a similar accounting order compared to what Enbridge is proposing, meaning that it records variances based on a forecast.  So, in Toronto Hydro's case, it was deemed to be an asymmetrical account, meaning credit to ratepayer, refunded to ratepayers.  Has Enbridge -- did Enbridge consider this Toronto Hydro precedent when it made its own proposal for the rate harmonization variance account?

D. DREVENY:  I did read the accounting order, but, beyond that, I don't have reference as to why this was proposed in the proceeding.  So I can confirm that this was not contemplated when we were developing the rate harmonization variance account, but, to the extent as to how it would be applicable, I think I would have to understand more about the underlying nature of it.

F. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  Second, my final question is:  Did you consider -- in your research, did you come across any OEB precedents for what you are proposing right now in Phase III, in terms of the variance account?

D. DREVENY:  One moment, please.  So I can confirm we did do some investigating into other similar accounts and didn't find anything that was that similar to what we proposed here.

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

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ms. O'Connell, and I think that concludes our questions for panel 4 unless I have missed anyone.  Mr. Stevens, we are a little ahead of schedule.  Would you like to take a break, or should we just do 5 minutes to switch over?

I think we have -- I am not sure what has been moved to this panel, but we have something like 45 minutes for panel 5.

D. STEVENS:  Sure.  I mean we are in your hands.  It will take us a bit more than 5 minutes, depending on the speed of the [audio dropout]  I don't see the additional witnesses in the room.

M. MILLAR:  Let's just come back at 2:30, and that will count as our afternoon break, as well, and then we will finish off.

D. STEVENS:  Very good.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 2:15 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:29 p.m.

M. MILLAR:  You will see I have adopted the summer jacket rule if anyone is still inclined, it is quite warm in here, feel free to remove your coat if you would like.  But we are down to our last  panel, panel 5, could I ask you --


D. QUINN:  Yes, thank you.  So panel 5, in the front row we have Paolo Mastronardi, manager, strategic and power markets.  Then we have Ryan Organ, manager, S&T capacity utilization.  And Tom Byng.  And then in the back row or the second row, I am sorry, we have Danielle Dreveny, manager of rate design.  And Ben Mr. McIntyre, specialist, rate design.
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M. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Quinn, we will start.  I have you down for four hours.  Is that right, Mr. Quinn?  I have you for twenty minutes, did you carry something over to this panel as well?
Examination by D. Quinn


D. QUINN:  I will do my best to keep it to that.  I see Ms. Dreveny is on this panel and then I thought she was on her way for the weekend, but we will start with -- well, sorry.  To the Enbridge panel, I am Mr. Quinn of FRPO.  I know most of you.

Ms. Dreveny, you might remember we had a discussion the other day about the extra costs associated with load balancing for March specifically and those costs being allocated to DP customers; do you remember that discussion?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So, with that as a backdrop and I trust some of the panel may have heard some of the question the other day, but what we are trying to understand is how are customers going to be informed about their, one, initially their obligations that they need to keep their balance point -- sorry, their BGA balance in line with requirements for the end of March?  I am going to stop there and ask that question first and then I will ask the follow-up.

T. BYNG:  So this is Tom.  Yeah, each month customers are provided a BGA -- a DP status report.  It has got different names in different rate zones but it provides a month by month outlook of their BGA, it provides the balance as they are tracking to date versus what the balances were underlying their contract, their contract renewal, renewal.  So each month they are able to see where their BGA is tracking against that, against that planned balance.

D. QUINN:  Right.

T. BYNG:  And they would be able to see that for March, the end of March when the reports are issued.  I guess the second week of March.  So we will see where they are tracking to the end of the month.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So I am going to parse this up to start off.  Will they be informed that if they do not keep their March balance point, at least the level expected at the end of March, that they could be liable for balancing costs even though they met their February checkpoint balance?

T. BYNG:  So just by way of a little bit of background we have had checkpoints in place in the south.

D. QUINN:  You and I have a long history, Mr. Byng, I understand all that.  I am getting to this aspect of post-February 28 checkpoint balance gas that is consumed in March, will customers understand that if they don't keep their end of March balance at least at a certain level they could be liable for additional load balancing costs over and above what they have expended themselves to get their checkpoint in place for February 28th?

T. BYNG:  So, I just wanted to provide a little bit more context in that we have only done this twice in 20 years.  That we have allocated some of that BGA balance, sorry, some of that PGA balance to those customers.  I know that the second time we did it we, in communication that was issued in the month of March, we let customers know that that potential was there.  We haven't done that in each year since.  I guess it is a question as to whether you do it every year that that is going to be there even though most years it may -- it is unlikely they will see it.

D. QUINN:  Is it written into their contract that they could be liable for these costs?

T. BYNG:  No.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So you have done it that way.  Is there an official Board approval of that ability to transfer that cost to customers?

T. BYNG:  It was sought when we first did it as part of a deferral account disposition.  That was when we first was in a position where the direct purchase market as a whole was tracking below where they were planned to be and we had made purchases.  So it was the confluence of both of those things that resulted in an allocation of the cost.  And it was done through a deferral account disposition.

D. QUINN:  So you are talking about the polar vortex winter?

T. BYNG:  Yes.

D. QUINN:  EB-2014-0145 maybe?

T. BYNG:  Yeah, I would look up the specific reference.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, offline if you could provide us the record, sorry, the approval the Board specifically approving the March allocation of load balancing costs to direct purchase customers.  If you can give us the reference to that approval that would be helpful?

T. BYNG:  I could give it to you right now.  Just give me a second here.  Yes, it was EB-2014-0145.

D. QUINN:  Yeah.  But what is the reference to their approval, that specific aspect of your allocation?

T. BYNG:  You are looking for the specific reference within the decision?

D. QUINN:  Yeah.  You can take an undertaking, Tom.  I don't expect you to have that off the top of your head.  I remember the proceeding well.

T. BYNG:  Okay.

D. STEVENS:  Can you just expand, Dwayne, on how historic treatment of BGA balances for direct purchase customers relates to the proposed harmonized services and rates that will come into effect in 2027?

D. QUINN:  As part of the harmonized rates, and this is Enbridge's proposal, not mine, you are going to expand the two-point balancing to Enbridge customers.  With that expansion is going to be coming -- is going to come a set of rules associated with two point balancing, and while I experienced what happened as a result of the polar vortex winter and the costs that were escalated for a number of people, including my clients, a lot of people didn't understand the rules.  And this last rule escapes me in terms of the Board actually approving the allocation of cost to direct purchase customers post-February 29th for obligations that they didn't know they understood -- didn't know that they were responsible for because it isn't in their contract.

So I am looking for the specific approval the Board -- sorry, that Enbridge is relying upon to be able to expand this non-contractual condition to a new set of customers in the Enbridge territory.

D. STEVENS:  We can provide you with a reference.  I mean, I think we might part company as to whether that is sort of a fundamental precondition to the conditions of the harmonized rate that we are looking at going forward.  I mean you and Enbridge might disagree as to the nature of the approval that happened before, but Enbridge is clear now about the conditions and expectations that will apply to the harmonized rate regardless of what has happened in...

D. QUINN:  We might.  So if you can give us the reference we can take the rest to argument, Mr. Stevens.  I agree.

D. STEVENS:  Okay.  We can by way of undertaking provide the specific reference to where the OEB either approved or acknowledged the treatment of additional BGA costs for direct purchase customers in or around the time of the polar vortex.

M. MILLAR:  JT-2.18.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.18:  TO PROVIDE THE SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO WHERE THE OEB EITHER APPROVED OR ACKNOWLEDGED THE TREATMENT OF ADDITIONAL BGA COSTS FOR DIRECT PURCHASE CUSTOMERS IN OR AROUND THE TIME OF THE POLAR VORTEX.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.  Now, Mr. Byng, Tom, you sound very experienced as related to contract customers.  Contract customers in the middle of March is pretty good – you’ve got a pretty good indication where they were at the end of February; you might even have where they are at the middle of March.  But for smaller direct purchase customers who are aggregated under a direct purchase pool, how are these customers going to be informed and how will they know they need to take  action if, on a meter-reading cycle, they don't get this information -- well, I guess, are you going to estimate their bill to the end of March for these customers?

T. BYNG:  So the billing process is what the billing process is.  Each month, the -- what has been billed rolls through to their BGA account.

I can point out, though, that where there is an issue that has been identified with an estimate, we work with the customer to determine what the appropriate action should be.  So if there was a customer that had estimates that they were concerned about or, even if we were concerned about them, we would talk with the customer.  And when you are talking about the small-volume customers, it is probably a marketer that we would be talking to about what action is appropriate in light of that.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  So let's parse this out again:  Are you saying you are going to estimate their position as of the end of March, to be able to inform them that some action may be required?

T. BYNG:  Their BGA projections for each month are refreshed each month, so they will see where their balance is projected to be when they get the new DP status report for that month.

D. QUINN:  Right.  So that would be based on the forecast basis for their consumption?

T. BYNG:  Yeah, for the month, yes.

D. QUINN:  Right, yes.

T. BYNG:  There is the month that they are in, as well as subsequent months.

D. QUINN:  Right.  So they will know the end-of-February position -- in the middle of March, I am speaking.

T. BYNG:  Yes.

D. QUINN:  In the middle of March, they will know their end-of-February position.  They will know what they forecasted to have consumed.

T. BYNG:  Yeah.

D. QUINN:  Is Enbridge going to provide any kind of heat-sensitive estimate as to what the end-of-March position would be?

T. BYNG:  I haven't thought that one through, yet.

D. QUINN:  In fairness, and I understand that; I have some other questions, Mr. Byng.  If you want to put some thought into that, about what mechanism would afford the marketer or the individual companies that they have to take some action, otherwise they are going to be liable for some costs, I think that is just proactive --


T. BYNG:  Mm-hmm.

D. QUINN:  -- helping the customer with what you are asking and expecting them to do, and that is stay in balance.  So if you don't mind taking that by undertaking, to see what can be done, I would really appreciate it.

T. BYNG:  Well, the one thing I would mention is that the --


D. QUINN:  If I may, Mr. Byng:  I know you are trying to be helpful here, but we only have so much time and there is a lot of people who are looking forward to escaping this room.  I am not asking for you to solve the problem on the spot.

T. BYNG:  No, no.  Look, sorry, I am not looking to solve the problem.  I guess what you are looking to see is whether we can forecast the weather for the month of March, or be able to provide a forecast of weather in the month of March.

D. QUINN:  Yes.  You do that for February; do you not for direct-purchase customers?

T. BYNG:  We do that for February, correct, for the --


D. QUINN:  So could you do that for March?

T. BYNG:  -- when customers have an obligation to balance.

D. QUINN:  Yeah.  In this case, you are telling us that they do have an obligation to balance, even if they don't know it.

T. BYNG:  They have an obligation to balance at the end of February.  And, as part of that reporting for that obligation, they are provided the weather impact for that month.  They do not have an obligation to balance at the end of March, which is why, when they get an allocation of that deferral account balance, it is not a punitive rate, like it is if they don't balance at the end of February.

D. QUINN:  No, but they could be liable for costs.

T. BYNG:  There could be costs --


D. QUINN:  And that --


T. BYNG:  -- and there could be costs that are very similar to what they would incur themselves, given how we calculate it.

D. QUINN:  I think an informed customer has the opportunity to make choices -- allow you to balance or they to balance.  That is all I am looking for.

T. BYNG:  Yes.

D. QUINN:  So if you would take that for an undertaking, just what the company could do or be willing do, that would be helpful.

D. STEVENS:  One moment, please.  Thanks, Dwayne.

Enbridge Gas can provide an undertaking to advise as to whether there are steps that it might be prepared to take to inform direct-purchase customers of their forecast BGA balance for the end of March, inclusive of heat-sensitive forecast information for the rest of the month, when that balance is provided to them in their March statement.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.19.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.19:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE ARE STEPS ENBRIDGE MIGHT BE PREPARED TO TAKE TO INFORM DIRECT-PURCHASE CUSTOMERS OF THEIR FORECAST BGA BALANCE FOR THE END OF MARCH, INCLUSIVE OF HEAT-SENSITIVE FORECAST INFORMATION FOR THE REST OF THE MONTH, WHEN THAT BALANCE IS PROVIDED TO THEM IN THEIR MARCH STATEMENT

D. QUINN:  Okay.  If we could turn up Exhibit I.1.6-FRPO-5, please.  Thank you, Ms. Monforton.

So Enbridge is aware that FRPO had submitted a letter with our concerns about the implementation of the Empress receipt point for direct-purchase customers.  You are aware of that?

T. BYNG:  Yes, I am.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  We are not going to walk through the details if it is you, Tom, that I am going to be asking these question of.

But, in part B, we asked about the survey that was done that -- and it sounds like Enbridge's -- are you relying on the survey that is done by Innovative Research Group to support that customers are accepting of this proposition?

T. BYNG:  That is not the only -- well, sorry.  The survey supplements the other work that we had done around designing the proposals which, at the end of the day, were for the most part, a modification.  But as par as the western, we outlined in evidence our rationale for why Western should go.

And I think it is -- there is a threshold that exists which I think there was recognition that, at some point, a receipt-point service or a receipt point may need or may get to a point where it should be eliminated and that had a threshold associated with it.  So we are well below that threshold.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  And I asked you a different question but, since you said you are putting it in your evidence.  What is the main driver for eliminating that point?  Is it cost, is it...what it?

T. BYNG:  It is to get alignment, and when it is -- when you take a look at the receipt points, it is the odd one out.  We know that customers generally want to get to Dawn.  Customers have been moving to Dawn, where they have the opportunity.  And this was the time where it -- where moving the rest to Dawn seemed to make sense.

D. QUINN:  But what is the driver?  Are you saying it's a customer request, or are you saying it is cost?

T. BYNG:  It is not cost.  As we said in the interrogatory responses, it is not material to me.

D. QUINN:  Yeah.  So --


T. BYNG:  It is really to get that access to Dawn that the customers in the northwest currently do not have for their DCQ, and recognizing that the customers in the EGD rate zone have been moving to Dawn.  And we are now to a point where it makes sense to get rid of it.

D. QUINN:  So, if it is customer choice, why aren't you just giving them the option, keeping open -- Empress as -- you used the word "alignment".  And I am thinking, alignment with what?

T. BYNG:  Alignment with the services in the other rate zone.

D. QUINN:  But, right now, customers do have the choice.  It is the elimination of the choice that is different.

T. BYNG:  It is only in the one-rate zone, today, where they have a choice.

D. QUINN:  Yes.  And they could maintain that choice, if they weren't ordered to move to Dawn.

T. BYNG:  Right.  And our proposal is to remove that item, or remove that receipt point, in favour of Dawn.  We have identified that there are some administrative things that we would have to continue to do, if Western continued to exist.

D. QUINN:  But those costs are small, you said.  It is on the record.

T. BYNG:  They are small.

D. QUINN:  Yeah.  Okay.  So, in this research that was done there, in part B, the second sentence says:
"We began with a comprehensive list of a thousand contract customers, every customer with a valid e-mail address”, so 950, “received an e-mail."

I am just rounding the numbers:
"Response rate ranged from 9 percent for the initial section and 7 percent for the final section on the work booked and diagnostics.  This is considerably better than most general public surveys."

Is this Innovative Research's analysis of this, or is this Enbridge saying:  It is better than most surveys?

T. BYNG:  That is Innovative's --


D. QUINN:  Okay.

T. BYNG:  -- response in that part.

D. QUINN:  Right.  And the surveys they are comparing it to, is there a cost consequence associated with the choices the customers are making in those general public surveys?

T. BYNG:  I don't know what Innovative is basing that on.

D. QUINN:  Okay.

T. BYNG:  It is their answer.

D. QUINN:  All right.  I was told to direct this to the panel that is -- the question is warranted, but I am respecting the time.  I have got to keep moving.  My question in this area is:  Is anyone on the panel equipped to speak to the changing economics that are now available such that the cost to deliver from Empress has been reduced over the last few years and is now comparable to delivering at Dawn?

T. BYNG:  We can't speak to the market dynamics at this point in time.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we will reserve that for later.  If we can, bring up 8.2-STAFF-33, please.  This is shifting gears, but it is -- the elimination of the rate 25 service is part of the proposals also.  In the last sentence of our question or, sorry, Staff's question in this case:  If Enbridge's proposal is accepted, will Union North customers continue to be able to use TransCanada storage transport service?

For the customers then who are not going to be having access to rate 25, can they actually use TransCanada's service or is that service not underneath the utility to use to meet the system needs?

T. BYNG:  I can answer that one.  So the STS service is used by Enbridge to manage the bundle market, the bundled customer market system and direct purchase, so Enbridge will continue to use the STS service.  Customers who are losing the rate 25 sales, what they are going to do is instead provide that, that gas, in their DCQ, so instead --


D. QUINN:  At Dawn?

T. BYNG:  At the receipt point.

D. QUINN:  Okay, at receipt point.

T. BYNG:  So, like the other rate zones, the DCQ calculation will now -- would then include their interruptible consumption, their annual interruptible consumption, in order to calculate their total DCQ to meet all of their consumption needs, both firm and interruptible, just like it is in the Union, Union South, rate zone and in the EGD rate zone.

D. QUINN:  But the customer cannot say to Enbridge, "I want to use the STS service today to bring in my gas"?

T. BYNG:  No, they cannot.  We use --


D. QUINN:  In order to --


T. BYNG:  -- that, this --


D. QUINN:  -- manage it.

D. QUINN:  I am not sure who got this out of context, but it says:  Will Union North customers be able to continue to use TransCanada storage service?  And, in the context of a rate 25 elimination, those customers don't have access to the STS service.

T. BYNG:  That is correct.  They do not have direct access to that service.  It is a service that Union uses and we continue to use to manage the system.

D. QUINN:  Bundled.

T. BYNG:  For bundled customers --


D. QUINN:  Right.

T. BYNG:  -- bundled direct purchase and bundled --


D. QUINN:  Yes.

T. BYNG:  -- [audio dropout] and sales.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  If we can, go to 8.2-STAFF-22.  So, in this interrogatory, Staff was asking questions, as we were, about the expansion of the PDO, both the obligation, I guess, and the incentive.  Is that correct?

T. BYNG:  Yes, that is correct.

D. QUINN:  And you are seeking the Board's approval for the ability to do so?

D. DREVENY:  Yes.

D. QUINN:  So, if the Board were to approve this, would a customer then still maintain the choice to move to Dawn, away from the central delivery area?

D. DREVENY:  We only have the ability to do that to the extent that we have capacity to allow that.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Now, when you speak to that capacity, are you talking about capacity on the Dawn-Parkway system or -- or maybe and -- the TransCanada system between Parkway and the CDA receipt point?

D. DREVENY:  I imagine it would apply to both.

D. QUINN:  Okay, so it applies to both, so is -- well, I have got some questions elsewhere that may inform this.  But my understanding is you have got, and you just obtained in November, November 1, 2024, you obtained 19,000, roughly, GJs of additional capacity between Parkway and the CDA.  Can anybody on the panel confirm that?

D. STEVENS:  I think that is something that Amy Mikhaila could have spoken to.

D. QUINN:  Yes, no.  I was trying to parse out the questions by the panels, Mr. Stevens.

D. STEVENS:  I understand that, but, to the extent that it is a premise for your question --


D. QUINN:  No, I --


D. STEVENS:  -- we can detect it as a premise to try to answer your --


D. QUINN:  Oh, okay.  All right.  Well, then, I will reserve this stuff for the hearing, I guess, because our concern is we understand harmonization, but people are in different buckets, and, in different buckets, there are different costs, and, in this, we don't want customers, ratepayers, having to bear the cost of transitioning customers without cost; because it is good for one territory, it should be good for another.  That is our concern.  So, um...

D. STEVENS:  Well --


D. QUINN:  Go ahead.

D. STEVENS:  Noted.

D. QUINN:  Yes.  Thank you.  That is potentially argumentative.  The last -- if we go back to 1.6-FRPO-5, there is attachment 1 that was provided with it, and on page 46 of attachment 1 when you get there, this is related to the conversation I was having about elimination of rate 25.  But my understanding here is, in reading this slide, it talks about the options that the Union North rate zone customers would have without cost-based store -- sorry, currently without an allocation of cost based storage.

Is Enbridge asking for any approvals of what they are doing here to, I guess, require these unbundled customers to seek alternative and demonstrate that they can get their gas back to the north if they deliver at Dawn?

T. BYNG:  So what you are looking at is in relation to the unbundled direct purchase service, so, for the customers in the north, those would be the -- if you think of the current service name, that would be customers that have T service in the north where they are delivering directly to the delivery area.  Today there are roughly 60 customers in the north that are T service, and five of them have an allocation of storage today, an allocation that they have had for 20-odd years now.

D. QUINN:  Right.  And so, for those that don't, I will start with the 60 customers.  Those customers would have had access to rate 25 or would they?

T. BYNG:  So, the availability -- the determination of storage availability is different than rate 25 sales.  Rate 25 sales is, for an unbundled customer, it is really like a balancing service.

D. QUINN:  Right.  So would these 60 customers today have access to rate 25 service?

T. BYNG:  Yes, they have access to rate 25 sales.

D. QUINN:  Right.  So, if you eliminate rate 25, if I rely on your statistics, you are saying that less than 10 percent of them actually hold storage, so if they have to deliver at Dawn and balance themselves without access to the rate 25 service --


T. BYNG:  Sorry.  What they will do, and if you give me a second here, if you go to the slide 45 in the presentation, Angela, you will see how we are expanding the daily balancing service.  And it changed its name to unbundled balancing service in the evidence that we laid out at Exhibit 8, Tab 4, Schedule 5.

D. QUINN:  That is okay.  We can look that up.

T. BYNG:  But what we have done is in taking away the rate 25 sales service we are giving them more of the balancing service.

D. QUINN:  You are increasing the threshold.

T. BYNG:  But not the storage.  It is a balancing, interruptible balancing service.

D. QUINN:  So you are increasing the thresholds around their balancing service?

T. BYNG:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  But you are not expanding to a different service; you are not providing a different service?

T. BYNG:  No.  That is correct.  What we are doing is we are effectively amalgamating two interruptible balancing services that they do today by eliminating the rate 25 sales and giving them an equivalent amount of additional balancing account.

D. QUINN:  But that balance is at Dawn; right?

T. BYNG:  That is where the balance physically manifests itself but they deliver it into their delivery area and the gas will, all things being equal if they don't consume it, will eventually work its way back to Dawn.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Would you be able to -- I am trying to wrap up so other people can have an opportunity but I am struggling with this aspect.  It seems like you are eliminating the interruptible service at their location in the north and you are saying in exchange we are going to let you deliver to Dawn and we are going to increase your tolerances around balancing but what service or what tools do these customers have to balance themselves if, one, they don't have storage and, two, they don't own transport from Dawn to their location?

T. BYNG:  So the balancing account, the gas goes into their balancing account whether the gas comes out of their balancing account in their delivery area.

D. QUINN:  So, the balancing account isn't at Dawn, it is at their delivery area?

T. BYNG:  The gas -- the balancing account is tracked.  Physically it winds up at Dawn but they deliver gas to the delivery area.  The gas goes into their balancing account and when they subsequently draw on that balance it is delivered to their delivery area and consumed just like, in that respect, just like rate 25 sales operates today.  All we're doing is changing the ownership of the molecule.

D. QUINN:  And how does the gas get from Dawn to their delivery area?

T. BYNG:  It is transported using...

D. QUINN:  Dawn Parkway?

T. BYNG:  Well, it is working its way from Dawn to their delivery area.  So their delivery in the north.

D. QUINN:  So, if it is going from Dawn it has to go through Dawn Parkway to get to the north; correct?

T. BYNG:  Correct.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Are they given an allocation?

T. BYNG:  No.

D. QUINN:  Okay.

T. BYNG:  We manage that.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I think this warrants more detail.  These customers are not mine but it seems like a proposal that is going to put some customers in a bad position.  So I am offering Enbridge, by way of undertaking, if you want to expand upon your answers and say what tools are available to these customers to be able to manage the transition with a rate 25 elimination, I would be happy to hear that.  If not I will read and learn some more about it and we can talk about it at the hearing that will help, hopefully, customers who may not be present in the room today with understanding their options.

T. BYNG:  Well, I would point out that the customers are already using the service today, that balancing service today.  They are using it every day.

D. QUINN:  CBS?

T. BYNG:  What we're doing -- yeah, the CBS.  Which we are relabelling in its expanded form as UBS or unbundled balancing service.  But they are using that today and we are just giving them more access to that at the same time that we are removing the rate 25 sales.  It washes out in the end for them and it is using a service that they already use.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Then let's handle it this way:  Can you show me by way of a representative customer, you can choose your own parameters, how this washes out in the end from a cost perspective for the customer when you eliminate the rate 25 service and you supplement with these bells and whistles you are going to add to the current CBS service?

D. STEVENS:  Yeah, one moment, please.

D. QUINN:  Thank you.

D. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  I think we are simply struggling with what is this question in aid of?  Your preamble was this doesn't impact your customers and there is nobody here who is asking about this.  We have got lots of work to do already it feels like busywork to keep going beyond what Tom has already explained to answer what could be a theoretical concern, but apparently is not a real concern to anybody who is engaged in this process.

D. QUINN:  Well, I would disagree on some of that.  Ratepayers have a history of helping one another.  I see and am concerned and have pending dialogue with customers who are concerned about some of these changes occurring and what will be visited upon them.  If you don't want help us Mr. Byng is confident it's a wash.  And I am looking at the numbers and looking at the options and I don't see a wash, so if he could assist us with how he is seeing it I might be better informed and these other clients might be better and other customers might be better informed in a way that allows for some of these proposals to move forward.

D. STEVENS:  Understood.  I mean, I just am not hearing how FRPO is impacted by this but, you know, should this come up as an issue at the hearing then I am sure [audio dropout] if necessary Enbridge can provide, but it seems to be a theoretical issue right now so I will decline.

D. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, you had said this morning, Mr. Stevens, unless I misheard you about a potential for a settlement conference, there is a step in there that could be better informed.

D. STEVENS:  That may be.  But, again, should there be customers who are at the settlement who are concerned about this they will raise it.  I am not hearing that FRPO is somebody who is impacted by this.

D. QUINN:  FRPO is looking for an equitable outcome of this proceeding.  There a is a lot of moving parts and people should get what they paid for on paperwork they get, that is a what always my marching orders have been from FRPO.  So I will leave it at that.  I thank you, panel.  Mr. Byng, it has been a while, good to see you.  Thank you for your answers.  And, Mr. Millar, those are my questions.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  Mr. Buonaguro, did you one quick question I understand?

M. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Mike Buonaguro for OGVG.  I had one question punted to this panel.  The reference was Exhibit I.8.2-OGVG-13B and E, including attachment 1.

And the question that was put to this panel, and I will just give you the scenario:  The answer to this interrogatory basically says that for customers who are put into the E10 rate class and who are eligible for moving to the E20 rate class, there are no barriers other than the eligibility requirements, which are just only really one; it is the minimum demand.

The part of the answer to the question talks about discussing these issues on contract renewal.  The issue I wanted to raise and have you comment on is a situation where -- and I think this is fairly regular -- there are a number of customers, particularly growers, who are currently in multi-year contracts for service under their existing rate classes, so M7, I will use as the example.  They would have entered into those multi-year contracts as part of the process to approve or underpin the costs associated with new expansions.

And my impression is that there would be no barrier to them, with the creation of the new E20 class, and opening up eligibility for that class, even though they are under a current contract for a number of years, to switch services.

And I wanted to confirm that with this panel, and if there is anything I should know about what moving from the current contract to a new contract under the new rate class, what that would entail?

P. MASTRONARDI:  Paul Mastronardi, with Enbridge.  Just so I have this clear, so today, there are some customers who are underpinning potentially a project; it has a term length to the contract.  And today, we are mapping current bundle to a new bundled rate class.

And you are asking, could they move to a semi-unbundled rate class using that contract, that same-term contract, would there be any obstacles of moving that through.

I would say that this is more of an implementation kind of discussion, that we haven't gone that far.  But I would say that we would review that on a case-by-case basis.  I don't think we have the ability to say whether we would do that today.  When we kind of look at it, we do say customers have choice.  I would say yes, we can do that, but we would have to review on a case-by-case basis, to ensure that is correct.

M. BUONAGURO:  I would assume that the only issue would be maintaining the term of the contract so that the underpinning doesn't go away.  You are still taking service from Enbridge.  They are still paying distribution rates for delivery of gas.  And the only issue is -- and my understanding is that there is no financial advantage one way or the other to the company for the -- under the contract that they are entering into, other than ensuring that the customer stays for a while.

P. MASTRONARDI:  Right.

MR. BUONAGURO:  But my understanding is that the only issue would be making sure that the contract term would continue on, under the new arrangement.

P. MASTRONARDI:  Right.  So, under the current arrangement, there was a set of assumptions made for a PI calculation on an economic test.  So, moving into a different class, we just need to ensure that there is no impact to other ratepayers and no impact to the customer.  So a bundled class versus a semi-bundled class would attribute different types of revenue using current rate classes.  So we would have to evaluate that.

M. BUONAGURO:  It sounds like it is not an insurmountable issue; you just have to think about how to translate the obligation under the current contract to the obligation under a new contract under the service?

P. MASTRONARDI:  I would agree with that.

M. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is sufficient for now.  Thanks.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro.

D. STEVENS:  If I may, Michael?

M. MILLAR:  Yes.

D. STEVENS:  I just wanted to add a reminder that I had indicated to Mr. Walker from OAPPA that this would be the panel that could answer some of their questions.

M. MILLAR:  Indeed.  Mr. Walker, are you there?  Or pardon me -- yes, Mr. Walker, yes.

S. WALKER:  I am, Mr. Millar, thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Are you prepared to proceed?

S. WALKER:  I am, indeed.  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  Okay.  Off you go.
Examination by S. Walker


S. WALKER:  Awesome.  Well, I did try to ask this question of the panel earlier, to get you guys off the hook, but I am afraid you are on back on.  Scott Walker from OAPPA.

Ms. Monforton, if I could ask you to bring up exhibit I.8.4-OAPPA-3, and go to the second page which has the answers?  Awesome, thank you.

In question 3B, you have identified that there are 601 customers who will be newly subjecting to the checkpoint balancing, which is relative to the 485 approximate folks who are currently subjected to the checkpoint balancing.  It strikes us as an awful lot of numbers, an awful lot of additional folks that are going to be subjected to the checkpoint balancing.

As an undertaking, could you consider identifying how many of the 601 customers would have been subjected to February and September checkpoint balancing, including the GJs for the same 2020 to 2024 period?

T. BYNG:  I am sorry, I didn't understand the last part, when you said the same GJs.

S. WALKER:  Yeah, Mr. Byng.  So we will now have 601, plus or minus, customers, direct-purchase customers who will have to checkpoint-balance.  You were doing all of that prior to -- or are currently doing that.

If those customers had been asked to do their own balancing, how many of them would have been impacted and what is the total volume that would have been affected in each of the September and February periods for the last many years?

T. BYNG:  We would not have that kind of detail available.  You are basically asking us to back-calculate what their checkpoints would have been in -- over the last five years.  I don't think we can do that.

There was a couple of things I wanted to highlight, though.  When we talk about the roughly 600 more customers, you would see in the next sentence, in the next couple of sentences, actually, that there is some overlap between -- like, the 601 was a derivation of a count of customers in the north, plus a count of customers in the EGD rate zone.  And we know that there is some number of customers that are common to both of those.

And then, as well, they would overlap as far as the number of customers with the number of -- with the customers that are already under the checkpoint in the south.

So, ballpark, the number of customers who are subject to the checkpoint today would double from what it is today, once you take out some of that double-counting.  But there is no doubt there is lot of them.  It is about as many as what we currently have in the south, who are doing this already.

The other thing I would point out is that the customers in the EGD rate zone already do balancing.  They just don't do it at the checkpoint dates, like the customers in the south do.  So some of this is new, but some of it, like, for the north, it is going to be more new because they don't have an obligation to balance today.

EGD rate zone, they have an obligation to balance; it is just at a different time, and we are winding those all up to happen at the same time.  But it is going be about twice as many customers, in total, as there are today.

S. WALKER:  Noted.  And the balancing that you are identifying is associated with contract end dates, correct, not necessarily in February or September?

T. BYNG:  Yeah.  That is why I say they do it at a different time.  But the common approach would be that they do it, if they are short, at the end of -- by the end of February.  And, if they are long, deal with that by the end of September.

S. WALKER:  Right.

T. BYNG:  And we are eliminating the year-end balancing.

S. WALKER:  Understood.

Have you undertaken any studies or market simulations to assess what that doubling will have on the market price at Dawn in February?

T. BYNG:  No.

S. WALKER:  Will the balancing transactions required for checkpoint balancing be automatically approved without the intervention of staff members?  That is assuming that they are within the defined balancing parameters you have set. 

T. BYNG:  Today, in the south, there is some level of automation that happens already.  If the transaction that is submitted is consistent with what the BGA is showing, the system will automatically approve it.  The times when there has to be human intervention is when something doesn't fit squarely into that outcome, and that results in -- obviously, it is an exceptions handling process that follows a discussion with the person who submitted, potentially.

S. WALKER:  Fair.  Fair enough.  That would be the same process for the new folks who will be --


T. BYNG:  Yes.

S. WALKER:  Okay.  Necessarily, we see an awful lot of work being moved from the utility to the customers in terms of having to manage and procure and do the commercial obligations of getting gas in to meet these two new checkpoints.  Do you have any sense of how much you will be cost-avoiding by having these clients do their own balancing on a go-forward basis?

T. BYNG:  The cost that we would incur in balancing these customers today, to the extent that we are looking after it, so in the north and in the EGD zone, those costs are captured in gas supply deferral accounts and then disposed of to customers, both bundled customers and -- sorry, both bundled direct purchase customers and sales customers.  That is how it is done today.  All we are doing is changing what gets into a deferral account and then subsequently disposed of to customers, giving -- putting customers really more in the driver's seat in determining their cost of meeting that obligation.

S. WALKER:  So do you envision those costs to be going down, generally?

T. BYNG:  What is capture in -- all other things being equal, what we will be capturing in the deferral accounts for subsequent disposition to customers would be less because the customers are incurring those costs directly, themselves.

S. WALKER:  Exactly.  Are you able to quantify that?

T. BYNG:  No, we have not.  It is all going to be a function of the prices at the time.  As you know, they, they change.  We, when we do our forecast to set rates, we do it on the basis that everybody is balancing.  And it is going to have a forecast of our cost to balance all of our bundled customers, but that changes as gas prices change.

S. WALKER:  Do you see any change in staffing levels as a consequence of this move to client-managed balancing?

T. BYNG:  I don't know.

S. WALKER:  Fair enough.  Thank you.  Ms. Monforton, could I draw your attention to Exhibit I.8.4-OAPPA-11 and the question or answer, I guess, provided for 1C.  So, sorry, we perhaps intended a different question, which, if I could rephrase it with a little preamble, would be, you know:  The current delay in consumption reporting for billing dates that occur later in the month is now being reported two months later, particularly in Union South, rather than in the next month, which is kind of skewing the actual checkpoint variance to forecast.

So we would like to rephrase that question:  When checkpoint balancing is going to be applied to all rate zones, the doubling of the 485, approximately, will you be prepared and able to report consumption in the next month, to be able to better inform balancing activities for these clients?

T. BYNG:  Sorry about that.  I think that is something I would have to take back and talk to folks about, that one.  I can certainly note what you have identified here, and I can certainly identify it as something that should be considered.  Obviously, we are a little ways from implementing, so we have got some time to take things into consideration.

S. WALKER:  Could we assume that is as an undertaking?

D. STEVENS:  Yes, we can.

S. WALKER:  Thank you.

M. MILLAR:  That is JT-2.20.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.20:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER, WHEN CHECKPOINT BALANCING IS GOING TO BE APPLIED TO ALL RATE ZONES, ENBRIDGE WILL BE PREPARED AND ABLE TO REPORT CONSUMPTION IN THE NEXT MONTH, TO BE ABLE TO BETTER INFORM BALANCING ACTIVITIES FOR THESE CLIENTS

S. WALKER:  Final questions relate to OAPPA-1A and 1B, if I could just ask you to roll north to those original questions.  Probably the -- yes, that is perfect.  Thank you.

Just a couple of follow-ups to the answers, which thank you for providing.  OAPPA is concerned with the implementation of checkpoint balancing for the remaining half of its members.  Half of them are subjected currently to the balancing; the other half are not.  The concern that is being communicated is their experience, those who do have checkpoint balancing requirements, their experience with and their ongoing concerns over what they are seeing as some various serious compounding error matters.  And, those, I don't mean to get into argument-related territory here, but we have prior period adjustments that are retroactive up to 24 months that are occurring in the months immediately preceding checkpoint.  We have already identified that 50 percent of these, of the accounts, are estimated and not actual meter reads.  You identified in your answer that 18 percent of the accounts are having consecutive months of estimated meter reads and that consumption for late-month billing cycle end dates are also being reported two months after the consumption months.  And you are asking our clients to balance in what are historically two of the most expensive months, speaking relative to a normal year.  So you are asking us in February to go in and buy make-up gas in one of the historically highest demand, highest priced Dawn rates.

So the question, if you will, questions:  What assurances and plans do you have to remediate these compounding inaccuracies, which will be exacerbated when you double the number of clients who are required to meet these requirements?

T. BYNG:  I would say that we continue to work on improving the process.  I mean an estimate on its own, if it is a good estimate in itself, shouldn't be an issue.  But I understand that there are some estimates that are -- have been suspect in the past.  Prior period adjustments is one of those things that comes along.  We have had those even before the latest billing system implementation a few years ago.  Whenever those things come up -- I alluded to this with Mr. Quinn a little bit earlier -- we work with the customer or the customer's marketer in order to figure out how to deal with that circumstance.

But I understand the concern, and it is something that we continue to work on.  We will have another couple of years of work at continuing to try to improve that.  And, as you mentioned earlier, the undertaking about potentially finding a way of advancing some of that -- or reducing some of that lag that you are seeing in the readings.  So we will look at those and how we can address those.

S. WALKER:  I probably should have given you the softball question first, which is:  Would you consider implementing a blackout period for any prior period adjustments in the months leading up to checkpoint?

T. BYNG:  I am not sure we could go so far as to say a blackout period.  I think what we would do is we would, much as we do today, is figure out what is the best action to take in light of when a prior period adjustment shows up.  Like, if it shows up, you know, a couple months prior to the balancing month, well, that is a little different than one that happens just as the DP status report is coming out in the month that you need to balance.  And if that were to happen, if it was one of those ones where it came out of nowhere and nobody knew it was coming we would take that into consideration in working out what action should we taken in light of the lateness of when that adjustment comes through.  It may have effectively be to ignore that  adjustment for the purposes of that checkpoint if it landed at the last minute like that.

S. WALKER:  Yeah.  I hear you, and I appreciate the ability to you to have some discretion on those certain parameters.  But we are talking about a massive rate-base harmonization whereby, with the doubling of the number of clients and the practice potentially continuing, it doesn't leave an awful lot of room for discretion in the client's favour necessarily, so I will leave it at that.  Those were all of my questions, Mr. Millar.  I thank you for deferring to this panel.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Walker.  Mr. Rubenstein, am I correct you have no questions?  After that I have TFG/Minogi.  Now, Mr. Vollmer, are you there and if so do you have any questions?

D. VOLLMER: No questions for this panel thanks.

M. MILLAR:  Great, thank you very much.  And next I have Ms. Wainewright.  Are you there, Linda?

L. WAINEWRIGHT:  Hello, yes I am.  But I have no further questions.

M. MILLAR:  Wonderful.  And that leaves us, finally, with Mr. Viraney.  Do you have any -- look at that.  I think that is the end unless I am missing anyone?  Okay look at us finished --


C. LI:  I'm sorry.

M. MILLAR:  We were so close.  Mr. Li?

C. LI:  It will be like two minutes, Mr. Millar.

M. MILLAR:  I will give you two and a half.
Examination by C. Li


C. LI:  I just have a really, really quick question that I want to add.  Just give me one second here.  Sorry.  Good afternoon, panel.  Thank you for giving me the opportunity to squeeze in this one last question.  If you can turn to the evidence actually, Exhibit 8, Tab 4, Schedule 7, page 10.  So there it lists number of interruptible customers.  I don't need it by rate zone, but is it possible to break down the customer count of the interruptible customer by sector such as commercial versus industrial?  Is it possible?

P. MASTRONARDI:  So for each rate zone you want us to break it out by commercial and industrial?

C. LI:  If you have it by rate zone, great, but if you don't have it by rate zone, like just total, I am okay too.  I just want to get a sense what is the presence of commercial versus industrial here.

P. MASTRONARDI:  And this is for the [audio dropout] rate class, because this is what table 2 is identifying.

C. LI:  Yeah, that is correct.

P. MASTRONARDI:  Yes, we can do that.

C. LI:  Great.  So it will be an undertaking, I guess.

M. MILLAR:  Yes, we will mark that as JT-2.21.
UNDERTAKING JT-2.21:  TO BREAK DOWN THE INTERRUPTIBLE CUSTOMER COUNT BETWEEN COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL.

C. LI:  That is all.  Less than two and a half minutes, probably.

M. MILLAR:  You are less than two and a half minutes.  And thank you, Mr. Li.  And I am going to put --


C. LI:  Great, thank you.

M. MILLAR:  -- it on mute so no one else can ask any questions and we can finish up here unless, Mr. Stevens, are there are any final matters?

D. STEVENS:  No, thank you very much everybody for your cooperation and efficiency.

M. MILLAR:  Thank you to the company, and Ms. Monforton, and friends, and the Court Reporter and all the parties.  We are adjourned.
--- Whereupon the proceeding concluded at 3:36 p.m.
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