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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

 
Answer to ADR Information Request 

 
Question: 
 
JT5.21 provides the decline in system access spend if Enbridge used a 15-year 
revenue horizon for calculating CIACs. Please confirm: (a) whether the 15 years of 
revenue is assumed to also cover incremental O&M costs attributable to the new 
customers, and (b) whether the numbers also account for infill connections? 
 
Response: 
 
a) Confirmed. The 15 years of revenue also covers incremental O&M costs attributable 

to the new customers. These costs represent ongoing expenditure to operate and 
maintain the system and are included in each year of the assumed revenue horizon 
(i.e., 15 year). 
 

b) Confirmed. The response to JT5.21 includes a forecast of all new customers 
including infills. The calculations represent the amount of capital investment that can 
be supported by 15 years of net revenues, generated by the forecast customers be 
added to the distribution system on a net present value basis. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

 
Answer to ADR Information Request 

 
Question: 
 
For infill connections, how much connection capital (e.g. for the service line and meter) 
could be supported based on forecast revenue for a single residential customer (on an 
NPV basis – i.e. meeting a PI of 1) over (a) 10 years and (b) 15 years? 
 
Response: 
 
The capital amount that can be supported by the distribution revenue of a residential 
customer is as follows. 
 

a) Based on a 10-year revenue horizon - $2,713 
b) Based on a 15-year revenue horizon - $3,658 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

 
Answer to ADR Information Request 

 
Question: 
 
JT3.11 provided the average cost to connect a home to the gas system as a weighted 
average of new construction and existing homes. Please provide a breakdown showing 
the average cost for a new construction home and an existing home, and how long it 
would take to pay off each. Please provide Enbridge-wide averages in addition to the 
EGD and UG rate zone figures. 
 
Response: 
 
The requested analysis cannot be provided. For the EGD rate zone, the average cost to 
connect a residential customer (i.e. a blended cost of new and existing homes) is 
$4,238 as provided in Enbridge Gas’s response to Exhibit JT3.11. For the Union rate 
zones, granular information on the average cost breakdown for a residential customer is 
not available as this information is not separately collected by sector, or for new 
construction homes and existing homes.  
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 
 

Answer to ADR Information Request 
 
Question: 
 
In the table at Exhibit 2, Tab 5, Schedule 2, does community expansion (line 12) include 
the individual connections in community expansion areas, or are those included in line 2 
(customer connections)? If the latter, please provide a breakout of the customer 
connections costs in line 2 between subcategories (community expansion, etc.). 
 
Response: 
 
Customer additions related to Community Expansion projects are included in line 12 
(Community Expansion) of Table 1 in Exhibit 2, Tab 5, Schedule 2. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 
 

Answer to ADR Information Request 
 
Question: 
 
According to JT1.13, the demand forecasts underlying the AMP do not account for the 
planned 1,500 MW in new gas plants. On or around May 16th, the IESO announced 
almost 600 megawatts of new gas-fired generation projects in the GTA, the Niagara 
peninsula, Windsor and St. Clair Township. Will this trigger incremental distribution or 
transmission reinforcement projects? If yes, please provide details, including what 
percent of the costs will be covered by the gas plant owners? 
 
Response: 
 
It is EGI’s understanding is that the question references the following gas fired 
generation projects: 
 

Awarded 
(MWs) 

Uprates  

Atura Power, Portlands   50.0 
Atura Power, Halton Hills   31.5 
Northland Power, Thorold   23.0 
Capital Power, Goreway   40.4 
Awarded to 3 Unknown 
Parties  146.1 

  291.0 

E-LT1   
Capital Power, East Windsor  100.0 
Eastern Power, Greenfield 
South  195.0 

  295.0 
Bilateral Negotiation - 
Uprates   
Atura Power, Brighton Beach  42.5 

  42.5 

   

  628.5 

 
With respect to East Windsor and Brighton Beach, the demands for these plants will be 
served through the proposed Panhandle Regional Expansion Project (PREP). There are 
no incremental transmission facilities required to serve the forecasted demand beyond 
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what is currently identified in the Asset Management Plan. EGI intends to initiate 
continuance of the PREP application in June 2023, and details will be provided through 
the updated LTC application.  Costs for any incremental distribution facilities required to 
serve these power plants would be covered by the power plant owners subject to the 
terms of EBO 188.  
 
With respect to the remaining power plants listed, EGI cannot comment on whether 
these facilities will trigger incremental distribution or transmission projects, nor the 
scope or cost of such projects.  Such details will not be available until it is determined 
how and by whom these plants will be served for their natural gas supply.  Following 
this, incremental transmission facility requirements would be determined through 
assessment of available capacity, an assessment of Integrated Resource Planning 
Alternatives, transmission system capacity open seasons, and/or expressions of 
interests for firm distribution capacity.   
 
The cost recovery for any new transmission facilities required to support these projects 
would be subject to EBO 134.  Incremental distribution facilities would be established 
through an assessment of future distribution system demands in the subject areas, and 
a review of Integrated Resource Planning Alternatives.  Costs for the incremental 
distribution facilities required to serve these power plants would be covered by the 
power plant owners under the terms of EBO 188. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Please reconcile the calculation of aggregate excess determined from throughput 
(source I.4.2-FRPO-97) provided and the allocations provided in I.7.1-IGUA-76. 

a) We are attaching our calculation of resulting aggregate excess allocations by rate
class from FRPO-97 (AGG file).

b) We have read and re-read the evidence in Ex. 4/T2/S1 pg. 18-20 and do not
understand the relevance of 217.7PJ, how it was determined and the role that
“adjustment” had in Table 4 nor the reconciliation requested above.   Please
clarify those aspects of 217.7 PJ.

Response: 

The volumes used to calculate aggregate excess in the attachment provided by FRPO 
(13,147,613 103m3) reflect sales service demands1 and results in a total storage 
requirement of approximately 171.6 PJ, but this does not reflect storage requirements 
calculated for direct purchase (DP) customer demands. Both sales service and DP 
customer demands are included in the calculation of aggregate excess.  

As reflected in Table 1 below, including DP customer demands in the aggregate excess 
calculation along with T-service storage requirements which are determined based on 
the storage space methodologies approved in the T-service rate schedules, results in a 
total storage requirement of 217.7 PJ. 

Table 1 
Calculation of 2024/25 Storage Requirement 

Line 
No. Particulars (PJ) 

Annual 
Demand2 

Winter 
Demand 

Storage 
Space 

Allocation 

(a) (b) (c) 

1 System 514.9 372.7 159.7

2 DP 244.5 144.2 43.0

3 T-service 15.0 

4 Total storage in rates 217.7 

1 Sales service demand of 13,147,613 103m3 is also provided in response to Exhibit I.4.2.FRPO.97 (line 
22), and Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Attachment 8, p.15 (line 54) 
2 Aggregate excess was calculated on the basis of the storage contact year for rebasing. Therefore, 
total demand for the April 2024 to March 2025 period was used to calculate the storage requirement of 
217.7 PJ. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

EGI is requesting 4.8 PJ of empty storage for November 1st and 10.8 PJ of full storage 
space for March 31st.  We would recommend that EGI that with Dawn deliveries, EGI fill 
the 4.8PJ in December to provide almost half of the March 31st request.  Is EGI’s only 
concern the risk of December pricing?  Please elaborate & present any quantitative 
analysis that supports that concern?   

Response: 

Enbridge Gas’s proposal to meet operational contingency requirements is outlined at 
Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4 (page 1): 

“15.6 PJ of operational contingency will be required to support the reliability and 
resilience of the Enbridge Gas storage, transmission, and distribution systems.” 

The requirement to maintain 4.8 PJ of empty storage space on November 1st is for 
operational contingency purposes and is not based on economic considerations such as 
monthly commodity prices. In other words, that space is required to remain empty and 
cannot be used to inject gas supply. During the Technical Conference, Mr. Pardy 
articulated the need for operational contingency: 

“Operational contingency is really there for the benefit of the system operator to help 
manage and, like you say, provide services that the company provides and to assist 
in the reliability and resilience of the storage system.”1 

From an operational perspective within the winter months, Enbridge Gas makes its 
procurement decisions based on weather, customer demands, its supply position, and 
economic conditions at that time. Should those conditions allow for incremental gas to 
be purchased in December, Enbridge Gas does so on an actual basis. 

1 Technical Conference Vol 7 Tr 19, lines 14-18. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

We are attaching an Excel spreadsheet (Cost file) that calculates the summer winter 
spread at Dawn in previous periods.  Please confirm or correct our determination. 

a) In that same spreadsheet, we include the forecasted Dawn purchases used to
generate the load balancing cost to bundled customers from evidence.  In the
last tab, we evaluate the cost to move some forecasted June Dawn purchases to
the months of Dec. to Feb.  Please confirm or correct our assessment.

Response: 

Enbridge Gas cannot verify the foreign exchange rates used in FRPO’s analysis as they 
do not match the exchange rates used by the Company which are obtained from the 
Bank of Canada and no source was provided. Enbridge Gas attempted to validate the 
rates used in FRPO’s analysis against both the actual exchange rates for that day, as 
well as the average for that month. 

There are differences in the “Price Variance – Load balancing ($000s)” line of the “GAS 
PURCH” tab that do not match Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 1. 

The table used from Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 1 only reflects the 
storage that has been included in proposed rates and does not include the 10 PJ of 
incremental market-based storage over aggregate excess. The request to purchase 10 
PJ of market-based storage above aggregate excess (which is 2 PJ above current 
storage levels in the current Gas Supply Plan) is also a Phase 2 issue. 

The analysis provided does not reflect how a change in winter procurement strategy 
would be implemented in the Gas Supply Plan. Moving 10 PJ of supply purchases from 
a single month and evenly spreading them over the winter months would have broader 
impacts on the Gas Supply Plan that are not recognized in the analysis. 

Other than the points above, the mechanics of the spreadsheet seem correct. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

How many pipeline contractors does EGI have in each of the: 
a) Distribution services.
b) HP or large diameter projects

Response: 

Enbridge Gas has several pipeline contractors that provide constructions services.  The 
work is not specifically divided into the categories above.  

For the majority of pipeline construction work, EGI uses two primary pipeline contractors 
that will complete main, services, replacement, and integrity repair work on distribution 
and transmission pipelines. This includes HP and large diameter projects. These two 
primary contractors are part of the Alliance Partner contract. 

For some large projects and storage/transmission facilities, other contractors may be 
used. 

Enbridge Gas also uses an additional eight contractors to complete main and service 
construction work in subdivisions where joint utility trench installations are required. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

JT5.45 provides some qualitative information on the benefits of the Alliance partnership 
for ratepayers, but the only quantitative metric is 1% performance improvement.  Given 
the statement that “Over the 20-year history this has enabled Enbridge Gas to attain 
resourcing efficiencies”, please provide any internal or external audits or evaluations of 
the system that demonstrate this statement or drove ongoing improvement. 

a) If no evaluations have been done, please provide a summary of quantitative
metrics that establish the company’s statement.

Response: 

Enbridge Gas has not conducted internal or external audits or evaluations focused on 
efficiencies with the Alliance Partner Contract. 

The response to Exhibit JT5.45 outlined several quantitative factors that drive effective 
spend within the contract.  

Resourcing efficiencies have occurred over a 20-year time period and have not been 
explicitly tracked.  Examples include: 

 Integrated work management systems that support Business to Business (B2B)
transactions have resulted in resourcing efficiencies in the areas of work order
generation and invoice processing. Sustained cost savings are estimated at $2.5
million annually.

 Quality Management systems and project level quality audits have resulted in
resourcing efficiencies in the areas of pipeline and quality inspections. Sustained
cost savings are estimated at $4 million annually.

 The portfolio approach of the Alliance Partnership has resulted in avoided costs
that would have been required to support an RFP for each individual project.
Enbridge Gas completes approximately 1000 capital projects on an annual basis.
These avoided costs are more challenging to quantify. In order to RFP individual
projects, FTEs would need to increase in Supply Chain, Drafting and Project
Management.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

SEC-179 identifies growths in FTE 
a) For the distribution operations (282) and Engineering, Storage and Transmission

(150), what are current FTE levels?
b) What initiatives, changes or increases are driving these staff increases when

very recently EGI reduced staff?

Response: 

a) 2022 actual FTEs are shown in Exhibit I.4.4-CCC-87 Attachment 1 Table 1:
 1,689 for Distribution Operations
 736 for Engineering & STO

b) Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 3 paragraphs 10 and 11 describe the drivers for FTE
increases for these departments. As discussed in Exhibit I.4.4.-STAFF-138 and
Exhibit JT7.10, the reductions in FTEs through the organizational restructuring and
VWO were largely in management level positions that would not have had the
appropriate skillset for the nature and type of the increased workload the Company
is facing today.



Filed: 2023-06-28 
EB-2022-0200 

Exhibit I.ADR.15  
Page 1 of 1 

ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Footnote 12 explains source of volume data but excludes LUF of EGD from 2019.  What 
is the reason for that omission and was it estimated for the purposes of display?  

a) Supplemental to 20230524 SEC Question 2, please confirm that the 2024 UFG
for the purposes of rate setting would include all of the volumes from the three
categories identified in Footnote 12 for the years 2020 to 2022 (update with 2022
final results) multiplied by the most recent QRAM cost of gas at the time of 2024
Draft Rate order.  If not, please clarify.

b) How is EGI determining leak volumes as distinct from other UFG? (ED-133
Attach 3)

Response: 

2019 LUF Data for EGD was omitted due to the lack of comparable storage UFG data 
for 2019. The LUF volumes reported in Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1 Table 3 for 2019 
are based on the average of historical LUF volumes from 2020 and 2021.  

a) Not confirmed. The 2024 UFG volume forecast for the purposes of rate setting
will include all of the volumes from the three categories identified in footnote 12
for the years 2019 to 2021 multiplied by the approved reference price at the time
of the 2024 draft rate order. Enbridge Gas is not proposing to update the
volumes underpinning the 2024 UFG volume forecast, as set out in Exhibit 4,
Schedule 3, Tab 1.

b) Enbridge Gas reports fugitive emissions, as well as combustion, vented and
flared emissions directly resulting from Enbridge Gas’s operations to
Environment and Climate Change Canada and the Ontario Ministry of the
Environment, Conservation and Parks on an annual basis. The leak volumes
reported in Exhibit I.4.3-ED-133 Attachment 3 are based on volumes calculated
for the annual reporting.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

JT5.44 requested criteria or factors to move projects from Copperleaf to GDS and used 
St. Laurent as an example.  The answer provided does not help us with the criteria or 
factors (beyond tacit knowledge).  Please provide some form of criteria, decision-matrix 
or process flowchart to help us understand. 

Response: 

We understand that what is described as “GDS” in the question refers to the Enbridge 
Gas Distribution and Storage Risk Management process as outlined in Section 4.2 on 
pages 50-53 of Exhibit 2, Tab 6, Schedule 2, the 2023-32 Asset Management 
Plan.  Figure 4.2-3 in this section provides a graphical representation of EGI’s risk 
evaluation framework, for which 3 regions are assigned, and forms the basis for how 
decisions are made regarding requirements for risk treatment plans.    

Risks that are evaluated as Region 1 risks, which would generally be those risks 
categorized as high or very high in Enbridge Gas’s 7x7 Risk Matrix (see Exhibit I.2.6-
SEC-121) require treatment plans under GDS’s risk management standards. Where the 
treatment plans involve capital investment, that investment becomes mandatory as 
described in Table 4.1-2: Investment Categories, on page 46 of the AMP. As mandatory 
investments, these investments become time constrained and are not optimized among 
other value driven investments based on their value, but are assigned the required 
capital in the specified years within the capital planning horizon.   

Risks that are evaluated as Region 2 risks, which would generally be those risks 
categorized as medium in Enbridge Gas’s 7x7 Risk Matrix, must be treated, unless they 
are already managed as low as technically and economically feasible. Technical 
feasibility is assessed based on the availability of technically viable solutions to further 
reduce the risk. For treatment plans which require capital investment, economic 
feasibility is evaluated using Copperleaf value framework, as described in detail in 
Exhibit I.2.6-CCC-49, while taking into consideration asset class strategies and 
available capital. Capital investments required to support treatment plans are subject to 
optimization and review among other value driven investments as described on pages 
55 and 56 of the AMP prior to inclusion in the capital planning horizon.    

Risks which are evaluated as Region 3 risks, which would generally be those risks 
categorized as low in Enbridge Gas’s 7x7 Risk Matrix, are monitored according to 
applicable procedures and related business processes and requirements, and would not 
drive any capital investment.   
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Figure 1 below depicts how the GDS Risk Management and Asset Investment Planning 
and Management (Copperleaf) processes are related.  

Figure 1:  GDS Risk Management/AIPM Interface 

In summary, the determination that a risk is in Region 1, or is high to very high on the 
7x7 Risk Matrix, is the basis for determining if a risk requires treatment under GDS’s 
risk management standard. If the risk treatment requires capital investment, that 
investment is considered mandatory and is time constrained and is not optimized based 
on value during the Copperleaf optimization.    
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Regulatory Factors: Cost of Service vs. Incentive
Most N. American utilities adopt a Cost of Service regulatory model though many do incorporate an Incentive / Mixed model as 
distinguished below. The industry does reflect a growing shift towards a mixed / incentive model -- which is expected to continue.

• Regulated by a state / provincial commission

• Commission sets a rate for natural gas which in 
many instances the operator must comply to

• Rates are largely fixed and cannot be adjusted 
without Commission approval

• In addition to rate, most commissions include 
other specific pricing structures for other areas 
that are serviced by the Operator

• Methods for rate adjustment / regulation varies 
significantly between companies

• Ex. combination of NYMEX gas futures and 
actuals (state / provincial rates, S&P Global 
Platts) applied as a corrective factor against 
current rates

• Regulated by a state / provincial commission

• Rates may be changed by the Operator but will 
still require commission approval 

• Distinguished in some instances with a 
supplemental / variable energy charge

• In other instances, rate is not capped but the 
ROE is

• Retail and wholesale may be treated differently 
in terms of how rates are managed

1 – Contains elements of both Cost of Service and Incentive

• Regulated by a state / provincial commission 

• Commission does not set a yearly rate nor does 
the Operator need to seek approval

• May include the option for customers to chose 
between a variable and fixed rate:

• Variable: Subject to price fluctuations 
without notice

• Fixed: Price remains constant for a set 
period, typically 12 months

• Monthly rate change amendment typically 
issued to customers

Cost of Service Incentive Mixed

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Regulatory Structure

Cost of Service (~65%) Mixed1 (~25%) Incentive (~15%)
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

For the O&M asked about in JT4.19, identified in Exhibit I.2.4- EP-8 Table 2 that was 
allocated to ICM projects as indirect overhead, what adjusting rate mechanism did EGI 
use to ensure there was no double-counting of these O&M costs for the purpose of 
making rates? 

Response: 

Enbridge Gas did not make any adjustment to rates set through the 2019 to 2023 price 
cap rate-setting mechanism for the indirect overheads allocated to ICM projects. The 
OEB approved the inclusion of indirect overheads in the funding request for ICM project 
costs in Enbridge Gas’s 2019 Rates application.1 The ICM project funding request is 
based on fully burdened costs consistent with the design and allocation of rates in a 
rebasing year. The inclusion of indirect overheads in the ICM project funding request is 
consistent with the OEB’s ICM policy.2  

Annual rates set through a price cap rate-setting mechanism are decoupled from costs 
and there is no adjustment to rates for variability in forecast costs during an IRM term. 

1 EB-2018-0305 Decision and Order, September 12, 2019, p.29. 
2 Ibid. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

JT6.20:  We asked, under the 18.5 PJ inventory scenario, if EGI could meet its delivery 
obligations to non-utility customers and the company provided Table 1.  Does the line 2 
scenario at 18.5 PJ meet the company’s obligations to its Priority of Service schedule? 

Response: 

The response to Exhibit JT6.20 is in reference to the “deliverability” of the non-utility 
customers, which was assumed to mean peak storage withdrawals. Assuming the term 
“delivery obligations” is also referring to storage withdrawals, Enbridge Gas can meet 
the obligations of its storage services for non-utility customers under that scenario.  

As shown in Table 1 of Exhibit JT6.20 under the 18.5 PJ inventory the Company would 
have a 0.8 PJ/d shortfall on design day for utility customers. 

In a scenario whereby deliverability available to serve utility customers would be 
reduced by 0.8 PJ/d, Enbridge Gas would not be able to meet its obligations to serve 
firm utility customers. Enbridge Gas would need to replace the 0.8 PJ/d of reduced 
deliverability with other assets including supply purchases, delivered services, and/or 
market-based storage services. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Can we be sent a copy of an unredacted JT7.21? 

Response: 

This can be found in CONFIDENTIAL_EGI_TechUndertakings_20230406.pdf page 239 
to 240. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Can the Company provide the contractor actual cost to date for the London Lines? 

Response: 

The contractor actual cost to date for the London Lines project is $94,365,492.   
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

Populate the provided table, assuming the ALG procedure, to calculate the depreciation 
provision impact of adopting an alternative average useful life and survivor curve and a 
change in the discount rate used.  

Also, in relation to the inflation “double counting” issue, could Concentric please provide 
a “written out” calculation of its recommended depreciation provision for Account 452. 
That is, could they please set out the calculation in a series of equations which illustrate, 
in particular, how inflation is accounted for, as described at a high level in Concentric’s 
response in I.4.5-Staff-176. It would be most helpful if they could link each such 
equation to the spreadsheet model provided as Attachment 1 to I.4.5.IGUA-14. 

A B C D E F
Asset 
Account 

Concentric 
Recommended 
Life Curve 

Concentric 
Depreciation 
Provision 
(using CARF 
discount rate 
@3.75%) 

Alternative 
Recommended 
Life Curve for 
Modelling 

Calculated 
Depreciation 
Provision 
Change for 
Alternative Life 
Curve @ 
CARF 
Discount Rate 

Calculated 
Depreciation 
Provision 
Change for 
Alternative Life 
Curve @ WACC 
Discount Rate 
(assume 6.03% 
for modelling) 

452 40-R3 45-R2.5
 

453 
 

n/a 0
455 n/a 0
456 40-R4 44-R4

 

457 35-R3 40-R2.5
462 

 
n/a 0

463 n/a 0
464 n/a 0
465 60-R4 70-R4

 

466 30-R4 37-R4
467 

 
n/a 0

472.35 Truncation 
2024 

No Truncation 
40-S0.5

 

473.01 45-S1 50-L1
473.02 55-S3 60-S3
474 25-SQ 50-L1
475.21 55-R3 70-R3
475.3 60-R4 70-R2
477 

 
n/a 0

478 15-S2.5 25-L1.5
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491.01 and 
491.02 
(post 
2023) 

4-SQ 5-SQ

TOTALS: [sum] [sum] [sum]

Response: 

The following response was provided by Concentric Energy Advisors: 
Table 1 below provides the estimated impact of the requested alternatives.  Please note 
these impacts are based on the 2021 asset balances that formed the basis of 
Concentric’s depreciation study for ease of comparability. The impacts would differ in 
magnitude if the revised rates/assumptions are applied to the 2024 Test Year asset 
balances.  

Table 1  
Alternative Depreciation Calculations 

Asset Account 

Concentric 
Recommended 
Life and Curve 

Concentric 
Depreciation 
Provision TOTAL 
(using CARF 
discount rate 
3.75%) 

Alternative 
Recommended 
Life and Curve 

 Depreciation Provision 
for Alternative Life and 
Curve @ CARF Discount 
Rate TOTAL Change 

Depreciation Provision 
for Alternative Life and 
Curve @ WACC 
Discount Rate (6.03%) 
TOTAL Change 

442.00 40-S5 104,018 N/A            -             -   
443.01 45-R4 51,698 N/A            -             -   
443.02 55-R4 213,953 N/A            -             -   
451.00 55-R4 1,070,227 N/A            -             -   
452.00 40-R3 3,341,859 45-R2.5 (1,053,046)    (1,239,324) 
453.00 45-R2.5 4,539,036 N/A            -        (860,284) 
454.00 40-R2 134,706 N/A            -             -   
455.00 55-R3 4,498,768 N/A            -        (246,673) 
456.00 40-R4 18,069,972 44-R4    (2,778,143)    (3,601,335) 
457.00 35-R3 1,752,619 40-R2.5       (450,804)       (578,553) 
461.00 60-R4 1,409,557 N/A            -            -   
462.00 50-S4 3,276,395 N/A            -        (143,044) 
463.00 55-S4 148,411 N/A            -            (8,398)  
464.00 50-S4 62,378 N/A            -            (2,915)  
465.00 60-R4 45,746,509 70-R4    (9,313,524)  (12,269,725) 
466.00 30-R4 34,401,431 37-R4    (9,515,433)  (10,311,121) 
467.00 40-R4 11,247,651 N/A            -        (960,745) 
471.00 60-R4 1,072,013 N/A            -             -   
472.00 40-S0.5 5,155,524 N/A            -             -   
472.31 40-S0.5 1,180,276 N/A            -             -   
472.32 40-S0.5 885,199 N/A            -             -   
472.33 40-S0.5 2,353,163 N/A            -             -   
472.34 40-S0.5 628,711 N/A            -             -   

472.35 40-S0.5 8,041,884
40-S0.5 - No
Truncation    (7,627,722)    (7,627,722) 

473.01 45-S1 15,818,533 50-L1    (4,740,643)    (6,795,099) 
473.02 55-S3 110,249,554 60-S3  (15,563,480)  (30,900,537) 
474.00 25-SQ 43,329,780 50-L1  (33,157,286)  (33,157,286) 
475.00 25-SQ 10,469,399 N/A            -             -   
475.21 55-R3 97,933,996 70-R3  (37,193,539)  (50,737,563) 
475.30 60-R4 87,833,160 70-R2  (24,407,105)  (38,290,145) 
476.00 17-S2.5 325,072 N/A            -             -   
477.00 40-R2 21,482,552 N/A            -         172,266 
477.01 35-R3 4,175,366 N/A -            -   
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478.00 15-S2.5 91,419,431 25-L1.5 (62,641,782)  (62,641,782) 
482.00 40-R1.5 119,585 N/A            -             -   
482.01 40-R1.5 3,290,400 N/A            -             -   
482.04 40-R1.5 9,286,662 N/A            -             -   
482.05 40-R1.5 1,388,286 N/A            -             -   
482.51 40-R1.5 3,364,448 N/A            -             -   
482.52 40-R1.5 2,783,764 N/A            -             -   
483.00 15-SQ 1,309,316 N/A            -             -   
484.00 12-L2.5 5,083,958 N/A            -             -   
485.00 17-L1.5 2,793,740 N/A            -             -   
486.00 15-SQ 9,529,666 N/A            -             -   
487.70 15-SQ 86,895 N/A            -             -   
487.80 20-SQ 291,548 N/A            -             -   
488.00 10-SQ 2,946,627 N/A            -             -   
490.00 4-SQ 4,271,256 N/A            -             -   
490.00 (Post 
2023) 4-SQ 0 N/A            -             -   
490.30 10-SQ 502,763 N/A            -             -   
491.01 4-SQ 13,823,969 5-SQ    (3,126,833)    (3,126,833) 
491.01 (Post 
2023) 4-SQ 0 5-SQ            -             -   
491.02 4-SQ 3,990,552 5-SQ       (931,868)       (931,868) 
491.02 (Post 
2023) 4-SQ 0 5-SQ            -             -   
491.03 10-SQ 7,355,375 N/A            -             -   
Software 
Intangibles - 
10YR 10-SQ 0 N/A            -             -   
491.04 10-SQ 9,153,464 N/A            -             -   

TOTAL 713,795,075 (212,501,208) (264,258,686)

Enbridge Gas notes that applying Emrydia and InterGroup’s recommended changes to 
asset lives under the ALG procedure and a 6.03% WACC would result in an annual net 
salvage provision of only $5 million. This amount is significantly less than Enbridge 
Gas’s forecasted annual site restoration costs of $60 million (Exhibit I.1.8-STAFF-17 
Part f).  

Illustration of How Inflation is Accounted for in the CDNS Calculation 

This example uses Account 473.02 which can also be found at  Exhibit I.4.5-IGUA-14 – 
Attachment 1. 

The following inputs were entered into the calculation: 
 Cost of Removal Estimate – 0.5 (cell F3) as determined from the traditional net

salvage review provided in the Concentric Depreciation Study Exhibit 4, Tab 5,
Schedule 1, Attachment 1 Pages 24 to 34.  (Note: the use of -50% was very
moderated from the total life historic indications of -168%.)

 Average Age of Retirements - 19.37 (Rounded to 19) – Calculated as a weighted
average (based on original costs of the retirement) of the retirement transactions
as provided in the Service Life File used in the actuarial analysis.

 Credit Adjusted Risk Free Rate – 3.75%
 Future Inflation Rate – 2.00%
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Using the calculations related to the Vintage 1970 (row 20 of the Excel spreadsheet): 

 Age, Vintage, Original Cost, and R/L (Remaining Life) are directly extracted from
Pages 188 to 293 (Detailed Depreciation Calculations), Section 8 of the
Concentric Depreciation Study (Exhibit 4, Tab 5, Schedule 1, Attachment 1)
related to the same 1970 Vintage.

 Net Salvage Requirement is calculated as Original Cost X Cost of Removal
Estimate = $1,563,798.64X0.5 = $781,899.32.  This represents the net salvage
requirement calculated in accordance with the Traditional method of net salvage
analysis.

 Adjusted Original Cost brings the Vintage original cost forward by the average
age of retirement (19 years) using a CPI Inflation Factor calculated by utilizing a
CPI factor based on the age of the vintage (3.689). The resultant calculation is
equal to $1,563,798.64X3.689 = $5,768,109.74 (Note the same adjustment
period is used for all vintages because an average age of all retirement
transactions is assumed for all historic retirement years)

 CPI Inflation Factor is based on Statistics Canada published CPI factors using a
base year of 2002.   

 Adjusted Net Salvage Rate calculates a net salvage ratio that is free of the
impacts of inflation as the original cost has been normalized by the period of the
average age of retirements.  The sample calculation is the net salvage
requirement/adjusted original cost ($781,899.32/$5,768,109.74 = 0.14).

 Future Net Salvage Requirement is the inflation adjusted requirement based on
the Adjusted Original Cost ($5,768,109.74) X the Adjusted Net Salvage Rate
(0.14) inflated by the Future Inflation Rate (2.00%) over the estimated remaining
life of the vintage (12.3 years). The resultant calculation is:
($5,768,109.74X0.14)*((1+2.0%)^12.3) =  $997,546.04

 Discounted Salvage Requirement represents the Future Salvage Requirement
($997,546.04) discounted at the Credit Adjusted Risk Free Rate (3.75%) back to
the study year (12.3 years).  The resultant calculation is:
$997,546.04/((1+3.75%)^12.3) =  $634,277.42

 Resultant CDNS rate to use in depreciation calculations is shown at the bottom
of the Discounted Salvage Requirement Column and is calculated by dividing the
Sum of the Discounted Salvage requirement for all vintages by the Sum of the
Original Cost of all vintages.  The resultant calculation is
$1,165,570,929.85/$4,458,865,638.83 = 26%

As noted in the above explanation,  the Adjusted Original Cost brings the original cost to 
the same cost base as the Net Salvage Requirement percentage. This is required 
because the Net Salvage Requirement in 5th column of the working file represents a 
percentage that has an embedded amount of inflation based on the average age of the 
retirements. Once the Original cost has been normalized to the same cost base of the 
cost of removal expenditures, the resultant adjusted net salvage rate represents the 
ratio of cost of removal to original cost expenditures at the same cost base that has had 
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impacts of inflation removed from the calculation. Therefore, the Adjusted Net Salvage 
ratio can be used in the determination of the Future Salvage Requirement calculation. 



Filed: 2023-06-28 
EB-2022-0200 

Exhibit I.ADR.23
Page 1 of 1 

ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

[1.9-SEC-90] Are the productivity savings shown in Table 1 all O&M savings? If not, 
please provide a breakdown of which savings are capital vs. O&M. 

Response:  

All productivity savings shown in Exhibit I.1.9-SEC-90 Table 1 are O&M savings. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

[1.1-SEC-74] Please breakdown integration savings each year between DSM vs. non-
DSM O&M. 

a) [4-3-1] Please reconcile the different UFG volumes shown in the evidence:
i. Historic UFG volumes included in the UFG Progress Report (4-3-1, Attach 3,

Figure 2)
ii. UFG Volumes shown in 4-3-1, Table 3 and 4-3-1, Attach 1

b) Please provide a table that shows for each year since 2013, the total UFG
volumes, total throughput, and UFG volumes as a percentage of throughput.

c) Enbridge is proposing a simple 3-year average. Please provide the underlying
calculation for the 2024 UFG volume forecast.

Response:  

The integration synergies outlined in Exhibit I.1.1-SEC-74 Attachment 1 page 2 are all 
non-DSM O&M savings. 

a) The 2019 Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), prepared by Scott Madden
Management Consultants, was filed as part of the 2020 Rate Application Phase 2 
proceeding1. In that proceeding, Enbridge Gas committed to “…..report upon its 
progress in implementing the recommendations set out in the UFG Report in its 
2022 rates filing”2. The UFG Progress Report was completed in response to that 
commitment.  The UFG Progress Report was originally filed in the 2022 Rate 
Application3 and subsequently filed as part of the 2024 Rebasing Application, as 
Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Attachment 3.

The historic UFG volumes shown in Figure 2 of the UFG Progress Report were 
reported consistent with how UFG volumes were reported in the 2019 Report on 
UFG, prepared by ScottMadden.

There are two differences between the historic UFG volumes in Figure 2 from the 
UFG Progress Report and the UFG Volumes shown in Exhibit 4, Tab 3, 
Schedule 1, Table 3 and Attachment 1. The first difference is that the 2019 
Report on UFG did not include UFG associated with the EGD rate zone storage

1 EB-2019-0194. 
2 EB-2019-0194, Reply Argument, May 1, 2020, p.22; EB-2019-0194, Decision and Order, May 14, 
2020, p.20.
3 EB-2021-0148.
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operations. In the 2022 Rate Application where the 2019 Report on UFG was 
considered, it was noted that:  

“The UFG reported for Union includes volumes related to distribution, storage 
and transmission activities. Conversely, the UFG reported for EGD includes only 
the volumes related to the distribution system in its franchise areas. It does not 
include gas storage…”4 

The second difference relates to the allocation of UFG volumes to the non-utility 
business for the Union Rate Zones. The 2019 Report on UFG reported the total 
UFG volumes for the Union Rate Zones, which included both utility and non-utility 
UFG volumes. However, for the purposes of the 2024 Rebasing Application, only 
utility volumes were reported in Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Table 3 and 
Attachment 1. 

Please see Table 1 for a reconciliation of UFG volumes between the UFG 
Progress Report (Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Attachment 3, Figure 2) and UFG 
volumes shown in Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Table 3 and Exhibit 4, Tab 3, 
Schedule 1, Attachment 1. 

4 EB-2019-0194, Argument in Chief, March 11, 2020, p. 29. 
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Table 1 
Reconciliation of UFG Volumes 

Line 
No. 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Particulars (103m3) Utility Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h)

1 UAF / LUF Volumes (1) EGD 121,125  159,143  112,201  153,478  113,443  162,451  160,960  130,599  
2 UFG Utility Volumes (1) Union 98,596  87,014  47,204  114,166 95,887 121,984  121,079  66,056 
3 Total     219,721  246,158  159,405  267,643  209,330  284,435  282,038  196,655  

4 UAF Only (2) EGD 97,361  135,380 88,438  133,112 93,077 142,086  140,594  110,234  

5 
UFG Utility/Non-Utility 
Volumes (2) Union 113,997 97,109  54,408  131,588 108,901  136,447  137,652  74,120 

6 Total     211,358  232,489  142,846  264,700  201,978  278,533  278,246  184,354  

7 LUF Volumes EGD 23,764  23,764  23,764  20,365  20,365  20,365  20,365  20,365  
8 UFG Non-Utility Volumes Union 15,401  10,095  7,204 17,422  13,014  14,463  16,573  8,064  

Notes: 
(1) Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Attachment 1.
(2) Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Attachment 3, Figure 2.
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b) Please see Table 2 below for UFG volumes, total throughput and UFG as a percentage of throughput.

Table 2 
UFG Volumes, Throughput and UFG as a Percentage of Throughput 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Line 
No. 

Particulars 
(103m3) Utility Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual (3) Actual Actual Actual Actual (4) 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j)

1 
UAF / LUF 
Volumes EGD (1) 121,125  159,143  112,201  153,478  113,443  162,451  160,960  130,599  135,918  276,698  

2 UFG Volumes Union (2) 98,596  87,014  47,204  114,166  95,887  121,984  121,079 66,056 223,637  218,904  

3 Total 219,721  246,158  159,405  267,643  209,330  284,435  282,038 196,655  359,555  495,602  

6 Total Throughput EGI 47,947,642 43,934,920 43,938,929 42,359,970 43,375,046 49,032,466 49,748,774 47,593,775 49,566,637 55,442,436 

7 UFG % EGI 0.458% 0.560% 0.363% 0.632% 0.483% 0.580% 0.567% 0.413% 0.725% 0.894% 

Notes: 

(1) EGD rate zone.

(2) Union rate zones.

(3) 2018 Total Throughput has been updated to correct an error in Exhibit I.4.3-ED-133 Attachment 3, p.1.
(4) 2022 Actual UFG Volumes reflect final balances to be filed in Enbridge Gas's 2022 Utility Earnings and Disposition of Deferral and Variance Account Balances Application.
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c) As provided in Exhibit I.4.3-LPMA-30 part b) and c):

Table 3 
Determination of 2024 Enbridge Gas UFG Forecast 

Line 
No.  Particulars (103m3)  EGI (Utility) (1) Non-Utility EGI (Total Utility) 

(a) (b) (c) 

1  2019 282,038 21,874 303,912 
2  2020 196,655 13,365 210,020 
3  2021 359,555 34,246 393,801 

4 
Forecasted UFG volume for 2024 
(3-year average) 

279,416 23,162 302,578

5  Non-Utility - 10.6445% (2) 32,208

6  Forecasted Utility UFG volume for 2024 270,370 

Notes: 
(1) Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Table 3, line 4.
(2) Allocation calculated based on proposed methodology Exhibit 1, Tab 13, Schedule 2, Section 2.4.

This evidence will be addressed in Phase 2 of the proceeding as noted in Enbridge Gas’s
February 1, 2023 letter.

The 2024 Utility UFG Forecast of 270,370 103m3 is calculated by taking the 3-year 
simple average of the Total Utility UFG volumes for 2019 to 2021 less the allocation 
of non-utility UFG volumes as shown in column (c) in Table 2. This differs from the 
3-year simple average of Utility volumes in column (a) line 4 of 279,416 in Table 3.

Enbridge Gas operates its assets on an integrated basis and does not operationally 
segregate them as utility vs non-utility. As such, Total Utility UFG is more indicative 
of expected UFG volumes. On that basis, it is appropriate to use the 3-year simple 
average of Total Utility UFG and then apply an allocation of non-utility UFG to 
determine the forecast of utility UFG volumes.  
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

[Ex.4-4-3, Table 3] What depreciation methodology does Central Function (CF) use 
(e.g. ALG, ELG etc)?    

Response:  

ALG and ELG are group methods of depreciation. Group methods of depreciation are 
not applied to CF shared assets. Rather, CF shared assets are depreciated at a single 
asset level and depreciation amounts for each shared asset are determined using the 
straight-line depreciation method over the estimated useful life of each asset.   
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

[JT 5.2] Please provide a revised 2024 rate base calculation based on the 
deferral/cancellation of 2023 projects shown in JT 5.2. 

Response: 

Removing the 2023 cancelled/deferred projects as shown in Exhibit JT5.2 results in a 
$269.3 million reduction to 2024 Rate Base (from $16,281.1 million to $16,011.8 
million). This reduction was quantified using simplifying assumptions (outlined below) for 
illustrative purposes only in response to the question. The actual rate base impact 
would differ as the cancellation/deferral of these projects would lead to changes in the 
timing and scope of other projects in the Asset Management Plan. As discussed on Day 
5 of the Technical Conference (Page 10, Line 7), work on the 2024 budget is underway.  

The following simplifying assumptions were made in calculating the impact noted above: 

‐ Capital spend was used as a proxy for in-service additions. 
‐ No changes to retirements were forecasted for the revised calculation.  
‐ Total plant composite depreciation rates were used instead of asset specific 

depreciation rates.  
‐ No projects were forecasted to replace the 2023 cancelled/deferred projects, 

although as stated above there would be changes to the timing and scope of 
other projects in the Asset Management Plan.  

‐ All 2023 projects were assumed to be cancelled, and there was no assumption 
that the projects would be deferred to 2024, although some projects may be 
deferred to 2024.  

‐ Estimated reduction includes overhead capitalization which would be re-allocated 
to other projects rather than cancelled/deferred.   
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

Does Enbridge Gas Inc. provide services to any affiliates? If so, please provide details 
including how those costs are recovered and where that is shown in the evidence. 

Response:  

Services to Affiliates 

Enbridge Gas provides services to affiliates such as: business development, 
engineering, operations, and regulatory.  EGI employees who work in a Central 
Functions department may also provide services to affiliates, such as finance, legal, and 
supply chain. 

As described in Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 3, paragraph 85, Enbridge Gas performs 
these services and incurs expenses on behalf of affiliates, which are subsequently 
reimbursed and recovered from affiliates. Expenses and recoveries for these services 
are based on the cost of actual services provided (where applicable) or on a fully 
allocated cost basis. Affiliate reimbursements of expenses from 2018 to 2024 are shown 
in Exhibit I.4.4-VECC-53 Table 1. Amounts recovered from affiliates are credited to 
O&M. 

Table 1 below outlines the recoveries received for the services Enbridge Gas provides 
to affiliates.   

Table 1 
2022 Enbridge Gas Services Provided to Affiliates 

Line 
No. Particulars ($ millions) 

2099634 
Ontario 
Limited 

Gazifère 
Inc.  

2193914 
Canada 
Limited 

Enbridge 
Inc.  

Niagara Gas 
Transmission 

Limited 
Other 

Affiliates 

Total 
Recoveries 
by Service 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

1 Business Development 0.6  0.0 - - 0.0  0.2 0.9  
2 Finance - 0.2 0.1  - 0.1 0.2 0.6  
3 Engineering 0.1  0.1 0.3  0.0  0.2  0.4 1.1  

4 
Technology Information 
Services  

- - - 1.4  - - 1.4  

5 Energy Services - 0.3 0.0  - 0.1 0.2  0.7  
6 Other 0.0  0.1 0.0  - 0.0 0.0  0.2  

7 
Total Recoveries by 
Affiliate 

0.8  0.8  0.4  1.4  0.4  1.0  4.8  
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Revenue from Transactions with Affiliates 

Enbridge Gas provides distribution, storage and transportation services to affiliates 
pursuant to OEB approved rates. These revenues are recorded within the distribution, 
transportation and storage components of utility operating revenues found in Exhibit 3, 
Tab 1, Schedule 1. 

As outlined in Exhibit I.1.6-FRPO-5, Enbridge Gas also has regulated revenue 
transactions which are negotiated directly with affiliates. These revenues are recorded 
within the storage and transportation and upstream transportation optimization 
components of utility operating revenues found in Exhibit 3, Tab 4, Schedule 1. 
Enbridge Gas also receives revenues from affiliates related to operating leases of real 
estate assets. These revenues are recorded within other operating revenue found at 
Exhibit 3, Tab 5, Schedule 1.  

Table 2 below outlines the utility revenues received from Enbridge Gas affiliates in 
2022.  

Table 2 

Enbridge Gas Affiliate Revenues 

Line 
No. Particulars ($ millions) 2022 

(a) 

1 Gazifère Inc.  42.8  

2 Tidal Energy Marketing Inc.  11.6  

3 Other Affiliates  0.9  

4 Total Distribution, Storage and Transportation Affiliate Revenues 55.3  

5 2562961 Ontario Ltd. 0.2  

6 Total Affiliate Lease Revenues 0.2  

7 Total Affiliate Revenues 55.5  
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

[Ex.8] For each of EGD, Union North, and Union South rate zones, please provide a 
table that shows the annual delivery rates (including base rates, ICM rate riders, and Y-
Factors) for each year since 2012.   

Response:  

Please see Attachment 1 - Summary from 2012 to 2023 - All Three Rate Zones. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

Please reconcile the following DSM amounts ($000) included the evidence: 
a) $148,822 2024 DSM Budget (8-2-8, Attach 9)
b) $175,035 included in the CA Study (7-2-1, Attach 12, p.11-13, Sum of Ln 21 and

23)
c) $209,705 included in the CA Study (7-2-1, Attach 9, p.2, Sum of Ln 24 and 25).

Response:  

The difference in the DSM Budget amounts are as follows: 

a) Enbridge Gas filed its 2024 Test Year Forecast including the 2024 DSM Budget 
of $148.822 million on October 31, 2022 prior to the OEB’s Decision and Order 
on the Application for Multi-Year Natural Gas DSM Plan1 (DSM Plan). Exhibit 8, 
Tab 2, Schedule 8, Attachment 9 filed on November 30, 2022 presented the 
allocation of the $148.822 million DSM Budget to rate classes.

b) Enbridge Gas increased the 2024 DSM Budget by $26.232 million on March 8, 
2023 to reflect the DSM Plan Decision. The updated 2024 DSM Budget of
$175.054 million includes $30.707 million of administrative costs and $144.348 
million of DSM program costs, as provided at Exhibit 7, Tab 2, Schedule 1, 
Attachment 12, column (a). Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 8, Attachment 9 updated 
on March 8, 2023 presents the allocation of the $175.054 million DSM Budget to 
rate classes.2

c) The 2024 DSM amount of $209.770 million provided at Exhibit 7, Tab 2, 
Schedule 1, Attachment 7, column (l) and Exhibit 7, Tab 2, Attachment 9, lines 
24 and 25, includes an allocation of $34.651 million of indirect costs that occur 
through the cost allocation process. A reconciliation of the direct and indirect 
DSM administrative costs are provided at Exhibit I.7.1-IGUA-83.

Enbridge Gas has not updated the DSM Budget included in the 2024 Test Year 
Forecast for the 2024 budgetary inflation factor as part of this Application. The DSM 
budget as approved by the OEB as part of the DSM Plan Decision used a 2% proxy for 
inflation, as the actual inflation factor based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) was not 
available at that time. The CPI for the 2024 DSM budget is estimated to be 

1 EB-2021-0002 Decision and Order, December 16, 2022. 
2 Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 8, Attachment 9, filed on March 8, 2023, has not been updated to reflect the 
uniform residential DSM unit rate proposal provided at Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 10. 
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approximately 6.8%, which will increase the DSM budget by approximately $8 million, to 
a total of approximately $183 million. Enbridge Gas will update the 2024 DSM Budget 
as part of the draft rate order or as part of a subsequent evidence update, as applicable. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

[7.0-Staff-237] Please provide a revised version of Attachment 6 and 11 that shows 
Delivery Revenue only (similar to that filed in Attachment 2, p.2).  

Response:  

Please see Attachment 1 for the summary of the proposed delivery revenue change by 
rate class based on the cost allocation study for the current rate zones.  

Please see Attachment 2 for the summary of the proposed delivery revenue change by 
rate class based on the cost allocation study for the proposed service areas. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 
 

Answer to ADR Information Request 
 
Question: 
 
[7.0-Staff-237] Enbridge notes that if the OEB approves an alternative rate zone 
scenario, Enbridge will require additional time to develop a rate design proposal and to 
implement the changes. It further states that: “Given the additional time required to 
implement a rate zone alternative, Enbridge Gas would propose to maintain the current 
rate zones and rate classes for cost allocation and rate design until such time as the 
rate design proposal is approved and system changes were complete.” In a scenario 
where a rate zone alternative is approved, please clarify Enbridge’s 
expectations/proposal for the cost allocation and rate design process for an approved 
2024 revenue requirement.     
 
Response: 
 
Should the OEB approve a rate zone alternative as part of this Application, Enbridge 
Gas would require additional time for implementation. In the interim period prior to 
implementation of the approved rate zone alternative, Enbridge Gas would propose to 
maintain the current rate zones and rate classes for cost allocation and rate design. 
Enbridge Gas would derive the 2024 rates using the 2024 Cost Allocation Study 
prepared for the current rate zones, as provided at Exhibit 7.0-Staff-237, Attachment 4, 
and current approved rate design methodologies. From a gas cost perspective, 
Enbridge Gas would continue to use the current approved rate design for the gas supply 
commodity, transportation and load balancing rates for each rate zone, where 
applicable. Enbridge Gas would maintain the current gas cost deferral accounts, until 
such time as the rate zone alternative rate design and updated gas cost deferral 
accounts could be implemented.  
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

[7.0-Staff-237] Please confirm that the Cost Allocation Study included in Attachment 1 is 
Enbridge’s most up-to-date Cost Allocation proposal.  

Response: 

Confirmed. Exhibit 7.0-Staff-237, Attachment 1 is the most up-to-date Cost Allocation 
Study prepared based on one rate zone. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

[JT 4.21] With respect to Table 3: 

a) Please confirm that ‘Total OH in Base Capital’ reflects the total amount of
capitalized overheads recovered in rates in each year through base rates and
ICM/capital pass-through mechanisms.

b) Please explain how Enbridge calculated the EGD and UG Non-ICM/CPT OH
amounts recovered in rates.

Response: 

a) Confirmed. The amounts reflect overheads recovered in base rates and through
ICM and CPT mechanisms but do not reflect adjustments captured in the APCDA
relative to the new overhead capitalization policy.  Please see JT 4.21 Table 4 for
the calculated APCDA adjustments.

b) On an annual basis, indirect overheads are allocated to projects based on the
percentage of total indirect overheads over total direct capital in the year of
expense. This includes allocations to ICM, Integration and all other projects
identified in the AMP. The EGD and UG Non-ICM/CPT OH amounts represent
the overheads allocated to projects included in the AMP and excludes overhead
assigned to both Integration and ICM/CPT capital. Please see the Table 1 below
for an illustrative example of how the overhead allocation is derived based on
2022 actuals:

Table 1 
2022 Actual Overhead Allocation ($ millions) 

Total Capital Expenditures    1,437.1 
Less 
Community Expansion    14.2  
EA Fixed Overheads    27.0  
Other  1.1  
Sub total    1,394.7 

Capitalized Overheads    285.6  

Net Direct Capital    1,109.1 

Overhead Allocation Rate 25.7% 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

With reference to Exhibit I.2.4-PP-29, which in turn refers to Ex2/T4/S2/T3, could you 
please explain how EGI derived the $15.4 million reduction in capitalized overhead and 
concomitant $15.4 million increase in OM&A for 2024? 

Would this approach be replicable in future years (post-2024), and if not please explain 
why not. 

Response: 

For clarification the Enbridge Gas proposal results in a $15.4 million dollar increase in 
capitalized overheads and a $15.4 million decrease in O&M for the 2024 Test Year. 

Please refer to paragraph 37 in Exhibit 2, Tab 4, Schedule 2 for details on how the 
values in Table 3 were derived. In summary, the rates in column (b) of Table 3 
represent the capitalization rates calculated under EGD’s and Union’s historical 
methodologies based on data from the 2020 budget. The rates in column (d) represent 
overhead capitalization rates under the harmonized methodology, which is described In 
Section 3 of Exhibit 2, Tab 4, Schedule 2. Columns (a) and (c) were calculated by 
applying the rates in columns (b) and (d), respectively, to eligible costs in the 2024 Test 
Year Forecast.  

Enbridge Gas could replicate the analysis described above for years post-2024 pending 
completion of each year’s budget process and annual capitalization rate studies. 
However, the capitalization rates used to quantify the impact of the old methodologies 
would still be based on the 2020 budget data. Due to organizational changes, 
harmonization of processes and changes in accounting records and systems that have 
occurred since 2020, it is not possible to calculate updated capitalization rates for the 
old methodologies. As a result, replicating the analysis in Table 3 for years post-2024 
would become less relevant and less meaningful over time, as business functions and 
costs eligible for capitalization change from what they were in 2020.  

Enbridge Gas provided, on a best efforts basis, high-level estimates of the variances 
that could occur in 2025 and 2026 in the response to Exhibit I.2.4-PP-29. Consistent 
with how the 2025 and 2026 O&M forecasts were developed, the estimated 2025 and 
2026 impacts in Exhibit I.2.4-PP-29 were derived by escalating the 2024 impact by 
O&M LRP assumptions. The variance between the old and harmonized methodologies 
could fluctuate significantly and/or change directionally year over year due to changes in 
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departmental level spend, new business program adds, changes in capitalization rates 
based on annual rate studies, and future organizational changes. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Reference to Exhibit I.ADR.10 

In 2013 cost of service, Union stated contingency space was needed for economical 
pricing. Exhibit I.ADR.10 response indicates it is needed for economical considerations, 
system operator, etc. Please elaborate on the need for operational contingency and 
what services are supported by keeping the space empty. Why does Enbridge Gas 
need it and are those operational contingency purposes utility or non-utility? Where is 
the contingency space held (i.e. which pool(s))?  

Response: 

As explained in Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-131 operational contingency includes 4.8 PJ of 
empty space used to manage late season injections. The 4.8 PJ is allocated among 3 
components as follows: 

 Weather 2.9 PJ 
 Reservoir Factors 1.3 PJ
 OBA 0.7 PJ 

Weather 

Weather can vary significantly from average as shown in Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-134, Table 
1 at the end of the injection season. As the storage system is approaching full the empty 
space is used to manage these variances in weather and provides space to cover 
injections when the weather is warmer than average. This only provides benefit to the 
utility customers since their demand is heat sensitive. 

Non-utility customer injections are managed through contract parameters. LST 
customers do not have any firm injection rights between October 1 and November 30.  
LTP customers do not have any firm injection rights at any time. 

Storage Pool Factors 

The two components of reservoir factors that make up the 1.3 PJ are storage pool 
variances and storage pool hysteresis. Storage pool variances, which make up 
approximately 85% of the 1.3 PJ, account for differences between calculated 
inventories based on pressure and measured inventories based on storage pool 
measurement. Storage pools are shut-in at the end of the injection season based on the 
pressure at the observation well. Inventory balances based on measured volumes may 
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show that additional space was available. Operational contingency can be used to 
mitigate the impact of the loss in anticipated space at the end of the injection season.   

Utility and non-utility customers benefit from this component. The operational 
contingency costs for this component are allocated to the non-utility customers in 
proportion to the non-utility storage use of operational contingency space, consistent 
with the cost allocation methodology for the 2024 Cost Allocation Study, provided at 
Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 2, based on the proportion of storage space used by each 
group. 

OBA 

OBA imbalances occur at pipeline interconnects on the EGI system. These imbalances 
can lead to additional injections into storage throughout the season. This is particularly 
important at the end of the injection season. Operational contingency is used to manage 
the OBA imbalances on a daily basis.  

Utility and non-utility customers benefit from this component.   

Allocation of costs to Non-utility Operations 

The operational contingency costs for storage pool factors and OBA also support the 
non-utility storage business operations. The storage space and molecules for 
operational contingency are not colour-coded to identify the use; therefore, Enbridge 
Gas has used allocation methodologies to allocate costs between the utility and non-
utility operations for these components. Operational contingency costs are allocated to 
the non-utility operations through the non-utility cross charge. The costs are allocated 
between utility and non-utility operations in proportion to the use of operational 
contingency space for storage pool factors and OBA, consistent with the cost allocation 
methodology for the 2024 Cost Allocation Study. The allocation of operational 
contingency components between utility and non-utility operations is provided at Exhibit 
I.4.2-FRPO-141. The methodologies used to allocate operational contingency
components between utility and non-utility operations is provided at Exhibit I.7.1-IGUA-
76.

Historical Usage 

Table 1 of Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-132 Table 1 shows the historical usage of the operational 
contingency empty space varied between 1.9 PJ and 7.7 PJ for the years 2017 through 
to 2021. 
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Pools holding the Operational Contingency Space 

The operational contingency space at the end of the injection season is held in 59-85, 
156 and Dow Moore. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Please provide the foreign exchange rates that Enbridge Gas would use from Bank of 
Canada to complete the provided table from Exhibit I.ADR.11. 

Response: 

Please see the table below for the daily foreign exchange rate per the Bank of Canada
on the trade date indicated.1

Line 
   No.   Date  

Bank of 
Canada Daily 

FX Rates    
2018/2019  

1 Feb. 1/18 1.229 
2 Nov. 1/17 1.288 
3 May. 1/17 1.366 
4 Nov. 1/16 1.338 

2019/2020 
5 Feb. 1/19 1.31 
6 Nov. 1/18 1.309 
7 May. 1/18 1.287 
8 Nov. 1/17 1.288 

2020/21 
9 Feb. 1/20 1.323 
10 Nov. 1/19 1.316 
11 May. 1/19 1.342 
12 Nov. 1/18 1.309 

2021/2022 
13 Feb. 1/21 1.282 
14 Nov. 1/20 1.332 
15 May. 1/20 1.407 
16 Nov. 1/19 1.316 

2022/2023 
17 Feb. 1/22 1.269 
18 Nov. 1/21 1.237 
19 May. 1/21 1.228 
20 Nov. 1/20 1.332 

1 Bank of Canada. Daily exchange rates. https://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/exchange/daily-exchange-

rates/ 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Reference to Exhibit I.ADR.11 

Enbridge Gas is deferring the purchase of 10 PJ of incremental storage and is 
presumably purchasing Dawn supply in its place until resolution in Phase 2. Why can’t 
Enbridge Gas purchase an additional 10 PJ of Dawn supply instead of purchasing 
storage at market-based rates? 

Response: 

Enbridge Gas plans to maintain its current portfolio of 26.1 PJ of market-based storage 
until an OEB Decision on Phase 2 is received.  Following an OEB Decision on Phase 2, 
Enbridge Gas will make adjustments to its Gas Supply Plan, including its storage 
portfolio, as soon as is practical. 

For example, if the OEB approves Enbridge Gas’s proposal in the first quarter of 2024, 
Enbridge Gas anticipates it would make necessary contracting changes to add 1.9 PJ to 
its storage portfolio in advance of winter 2024/2025, as Enbridge Gas would have 
sufficient time to execute the blind RFP process in advance of that winter.1 If the OEB 
approves Enbridge Gas’s proposal after the first quarter of 2024, Enbridge Gas would 
make the necessary contracting changes as early as practically possible (taking into 
account the time required to execute the blind RFP process).  If Enbridge Gas’s storage 
proposal is not approved and Enbridge Gas is required to reduce the amount of market-
based storage in its portfolio, those changes would be made as soon as the terms of 
existing contracts allow. Enbridge Gas will not be purchasing an additional 10 PJ of 
winter supply as presumed in this question. 

As indicated in the ICF Report, selecting storage rather than Dawn purchases “reflects a 
balance between cost, cost volatility, design day reliability, and minimizing up front 
contract cost commitments for supply services and reflects the results of the 
assessment of the value of storage under different weather conditions.”2 

Additionally, ICF highlights that purchases should not be considered a replacement for 
the value provided by storage: 

1 This assumes a storage contracting year of April 1 to March 31, annually. 
2 Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 6, p.14. 
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“Gas purchases at Dawn are not a perfect substitute for holding natural gas storage 
capacity. Storage capacity provides additional value on a daily basis relative to 
purchases at Dawn in several different areas. These include: 

1) Contribution of Storage Deliverability to Design Day Capacity Requirements. Storage 
deliverability provides a direct contribution to design day system capacity 
requirements. In the Gas Supply Planning model analysis, changes in storage 
capacity are addressed through incremental purchases at Dawn. However, 
purchases at Dawn do not have the degree of reliability provided by storage 
deliverability. The different [sic] in reliability provides significant economic benefit to 
the use of incremental storage that is not captured in the Gas Supply Planning model 
analysis.

2) Value of Daily Gas Supply Purchasing Flexibility. Storage capacity allows for a more 
flexible gas purchasing approach that allows the utility to shift purchases on high 
priced days to purchases on lower priced days. This provides a direct economic 
benefit to the use of storage that is not captured in the use of storage to address 
aggregate excess requirements, or through the use of monthly average prices.”3

Enbridge Gas agrees with ICF’s recommendations and conclusions. 

3 Ibid, p.68. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Reference to Exhibit JT5.02 

Confirm the list of 2023/2024 deferred projects does not include PREP. If confirmed, 
what is the new 2024 rate base if removed.  

Response: 

Confirmed. Attachment 1 to JT5.02 did not include PREP. 

Removing the 2023/2024 in-service additions for PREP results in a further $250.8 
million reduction to 2024 Rate Base (from the $16,011.8 million in the initial response 
dated May 26th which removed only 2023 projects cancelled/deferred as per Exhibit 
JT5.2 to $15,761.0 million). Again, this reduction was quantified using simplifying 
assumptions (outlined below) for illustrative purposes only in response to this question.  

The following simplifying assumptions were made in calculating the impact noted above: 
 Capital amounts are as filed in the 2023 to 2032 AMP and include the estimated

in-service capital for both the 2023 Panhandle Loop and 2024 Leamington
Interconnect projects.

 A monthly profile was applied to in-service additions consistent with the
forecasting methodology for depreciation expense. (i.e. not a November ISD)

 Depreciation rates adjusted in 2024 to reflect new proposed rates.
 Estimated reduction includes overhead capitalization which would be re-allocated

to other projects rather than cancelled/deferred.
 The calculations do not contemplate the impact of alternative proposals that EGI

may bring forward related to PREP.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Reference to Exhibit I.7.0-Staff-237, Attachment 9 

How is distribution revenue requirement allocated to service areas and then to the rate 
classes in those service areas? 

Response: 

The distribution function costs provided at Exhibit I.7.0-STAFF-237, Attachment 9 are 
allocated to rate classes based on one rate zone for purposes of the cost allocation 
study prepared based on service areas. The allocation of distribution function costs by 
rate class is the same as the proposed 2024 Cost Allocation Study filed as Exhibit I.7.0-
STAFF-237, Attachment 1, which is also prepared based on one rate zone. To derive 
the distribution costs by service area, a common distribution unit rate based on one rate 
zone was applied to the billing units for each rate class. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

2023 rates in Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 8, Attachment 4, differs from Exhibit I.ADR.28 
Attachment 1. Are they on a different basis? Please provide the 2024 equivalent of 
those amounts on the same basis as shown for 2023 and previous years. 

Response: 

Please see Attachment 1. Enbridge Gas has updated the response provided at Exhibit 
I.ADR.28, Attachment 1 to include 2023 rates and proposed 2024 rates on the same
basis. Enbridge Gas has provided 2022, 2023 and 2024 proposed rates based on the
April 2022 QRAM, consistent with the Application. The previous years from 2012 to
2021 are based on the actual historic rates that were effective in October of each of the
respective years.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

(further to the response provided to undertaking JT3.10) 

a) Could EGI please provide the cost in 2023 of its fugitive emission direct
measurement activities, and a brief description of the scope of those activities
(i.e. number of facilities tested, any more information on types of facilities tested,
sampling protocols to identify those facilities to be tested).

b) Does EGI have any information on the potential cost of aerial, satellite or tower
direct measurement approaches (relative to the costs of EGI’s current program
for direct measurement of fugitive emissions)?

c) What is the scope, form and expected completion of the evaluation as noted in
the undertaking response of the various technologies and initiatives, and the
feasibility of conducting aerial (including satellite and tower) testing?

Response: 

a) Under the federal methane regulation (Regulations Respecting Reduction in the
Release of Methane and Certain Volatile Organic Compounds (Upstream Oil and
Gas Sector)), Enbridge Gas performs leak surveys three times per year at 41
applicable facilities, as defined by the methane regulation, including applicable
compressor stations, storage measurement stations, and meter and receipt
stations. Leaks found during these leak surveys are quantified using a hi-flow
sampler.  Costs for the 2023 measurement work are estimated to be $300,000.
This estimate does not include internal labour or repair costs.

b) Enbridge Gas does not have information about the potential costs related to the
use of aerial, satellite or tower direct measurement at this time.

c) Enbridge Gas expects to complete a preliminary technology review by the end of
2023. This desktop review will consider various technologies available, such as
mobile, aerial and satellite.  The results of this review will inform next steps,
including the feasibility of conducting aerial testing and associated costs.



Filed: 2023-06-28 
EB-2022-0200 

Exhibit I.ADR.43
Page 1 of 1 

ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

As a follow-up to our UFG question Exhibit I.ADR.15 b):  How are they determined, 
measured, estimated or simply ultimately arrived at for reporting purposes? 

Please provide the amount of actual emissions arrived at for the last 3 years. 

Response: 

As part of its federal and provincial annual GHG emissions reporting requirements, 
Enbridge Gas reports its fugitive emissions. Enbridge Gas uses these fugitive emissions 
estimates to distinguish the portion of UFG related to leaks. These fugitive emissions 
are calculated in accordance with the provincial and federal GHG reporting programs, 
including the use of industry and company-specific emission factors as well as the use 
of direct measurements (using hi-flow sampler to quantify emissions). 

UFG Leak Emissions 

2020 2021 2022 

Line 
No. Particulars Utility Actual Actual Actual 

(b) (c) (d) 

1 
UAF / LUF Leak 
Emissions EGD (1) 279,671  291,396  235,661  

2 UFG Leak Emissions Union (2) 131,496  143,618  175,336  
4 Total (tCO2e) 411,166  435,013  410,997  

Note: 
(1) EGD rate zone.
(2) Union rate zones.
(3) 2022 emissions calculated using IPCC AR5 global warming potentials, whereas 2020

and 2021 emissions were calculated using IPCC AR4 global warming potentials, in
accordance with federal and provincial reporting regulations.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

For the APCDA category of Amortized Gas Supply Storage and Transportation Costs, 
please provide any evidentiary references on the calculation of the proposed deferral 
account amount.  

Whether provided or not, please provide the calculation of the proposed balance by 
including actuals for 2022 and 2023 as much as available and forecast for the rest of 
the 2023 year 

Response: 

Please see Attachment 1 for the calculation of the Amortized Gas Supply Storage and 
Transportation Costs balance in the APCDA:  

 Table 1 provides the calculation of the 2022 Forecast balance of $64.9 million
recorded in the APCDA per Exhibit 9, Table 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 2.

 Table 2 provides the calculation 2022 Actual balance of $62.1 million recorded in
the APCDA.

 Table 3 provides the calculation of the 2023 Forecast balance of $62.1 million.
The 2023 ending balance is equivalent to the 2022 Actual balance because no
additional amounts are proposed to be recorded in the APCDA in 2023.  See
Exhibit 9, Tab 2, Schedule 1 pages 14 to 16 for additional details.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

For the responses from Exhibit I.ADR.36, it is our view that the weather risk of needing 
empty storage to account for weather variation is correlated with full storage which 
passes in November.  Even adding an additional “contingency”, this risk passes by mid-
December allowing a holiday season fill with fixed price gas.  Why is this not factual. 

a) Similarly, the hysteresis effects are very important at the end of the injection
season, therefore the risk passes by mid-December.

The premise in this scenario is that if the gas is not otherwise used for in March or 
April, the space would be emptied by utilizing the gas as a reduction in Load 
Balancing gas purchased in the following summer. 

Response: 

Enbridge Gas is proposing to maintain operational contingency space of 4.8 PJ in order 
to manage late season injections in addition to other factors. While Enbridge Gas 
agrees that the risks for which this space is held empty diminish once winter season 
withdrawals commence, they are not completely eliminated.  

In addition, Enbridge Gas does not agree with a planned purchasing strategy whereby 
the 4.8 PJ of contingency space would be filled after the injection season is complete 
and planning to use that gas as a reduction in load balancing purchases in the 
subsequent summer. In a normal winter, this would not be a cost-effective strategy for 
managing load balancing requirements as gas purchased in the winter is more 
expensive than gas purchased in the summer. 

The paragraph above explains how Enbridge Gas has planned to meet demands. 
Operationally, Enbridge Gas makes its procurement decisions based on weather, 
customer demands, its supply position, and economic conditions and will execute at the 
appropriate time. These decisions may deviate from Enbridge Gas’s planned 
procurement over the course of a gas year.  
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

For the responses from Exhibit I.ADR.38, in very simple terms does the purchase profile 
of Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 1, page 5 of 6 provide approximately 30 TJ 
of summer-winter load balancing? 

b) Does this exhibit represent EGI’s current gas supply plan for the winter of
2023/24?

Response: 

The 2024 Load Balancing Calculations schedule, provided at Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 
1, Attachment 1, page 5, line 4, columns d) to j), sum to a total of 26 PJ. 

a) No, this does not represent Enbridge Gas’s current Gas Supply Plan for the
winter 2023/2024. Enbridge Gas’s Gas Supply Plan for the winter 2023/2024 is
based on existing methodologies.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Reference - Exhibit JT8.14 

a) How did you develop General Operations and Engineering to be 55% of total
direct costs?

b) What is the current level on a percentage basis of General Operations and
Engineering in your current Union South Rate classes?

Response: 

a) Please see Table 1 for the derivation of the general operating and engineering
costs as a percentage of other O&M expense. The percentage has been updated
to 45% based on the updated 2024 Cost Allocation Study provided at Exhibit
I.7.0-STAFF-237, updated May 18, 2023.

Table 1 
Distribution Customer Stations General Operations & Engineering Percentage 

Line   Total  
No. Particulars  ($000s)  

 (a)  

  Distribution Customer Stations 

1 O&M Expenses excluding General Operations & Engineering 10,342 
2 General Operations & Engineering (1) 4,695 
3 Total O&M Expenses (2) 15,038 

4 General Operations & Engineering Percentage (3) 45% 

Notes: 
(1) Exhibit I.7.0-STAFF-237, Attachment 1.7, p. 3, column (m), line 89.
(2) Exhibit I.7.0-STAFF-237, Attachment 1.7, p. 3, column (m), line 102.
(3) Line 2 / line 1.

Updating the general operations & engineering and vehicles percentages1 used 
in the derivation of the Rate M13 monthly fixed charge results in decrease of 
$334 and $755 for total annual costs of $5,297 and $11,984 for a typical and 

1 Indirect percentages updated based on the 2024 Cost Allocation Study updated May 18, 2023, 

provided at Exhibit I.7.0-STAFF-237, Attachment 1. 
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large producer station, respectively, relative to the total annual costs provided at 
Exhibit JT8.14, Table 1. Table 2 provides the updated derivation of the Rate M13 
monthly fixed charge per customer station.  

Table 2 
Derivation of Rate M13 Monthly Fixed Charge Per Customer Station 

Typical  
Customer Station 

 Large 
Customer 

Station 
Line 
No. Particulars Hours  Cost ($) Hours  Cost ($) 

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Direct Costs (1) 
1 Compliance Inspection  14 1,939  35 4,848 

2 Maintenance  5 693  14 1,939 

Other Costs 

3 Data Entry & Travel 1 139 1 139 

4 Weed Spraying (2) 100 180 

5 Station Painting (2) 530 530 

6 Total Direct Costs 3,400 7,635 

 Indirect Costs 
7 General Operations & Engineering (3) 1,544 3,466 

8 Vehicles (4) 353 883 

9 Total Indirect Costs 1,897 4,349 

10 Total Annual Costs (line 6 + line 9) 5,297 11,984 

11 Number of Customer Stations (5) 66 9 

12 
Total Operating and Maintenance Costs ($000s) 
(line 10 x line 11) 350 105 

Notes: 
(1) Total direct costs, where applicable, calculated as the number of hours per task

multiplied by the fully allocated hourly rate for a station technician of $139/hour.
(2) Weed spraying costs based on incurred annual expense and station painting cost

based on the average annual cost of the station painting program.
(3) Indirect cost for general operations and engineering calculated as 45% of total direct

costs (line 6).
(4) Indirect cost for vehicles calculated as 13% of total direct labour related costs (line 1 +

line 2 + line 3).
(5) Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 8, Attachment 14, lines 2 and 5.

b) In Union’s 2013 Cost Allocation Study, the general operations & engineering
costs on a percentage basis for Union South rate classes is approximately 10%
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with no costs allocated to Rate M13. The comparable average general 
operations & engineering costs on a percentage basis in Enbridge Gas’s 2024 
Cost Allocation Study is 23%.  

The general operations & engineering costs as a percentage of other O&M 
expenses of 45% included in Table 1 and used in the derivation of the 2024 Rate 
M13 total annual cost per customer station is based on the general operations & 
engineering costs for distribution customer stations2. Enbridge Gas has included 
a contribution towards the recovery of the general operations & engineering costs 
in the Rate M13 rate design as these costs are partly incurred to provide the 
service. This rate design is also consistent with the costs allocated to all other 
customer stations in the 2024 Cost Allocation Study. The general operations & 
engineering costs includes asset management, damage prevention, stations 
engineering, gas supply, capacity management and gas control operations.  

2 Allocation percentage specific to the Distribution Customer Stations functional classification in the 2024 

Cost Allocation Study provided at Exhibit I.7.0-STAFF-237, Attachment 1. 
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question: 

Wanting to ensure that 62.1 M actuals in account are valid. Since accounting change, 
there should be no change over time that customers are paying. That this is just a 
timing issue, not additional money. 9.1-SEC-230 part b i & ii), response is confusing. 
Goal is to ensure rate payers are not paying more. 

Response: 

Confirmed that the $62.1 million balance in the APCDA represents a timing issue and 
ratepayers are not paying more as a result of the accounting policy change.  Please see 
Attachment 1 which illustrates the following:  

 EGD rate zone’s Gas Supply and Transportation costs were previously
accumulated in a balance sheet account between April-October 2021 and
expensed between November 2021-March 2022;

 Similarly, Gas Supply and Transportation costs accumulated in a balance sheet
account between April-October 2022, with a portion of the costs expensed in
November and December 2022.

 The remaining balance of $62.1 million at December 2022 was not expensed in
January to March 2023 as would have been done under the previous accounting
treatment. These costs are proposed to only be recovered through the clearance
of the APCDA deferral account.

 As such, there is no double recovery of the costs in 2023, upon Enbridge Gas
switching to the new methodology of expensing the costs monthly as incurred.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. 

Answer to ADR Information Request 

Question:  

With reference to the responses provided to Exhibit I.ADR.44 with included 
spreadsheet,   

The spreadsheet provides line items that refer to “Gas Supply Storage and 
Transportation Costs”.  Specific to the Gas Supply Transportation Costs, we understand 
that these have been defined in evidence (Ex.9, Exhibit 9, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 14) 
as “transportation capacity to transport gas to and from storage”.  From a simplistic 
view, storage accepts gas surplus to seasonal demands from transport of many 
different pipes.   

a) What distinguishes the pipes that were allocated to this account?
b) Are there any gas commodity costs included in this account?
c) Are there any clearance of the transportation pipes associated with transport gas

to and from storage, in whole or in part, to QRAM-related costs including the
PGVA?

d) Are there any gas commodity costs associated with Load Balancing gas cleared,
in whole or in part, to QRAM-related costs including the PGVA?

Response:  

a) The amortized transportation costs that were recorded in the APCDA are limited
to the costs of the Dawn Parkway system capacity held by the EGD rate zone
that are used to transport supply to/from storage to serve the Enbridge CDA and
Enbridge EDA.  For clarity, only amounts that were not recovered from
ratepayers through the disposition of the S&TDA due to the accounting policy
change discussed at Exhibit 9, Tab 2, Schedule 1 have been included in the
APCDA.

b)  No.

c) The variances for upstream transportation costs associated with transporting gas
to/from storage are recorded in the following QRAM related deferral accounts:

 EGD - PGVA (Account No. 179-70_)
 Union North West - Transportation Tolls and Fuel (Account No. 179-145)
 Union North East - Transportation Tolls and Fuel (Account No. 179-146)
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None of these upstream transportation costs are recorded in the APCDA. Only 
amortized costs as laid out in part a) of this response were recorded in the 
APCDA.  

d) There are no gas commodity costs associated with load balancing included in the
APCDA. All gas commodity cost associated with load balancing activities are
recovered in the PGVA as part of QRAM.
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