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Mr. Chair, 

Commitee members, 

My name is Vincent Caron, I am Director of Policy & Ontario 
Government Rela�ons at CME. Thank you for dedica�ng your 
aten�on to me today. 

I am here today to support Bill 165. 

As is well known there has been a flurry of investment in 
manufacturing lately. The Ontario sector being half of this 
country’s manufacturing GDP, this has deep impact on the 
prosperity of our country, our ability to pay for essen�al 
services like health and educa�on. 

None of it can happen without connected energy systems. 

Like any electricity or pipeline operators will tell you, there are 
few energy systems that can operate reliably in a close circuit. 



Texas tried and we saw the result with catastrophic failure a few 
years ago. 

Most o�en, everything is connected.  

The pipes that carry our natural gas,  

The high-capacity wires on our pylons, connec�ng with the 
wires in our neighborhoods and appliances in our homes. 

The machine operators workers powering equipment in 
southwestern Ontario assembly plants and the operators 
si�ng in genera�ng sta�on control rooms, miles away. 

It all needs to connect to one comprehensive energy plan. 

The same goes for Ontario’s ability to decarbonize energy 
consump�on.  

Ontario’s record has improved greatly in recent years. The 
re�rement of coal electricity genera�on was a great success, 
which many north American jurisdic�ons are s�ll only 
considering at this �me. 

Just one point of reference, Michigan passed legisla�on in 
November manda�ng 80% clean electricity supply by 2035. 
Ontario is at over 93% now. 

But decarboniza�on cannot happen in a vacuum. 

This is why Bill 165 is needed. 



To be clear, CME never likes to see the government intervene in 
the decision-making process of an energy regulator. 

We believe in an independent OEB, and we take great care of 
making fact-based, non-ideological interven�ons at hearings to 
preserve a reasonable basis for the rates that are applied. 

But we also believe that the decision rendered by the Ontario 
Energy Board in December in the rebasing applica�on of 
Enbridge Gas made the government interven�on necessary.   

I will explain why, focusing my remarks on the most cri�cal 
element from our perspec�ve - the decision to require all 
natural gas connec�ons in the residen�al and small commercial 
sectors to be paid upfront rather than over the life�me of the 
equipment, as of 2025. 

This decision was a surprise and had poten�al ramifica�ons for 
the industrial sector. 

First of all, we are by far the largest user of natural gas in the 
province. In 2020, the industrial sector consumed 2.7 billion 
cubic feet of natural gas per day as per Sta�s�cs Canada.  This is 
about 34% of the total, versus 20% for the residen�al sector. 

O�en, gas is used for industrial processes that require high 
temperatures, where electricity is a poor subs�tute – examples 
including steel, cement and fer�lizer manufacturing.  



Transi�on is harder and more expensive for us. We can’t turn on 
a dime. 

While we consume most of the gas, network costs are broadly 
distributed. And so, shi�ing this balance suddenly, without 
coordina�on, has great poten�al to impact the compe��veness 
of our whole economy. 

We are in a �me of transi�on. More manufacturers are 
considering greener energy alterna�ves than before. They are 
driven by decarboniza�on mandates in global companies, and 
government ac�ons like the green economy investment in the 
US Infla�on Reduc�on Act. 

I heard the worry of stranded assets, but the problem with an 
early transi�on from gas is stranding manufacturers with the 
bill. It is jeopardizing access to reliable, affordable energy that is 
needed for Ontario’s industrial compe��veness. 

Leaving systems costs squarely on the shoulders of large 
consumers will not make decarboniza�on easier. It will make 
maters worse, as soaring energy rates detract resources away 
from retrofits and equipment upgrades. 

Beyond the financial element, we are also concerned with the 
risks to our energy sufficiency. Specifically, the risk of blackouts 
and brownouts in Ontario. 

While lower carbon energy op�ons are being pursued by 
companies and the province, we cannot jeopardize reliability. 



IESO was clear in its pathways to decarboniza�on study, we are 
facing a short-term shor�all due to nuclear refurbishments. 
There is not enough electricity available to phase out natural 
gas from electricity genera�on before 2030. 

The impact of a sudden spike in electric hea�ng post-2025 have 
not been studied, but it would without a doubt complicate the 
picture. In its final report, the Electrifica�on and Energy 
Transi�on Panel put it best, and I quote: 

replacing the 582 petajoules of natural gas for space and 
water heating (representing 22 per cent of Ontario’s final 
energy demand […]) with electricity is a substantial 
undertaking, requiring a large amount of additional supply, 
along with the transmission and distribution infrastructure 
needed to deliver it. 

The Panel report goes on to recommend that the government 
of Ontario provide clarity to u�li�es, investors and customers, 
with policy direc�on on the role of natural gas in Ontario’s 
future energy system, as part of its next integrated long-term 
energy plan. 

We very much agree with the panel recommenda�on. This is 
the most proper venue for a statement on the future of natural 
gas. 

With the big picture of reliability, affordability, sustainability in 
mind, drawing from the input of all economic sectors AND 



projec�ons from IESO, the minister has the mandate and tools 
to set a direc�on. 

And so, to conclude, by passing this Bill, we are not asking you 
to shut down the debate on the energy transi�on. There are 
many things governments can and should do to help 
homeowners and companies lower energy bills and emissions. 

For example, we can connect more hybrid systems with heat 
pumps AND natural gas, using gas for reliability on the coldest 
days of the year or to save money and electricity during peak 
consump�on hours. 

We ask you to vote for Bill 165 to focus on solu�ons like that, 
and keep the OEB focused on its core mandate as an 
independent economic regulator while the government 
con�nues to set energy transi�on policy. 

There is a role for appropriate scru�ny of capital expenditures 
at the OEB. That can and should s�ll happen in rebasing 
applica�ons. We will con�nue contribu�ng to this important 
work as a fact-based intervenor at hearings, so we can keep our 
energy framework as low cost and predictable for jobs creators 
as possible. 

Thank you. 


