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EB-2011-0242

EB-2011-0283

IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, c.15, Schedule B;
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by Enbridge Gas Distribution Inc. for an Order or Orders approving and setting the cost consequences associated with the purchase of Ontario biomethane by Enbridge Gas Distribution Inc.;

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by Union Gas Limited for an Order or Orders approving and setting the cost consequences associated with the purchase of Ontario biomethane by Union Gas Limited.

INTERROGATORIES OF BUILDING OWNERS AND

MANAGERS ASSOCIATION, TORONTO ("BOMA") 
ON THE JOINT EVIDENCE
Cost Consequences/Environmental Attributes

1.
B, T1, pg. 24; B, T1, pg. 8

You note that environmental attributes will accrue to utility ratepayers through offsets to the RNG purchase costs, and that the "maximum near term (up to ten years) potential for GHG reduction from RNG in Ontario is thirteen million tonnes of CO2 emissions per year, or more than forty-five percent of Ontario's GHG emission reduction target" (our emphasis). For representative RNG contractual volumes/GHG prices scenarios, please calculate the likely future value of these attributes to ratepayers.
2.
B, T1, pg. 26

Can you provide a copy of the draft Enbridge/Union RNG purchase contract, as well as a copy of their existing contracts used to purchase natural gas from existing Ontario producers?

3.
Can you provide a calculation which demonstrates the savings to Enbridge/Union ratepayers resulting from the fact that the various pipeline transportation costs are reduced from what they would otherwise be, due to the additional purchases of Ontario sourced gas?  Please use representative calculations from various parts of Enbridge and Union franchise areas, in each case, assuming that gas is sourced from that particular region, and that farm production capacity exists in that region.
4.
Issue 2.0 – Cost Consequences
B, T1, App 1
Preamble

According to the BOMA's information, there are a total of ten farm-based biogas power systems currently operating in Ontario, delivering approximately 5 MW of electricity to the power grid under FIT contracts.  The majority of the biogas projects built to date are sized between 250 to 500 kW.  An additional twenty biogas power projects are in development, in the stages of planning, design, or construction, but most of which do not yet have FIT contracts.  However, given the limited number of biogas power contracts approved to date by the OPA, and the difficulty of projects with contracts getting connected to the distribution grid, interest in FIT is waning.  On the other hand, the farm producers' capital costs are much higher under the RNG program than under FIT (for equivalent sized projects) due to the need for the producer to pay for the upgrading process (for example, Ex. B, T1, App. 4, pg. 23, Table 2, Total Capital Costs for agricultural scenarios (Electrigas Cost Study)).
1.
Did Enbridge review the price structure with farm producers prior to preparing the RNG program?

2.
How many farmers with the ability to produce more than 700 kWe of RNG (large farm minimum) do Enbridge and Union estimate there are in their respective franchise areas in Ontario, and are located within a kilometre of a gas distribution line?
5.
B, T1, App. 5, p IV
1.
Could you explain the steps taken in each line of the spreadsheet used to calculate the ten percent return on equity to the farm producers in the large farm case?
2.
You have chosen prices that reflect a ten percent return for the large farm case, as compared with the assumption used in the calculation of the FIT tariff of an eleven percent return. (i) Why did you target a lower return than FIT (when, among other things, the energy efficiency benefits are higher under RNG program) (eighty percent conversion efficiency versus thirty five percent for conversion of gas to electricity) (see, for example, Ex. B, T1, App. 1, pg. 27)? (ii) With the higher capital cost associated with producing RNG versus producing electricity, will not RNG look less attractive to some producers and more risky to financial institutions?  Please discuss.
3.
Does the ROE calculation include the Monthly Fixed Charge for Producers, referenced in Ex. C, T1, Sch. 2, pg. 1?

4.
What would be the incremental impact on consumers if the ROE for farm-based production was raised to eleven percent in the large farm case, including an increase in the percentage of the CPI index used, to fifty percent from thirty percent?
6.
Connection Costs

B, T1, App. 4 and C – Monthly Fixed Charge for Producers

In some other jurisdictions, notably British Columbia and Germany, the utility pays either the whole connection cost to the grid (B.C.) or shares the cost with the producer.  What would be the impact on the customer bill if the utility paid:

(i)
fifty percent of the connection cost of farm-based projects,

(ii)
one hundred percent of the connection cost of farm-based projects.

7.
B, T1, App. 1
Please provide a forecast of the amount of natural gas likely to be displaced by Renewable Natural Gas under this program, each of the next ten years, beginning in 2012, and from what sources, municipal or farm-based.
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