EB-2008-0034

INTERROGATORIES FOR UNION GAS FROM CITY OF TIMMINS

1. Scope of the Application

This application is for the disposition of the balances in the various gas supply related deferral accounts and the application states that the “balances were examined in each of Union’s 4 QRAM applications in 2007” and goes on to say the “balances are subject to the Board’s final approval.”
a) Would Union agree that the Board’s examination of the balances in each of the QRAMs was mechanical and technical?

b) Does Union agree that the Board’s examination of the balances in this proceeding is qualitative and involves determination of the prudence of Union’s activities that gave rise to the balances?

c) If the answer to b) is yes, where is the evidence with regard to the prudence of Union’s gas purchasing policies and actions which gave rise to these balances?
3. UDC

We do not understand, in the evidence from P.3 and following, the evidence that speaks of UDC giving rise to “excess” supply. Our understanding of UDC- both “planned” and “unplanned”- is that it is excess contracted pipeline capacity that gives rise to demand charges from the transmission pipeline. The very term “unutilized” means that volumes that could have moved under contractual rights did not move.

a) Is this a correct understanding?
b) When Union recites at page 5 of its evidence, and in the table below, that it “collected $3.160 million in rates” does that mean that Union sold capacity and gas volumes? 

c) If so what was the split between the two?

4) Weather related UDC

a) Please remind us why Southern direct purchase customers are able to manage their supplies to meet their load balancing checkpoint targets and Northern direct purchase customers are not.

5) Ex. A Tab 1 Sch. 1

Are the PGVA amounts for the South ($98,140) and the North ($14,760.) directly related to the volumes involved (i.e. are the unit #s the same when the amount involved is divided by the total volumes involved) or are there other factors at play and if so what are they?
6) Ex. A Tab 2 p.3
At line 18 Union states: “Union proposes that the balance be allocated to customers in the Northern and Eastern Operations area (by virtue of their use of transportation systems in the Southern Operations area) (emphasis added). Our understanding was that Union’s position, when it came to determination of gas costs and transportation costs, was that the Northern and Eastern regions could not and did not make use of the Southern transportation systems. Is our understanding incorrect or is there a contradiction here?  
Ex A Tab 3

7a) Please confirm that, in accordance with Union’s approach in the past, any costs associated with the Trunkline and Panhandle contract, if its renewal is approved by the Board, will be assigned solely to Union’s Southern region.

7b) Are we correct in anticipating that, if the costs involved are lower than the transportation costs that are involved in determining the costs for transportation to the North in Union’s system, that lower cost will be reflected in the South Purchase Gas Variation Account?

7c) Is this costing approach based on Union’s position that the gas and transportation it procures for its Southern system cannot be made available to the Northern/Eastern system? 
Ex. A Tab1 p.1

8) Union confirms that it is paying 4.59% and 5.14% on the outstanding amounts in the various deferral accounts and this includes “inventory revaluations”(see Ex.A Tab1 Sch.1 p1 line 4). At the same time we understand that in EB-2005-0520 and in the most recent settlement approved by Board’s Jan.17/08 Union is earning its overall rate of return of return of more than 8% on all items of rate base and that this includes the gas inventory.
Please reconcile.
