tel  416-495-5499

EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com 500 Consumers Road

North York, Ontario M2J 1P8
Canada

Technical Manager
Regulatory Applications
Regulatory Affairs

ENBRIDGE

VIA EMAIL, RESS and COURIER

February 21, 2020

Christine Long

Board Secretary

Ontario Energy Board

2300 Yonge Street, 27th Floor
Toronto, ON M4P 1E4

Re: EB-2019-0194 Enbridge Gas Inc. (“Enbridge Gas”)

2020 Rates — Interrogatory Responses & Evidence Correction

In accordance with the Decision on Settlement Proposal and Interim Rate Order dated
December 5, 2019 and Procedural Order No. 2 dated January 9, 2020, enclosed please
find interrogatory responses from Enbridge Gas in the above noted proceeding.

As part of the response to the interrogatories, live excel documents have been provided
to the following:

e Exhibit .FRPO.12, Attachment 1
e Exhibit I.Kitchener.1, Attachment 2

Further to the submission made by Enbridge Gas on January 15, 2020, also enclosed is
a correction to Exhibit B-3-1. The table below illustrates the corrections.

Exhibit Original Correction

Paragraph 37(ii) - Paragraph 37(ii) -

Exhibit B-3-1

“Within the EGD rate zone,
331,480 active customers...”

Paragraph 53
“eBilling would be close to
$45 million annually.”

Paragraph 53

“the current combined cost of
paper and digital bill delivery is
approximately $28 million
annually.”

“Within the EGD rate zone,
358,384 active customers...”

Paragraph 53
“eBilling would be close to
$42.5 million annually.”

Paragraph 53

“the current combined cost of
paper and digital bill delivery is
approximately $21 million
annually.”

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.

Yours truly,



mailto:EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com
mailto:EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com

(Original Signed)

Rakesh Torul
Technical Manager,
Regulatory Applications

cC: David Stevens, Aird and Berlis LLP
EB-2019-0194 Intervenors
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C: Cost Allocation Study, Table 1, p. 5

Question:

Enbridge Gas has provided a table that shows a summary of the results of the 2019
cost allocation study directive using OEB-approved cost allocation methodologies and
the proposed cost allocation methodologies provided in response to the OEB’s directive
in the MAADSs Decision (EB-2017-0306/0307). The summary shows the revenue
sufficiency/deficiency across the various rate classes.

a) Please clarify if the column “Current Approved Revenue” represents the rate year
2019 or 2020.

b) Please confirm if the amounts of the revenue sufficiency/deficiency under the
proposed methodology includes the amounts recovered as capital pass-through
adjustments.

c) Please provide a revised table that includes an additional column that shows the
amounts recovered as capital pass-through adjustments.

Response

a) The current approved revenue is based on 2019.
b) Confirmed.

c) Please see Attachment 1.



2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit .STAFF.1

Filed

Attachment 1
Page 1 of 1

088 L0E'708'T - 088 L0E'708'T ¥8T'G08'T  269'€89'T  26%'TIZT [e101 22
- 0£2'€6S - - 0£2'€6S 0£2'€6S 0£2'€6S = uoneuodsues] pue Addns seo 12
T/6'T 956'9 - T/6'T 956'9 826'8 9T0'6 (88) ulwpy / Alpowwod 0z
0zL'y 2,092 (816'9) (822'2) 020'ce €6.'0€ 1.8'6¢ 226 1ay10 - TO arey 6T
(9 126 (8€2) (rv2) ¥99'T 0zZ6 195 €G6¢ 9TIN aley 8T
(86) 9Zv (0) (86) 9Zv 8z¢e vee (9) ST aley LT
9T6'9T 19/1'se2 1192 €6S'7C 680822 289'cse T€6'9ST 16.'S6 Kemxred-umeq - TO/ZTIN rey 9T
asiyouelq4-xg
0z, 100'9 (287) v€ 76%'9 82.'9 €06'S 28 €1 arey GT
9£9'8 TTS'8S (18€'9) §52'C 16879 Y119 9/%'9S 1.9'0T Z1 arey vT
(528) ¥59'CT 8TV (zov) 9€2'eT 628'TT ¥6.'0T GEO'T T1 a1ey €T
€ LT (1) Z 8T 02 LT € 0TI a1ey Zt
1T 9vT'T (58) (L) 1€2'T 8ST'T GEO'T A 6N a1ey 1T
(6¥8') 662'9T €6 (916'2) 99¢'ST 0SP'ZT Z6E'TT 850'T LIN orey 0T
(€sT1) 6€9°'C YA (9g71) €29'C 98¥'C 10S'C (12) GIN arey 6
(506'8) 08S'.€ vIv'e (T6%'9) 99T'vE G/9'82 T.¥'S2 ¥02'E YN arey 8
(2z6'€) G66'0L ¥ST (€22'¢) T¥8'0L 89029 2€6'19 9€T'Z ZIN arey L
(092'¢) 690'6SY 14517 (80g'e) 8T9'8GY 0TE'SSY 2G6'8SY (ev9'e) TN arey 9
(InoS uoiun
(09T'T) 8¥2'TT % (95T'T) vve'TT 680'0T 68.'8 662'T 00T arey g
(5e9'T) G80'Y g (T€9'T) 180'Y 0S¥'2Z 8TE'C ZeT Gz arey %
(09) 185'/¢ 0.T TTT 0T¥'.2 125'/2 0.T've 15¢€'E 0z arey €
(L2L'v) ovT'Ze T€E (96€'P) 608'TE AR XA 9/€£'se 9€0'2 0T arey Z
(9662) /56'002 ¥90'T (ze6'T) £68'66T 196'/6T 609'G6T 25e'e 10 arey T
UIION uoiun
(6-0) =(u)  @+p) =(B) ) (p-2) = (8) (p) (g+e) = (9) (@) (e)
Aouapyns  uswsalinbay sjesodoid Aouanins  juswsalinbay [e10.1 anuanay SREIIRE (s.000%) steinoned ‘oN
/(Aousoya@)  snuansy Apnmis 150D /(Aouaoya@)  anuanay JBYo Y ybnoiyl-ssed aun
9NuU3aN9 Y JO HUMQE_ 9NUaNa Y _.mH_QmO
ABojopoyia AbBojopoyiay anuanay panoiddy
pasodoid panoiddy-pieog ualingd

RIan02ay s1o9lold ybnoiyl-ssed fende) Jum aAnoalig ApniS UOReJ0|Y 1S00 610¢ 10 Alelwng
SaANOZ 31vd NOINN



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . STAFF.2
Page 1 of 2

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C: Cost Allocation Study, Table 1, pp. 18-21

Question:

Enbridge Gas has allocated the compressor costs at Parkway in proportion to the
easterly design day demands requiring compression at Parkway. This allocation
methodology recognizes that compressor equipment is used on design day to move
volumes to markets east of Parkway. However, compression costs of the Dawn-
Parkway System (Dawn, Lobo and Bright) are allocated on a distance weighted
methodology. The evidence notes that a distance weighted allocation is appropriate for
compression costs at Dawn, as additional compression is required the further gas is
required to travel on the Dawn-Parkway system.

Please explain why compression costs at Parkway are allocated in proportion to
easterly design day demand and does not take into account distance travelled similar to
compression costs at Dawn.

Response

The Board-approved allocation methodology of the Dawn-Parkway transmission system
is based on the distance weighted Dawn-Parkway design day demands. The cost
allocation methodology recognizes that a rate class’s use of the Dawn-Parkway system
varies based on the design day demands and the distance those design day demands
are required to be transported easterly from Dawn to Parkway.

The proposed allocation methodology for Parkway Station compression costs does not
take into account the distance travelled on the Dawn-Parkway transmission system as
the compression at the Parkway Station is required to transport gas to markets east of
Parkway using downstream pipelines on design day. The compression costs of Dawn,
Lobo, and Bright do take into consideration the distance travelled on the Dawn-Parkway
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transmission system as these compressors are required on design day to transport gas
easterly along the Dawn-Parkway transmission system.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C: Cost Allocation Study, Table 1, pp. 26-28

Question:

In the MAADs Decision (EB-2017-0306/0307), Enbridge Gas was directed to include a
proposal to address TransCanada’s Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL service. In this
study, Enbridge Gas has not updated the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL firm demand
rate to reflect updated costs from the 2019 cost allocation study. The Rate C1 Dawn to
Dawn-TCPL rate design was approved by the OEB in 2010 as part of Union Gas’s
Dawn to Dawn-TCPL Firm Rate proceeding (EB-2010-0201). As part of Union Gas’s
OEB-approved cost allocation study, the revenue requirement of $0.5 million related to
the Dawn to Dawn-TCPL facilities was included in setting the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-
TCPL firm demand rate, which represented the third year of the five year depreciation
period. During Union Gas’s 2014-2018 IRM term, there was no further adjustment made
to the revenue requirement for the service even though the assets had fully depreciated
in 2015. As part of the MAADSs proceeding, TransCanada (TC) Energy submitted that
the revenue requirement of the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL could be reduced without
any cost consequences to other shippers. Enbridge Gas does not agree with this view
and has noted that a reduction to the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL demand rate would
impact other shippers, as any rate adjustments made during the deferred rebasing
period should be made on a revenue neutral basis for the utility.

a) In the MAADs proceeding, Enbridge Gas requested certain base rate adjustments
(deferred tax drawdown, EGD customer information system costs, pension costs
and site restoration costs). Please explain why Enbridge Gas did not request a base
rate adjustment to the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL firm demand rate considering
that the asset had fully depreciated in 2015.

b) Why is Enbridge Gas proposing no changes to the Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL
firm demand rate considering that the OEB in the MAADs Decision required
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Enbridge Gas to present a proposal to address TransCanada’s Rate C1 Dawn to
Dawn-TCPL service?

Why does Enbridge Gas believe that a marginal reduction of $0.5 million (as
compared to the total revenue requirement of Enbridge Gas) should be made on a
revenue neutral basis?

Response

a)

b)

Enbridge Gas did not request a base rate adjustment for the Rate C1 Dawn to
Dawn-TCPL firm demand rate as part of the MAADs proceeding because Enbridge
Gas had requested to defer rebasing as part of that proceeding. During a deferred
rebasing period, rates are decoupled from costs and the Company earns revenue
consistent with the approved rate setting mechanism.

The base rate adjustments proposed by Enbridge Gas in the MAADs proceeding
related to discrete adjustments that were the subject of settlements from prior
proceedings and expired at the end of 2018.

As described in evidence at pages 27-28, paragraphs 60-61, a reduction to the

Rate C1 Dawn to Dawn-TCPL demand rate would impact other shippers, as any rate
adjustment made during the deferred rebasing period should be made on a revenue
neutral basis to maintain the utility’s revenue derived through the approved rate
setting mechanism. Even though the Dawn to Dawn-TCPL facilities are fully
depreciated, rates are decoupled from costs during the deferred rebasing period and
calculated based on the approved rate setting mechanism. This is consistent for all
services and rate classes.

There may also be impacts on the incremental capital module (ICM) if adjustments
were made to costs for one service or rate class without maintaining revenue
neutrality for the Company. For example, a factor in the calculation of the ICM
capital threshold is the depreciation expense included in base rates. The ICM
capital threshold establishes the minimum capital expenditures the utility must fund
through base rates calculated through the approved rate setting mechanism. If a
rate adjustment was made without maintaining revenue neutrality, the ICM capital
threshold value would be overstated and disconnected from the amount of capital
that can be funded through rates.

Given the potential impact to other rate classes and the interdependencies of the
approved rate setting mechanism and ICM, Enbridge Gas finds it difficult to
recommend changes based on one service or cost item.
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c) Enbridge Gas’s position is that the utility’s revenue should and will be earned
consistent with the approved rate setting mechanism established by the Board in the
MAADs Decision during the deferred rebasing period, as described in parts a) and
b). Enbridge Gas also recognizes that cost allocation is a zero-sum exercise. It is
inconsistent to adjust the allocated revenue requirement of one rate class to reflect a
decrease in costs and not reflect other cost changes (increases) to other rate
classes, which in aggregate would sum to zero.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C: Cost Allocation Study, Table 1, pp. 29-30

Question:

Enbridge Gas has proposed to implement the cost allocation methodology changes
approved as a result of the cost allocation study directive with its next rebasing
proceeding. Enbridge Gas notes that should rates be adjusted based on the 2019 cost
allocation study in 2021 and again in 2024 at rebasing, customers would be subject to
unpredictable rate changes within a short three-year time period, with some rate classes
experiencing a rate increase and others experiencing a rate decrease. In the event that
the OEB determines that Enbridge Gas’s cost allocation proposals should be
implemented prior to its next rebasing application, then Enbridge Gas has proposed that
this should be done as part of the 2021 rate application. This will allow time for all
appropriate adjustments to be calculated, explained and approved.

a) In the MAADs Decision, the OEB expressed concern about cost allocation issues
with respect to the impact of Union Gas’s capital pass-through projects during the
2014-2018 IRM term. Accordingly, Enbridge Gas was required to provide a cost
allocation update for the Union Gas rate zone as part of the 2020 rate proceeding. Is
Enbridge Gas of the opinion that the OEB required a cost allocation update for
information purposes only? Please provide a detailed response.

b) Please explain why the cost allocation changes cannot be implemented in this
application considering that there is an interrogatory process in this application for
the cost allocation evidence and sufficient time to implement the changes in this
application.

c) Please provide rate impacts for the rate classes 01, 10, M1 and M2 if the cost
allocation changes are implemented in this application. Please include only the
impact of cost allocation in the rate impact calculation.
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Response

a)

b)

Enbridge Gas interprets that the MAADs Decision required the Company to file a
cost allocation study in 2019 for the legacy Union Gas service area for consideration
in the 2020 Rates proceeding. It is not Enbridge Gas’s interpretation that the Board
required the Company to complete a full cost of service update to rates. The cost
allocation study does, however, provide the OEB and other interested parties with
cost allocation information that was not available at the time of the MAADs Decision.

Enbridge Gas is not recommending changes to rates as a result of the cost
allocation study directive because rates are set through an approved price cap rate
setting mechanism. The Company anticipates there will be additional changes to
rates at rebasing in 2024 when Enbridge Gas introduces rate harmonization,
integration of the cost allocation studies of the combined utilities and the pass-
through of synergy cost savings into rates. Should rates be adjusted as part of this
proceeding and again in 2024, customers would be subject to unpredictable rate
changes within a short 3-year time period with some rate classes experiencing a rate
increase and others experiencing a rate decrease. The Board-approved rate setting
mechanism provides more reliable and predictable rates during the deferred
rebasing period.

Should the Board direct an update to rates as a result of the cost allocation study
directive, Enbridge Gas recommends that rate changes be implemented no earlier
than with 2021 Rates. This timing would allow the process of a final rate order in
this application and time for the Company to give customers advance notice of
potentially material rate changes, as illustrated in part c). Enbridge Gas has
provided the steps, estimated timeline and considerations required to implement rate
changes from the cost allocation study directive in rates at Exhibit I.IGUA.6.

As described in more detail at Exhibit I.IGUA.6, if required, implementation with 2021
Rates allows Enbridge Gas the time required to conduct a more thorough review of
rate design considerations and rate class impacts. Implementation of cost allocation
study results by rate class without consideration of rate design factors may result in
unintended impacts that cannot be predicted without a complete rate design review
similar to what is completed as part of a cost of service proceeding. A description of
other rate design considerations is provided at Exhibit . TCPL.1 part d).

Enbridge Gas does not believe it is appropriate to implement the cost allocation
changes without consideration to rate design. While the allocated cost of service
produced by the cost allocation study is the primary driver of setting rates there are
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other factors that must be considered prior to proposing final rates. Please see part
b).

For the purposes of this response, Enbridge Gas has prepared estimated bill
impacts for all in-franchise customers in the Union rate zone including the impacts of
the cost allocation proposals, as provided at Attachment 1. The estimated bill
impacts excluding the cost allocation proposals are provided at Attachment 2. The
calculation of the unit rates is provided at Attachment 3. The volume assumptions
used to calculate the typical bill impacts are provided at Attachment 4.

To derive the estimated bill impacts, Enbridge Gas prepared unit rates, assuming
the cost allocation variances identified in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C,
Table 1, column (c) and column (f)! were adjusted in rates. The assumptions
Enbridge Gas made to derive the unit rates, provided at Attachment 3, used in the
bill impact calculations are listed below:

e The level of the monthly customer charge for general service rate classes
was not adjusted. Cost allocation variances associated with the general
service monthly customer charge were recovered in volumetric delivery
blocks.

e A common rate increase was used for each distribution rate component within
the same rate class.

e Common unit rates were maintained for certain rates based on Board-
approved rate design (i.e. Rate T1/T2/T3 storage charges).

e All rate classes are deemed to recover total allocated costs less allocated
S&T margin without any rate design adjustments between rate classes.

1 Enbridge Gas notes that in pre-filed evidence at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Table 1 and
at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p.1 the Rate 25 and Rate 100 lines are
inverted.
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UNION RATE ZONES
Union North In-Franchise
Calculation of 2020 Sales Service and Direct Purchase Bill Impacts for Typical Small and Large Customers
Approved - EB-2019-0194 (1) Updated for Cost Study (with proposals) Bill Impact
Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars ($) (cents/m”®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%) (%)
@) (b) © ©) (©)=(c-a (H)=(e/a) ©)
Small Rate 01
1 Delivery Charges 475 21.6105 489 22.2245 13.51 2.8% 2.8%
2 Federal Carbon Charge 86 3.9100 86 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
3 Gas Supply Charges (2) 411 18.6827 408 18.5264 (3.44) -0.8% -0.8%
4 Total Bill 972 44.2027 983 44.6605 10.07 1.0% 1.1%
5 Sales Service Impact 10.07 1.0% 1.1%
6 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 10.07 1.5% 1.7%
Small Rate 10
7 Delivery Charges 5,112 8.5204 6,106 10.1769 994 19.4% 19.4%
8 Federal Carbon Charge 2,346 3.9100 2,346 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
9 Gas Supply Charges (2) 10,204 17.0074 10,272 17.1194 67 0.7% 0.7%
10 Total Bill 17,663 29.4378 18,724 31.2063 1,061 6.0% 6.9%
11 Sales Service Impact 1,061 6.0% 6.9%
12 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 1,087 10.1% 13.0%
Large Rate 10
13 Delivery Charges 16,685 6.6740 20,403 8.1614 3,718 22.3% 22.3%
14 Federal Carbon Charge 9,775 3.9100 9,775 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
15 Gas Supply Charges (2) 42,519 17.0074 42,799 17.1194 280 0.7% 0.7%
16 Total Bill 68,979 27.5914 72,977 29.1908 3,998 5.8% 6.8%
17 Sales Service Impact 3,998 5.8% 6.8%
18 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 4,105 10.3% 13.6%
Small Rate 20
19 Delivery Charges 88,161 2.9387 85,455 2.8485 (2,706) -3.1% -3.1%
20 Federal Carbon Charge 117,300 3.9100 117,300 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
21 Gas Supply Charges (2) 406,896 13.5632 437,802 14.5934 30,906 7.6% 7.6%
22 Total Bill 612,357 20.4119 640,557 21.3519 28,200 4.6% 5.7%
23 Sales Service Impact 28,200 4.6% 5.7%
24 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 29,475 10.7% 18.8%
Large Rate 20
25 Delivery Charges 344,338 2.2956 333,934 2.2262 (10,404) -3.0% -3.0%
26 Federal Carbon Charge 586,500 3.9100 586,500 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
27 Gas Supply Charges (2) 1,985,265 13.2351 2,116,808 14.1121 131,543 6.6% 6.6%
28 Total Bill 2,916,103 19.4407 3,037,242 20.2483 121,139 4.2% 5.2%
29 Sales Service Impact 121,139 4.2% 5.2%
30 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 127,514 10.4% 19.9%
Average Rate 25
31 Delivery Charges 72,987 3.2082 123,939 5.4478 50,952 69.8% 69.8%
32 Federal Carbon Charge 88,953 3.9100 88,953 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
33 Gas Supply Charges (2) 280,146 12.3141 281,631 12.3794 1,486 0.5% 0.5%
34 Total Bill 442,085 19.4323 494,522 21.7372 52,437 11.9% 14.8%
35 Sales Service Impact 52,437 11.9% 14.8%
36 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 50,952 31.5% 69.8%
Small Rate 100
37 Delivery Charges 317,202 1.1748 354,479 1.3129 37,277 11.8% 11.8%
38 Federal Carbon Charge 1,055,700 3.9100 1,055,700 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
39 Gas Supply Charges (2) 4,605,591 17.0577 4,594,116 17.0152 (11,475) -0.2% -0.2%
40 Total Bill 5,978,493 22.1426 6,004,294 22.2381 25,802 0.4% 0.5%
41 Sales Service Impact 25,802 0.4% 0.5%
42 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 37,277 2.7% 11.8%
Large Rate 100
43 Delivery Charges 2,591,790 1.0799 2,894,108 1.2059 302,318 11.7% 11.7%
44 Federal Carbon Charge 9,384,000 3.9100 9,384,000 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
45 Gas Supply Charges (2) 40,330,491 16.8044 40,228,491 16.7619 (102,000) -0.3% -0.3%
46 Total Bill 52,306,281 21.7943 52,506,599 21.8777 200,318 0.4% 0.5%
a7 Sales Service Impact 200,318 0.4% 0.5%
48 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 302,318 2.5% 11.7%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.
(2) Gas Supply charges based on Union North East Zone.
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Calculation of 2020 Sales Service and Direct Purchase Bill Impacts for Typical Small and Large Customers
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Approved - EB-2019-0194 (1) Updated for Cost Study (with proposals) Bill Impact
Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars ($) (cents/m®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%) (%)
(@) (b) (©) (d) (e)=(c-2a) (f)=(e/a) 9
Small Rate M1
1 Delivery Charges 399 18.1218 402 18.2532 2.89 0.7% 0.7%
2 Federal Carbon Charge 86 3.9100 86 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
3 Gas Supply Charges 249 11.3023 248 11.2595 (0.94) -0.4% -0.4%
4 Total Bill 733 33.3336 735 33.4223 1.95 0.3% 0.3%
5 Sales Service Impact 1.95 0.3% 0.3%
6 Direct Purchase Impact 2.89 0.6% 0.7%
Small Rate M2
7 Delivery Charges 4,111 6.8519 4,407 7.3445 296 7.2% 7.2%
8 Federal Carbon Charge 2,346 3.9100 2,346 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
9 Gas Supply Charges 6,782 11.3025 6,756 11.2600 (26) -0.4% -0.4%
10 Total Bill 13,239 22.0644 13,509 22.5145 270 2.0% 2.5%
11 Sales Service Impact 270 2.0% 2.5%
12 Direct Purchase Impact 296 4.6% 7.2%
Large Rate M2
13 Delivery Charges 13,718 5.4872 14,885 5.9541 1,167 8.5% 8.5%
14 Federal Carbon Charge 9,775 3.9100 9,775 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
15 Gas Supply Charges 28,256 11.3025 28,150 11.2600 (106) -0.4% -0.4%
16 Total Bill 51,749 20.6997 52,810 21.1241 1,061 2.1% 2.5%
17 Sales Service Impact 1,061 2.1% 2.5%
18 Direct Purchase Impact 1,167 5.0% 8.5%
Small Rate M4
19 Delivery Charges 48,933 5.5923 63,650 7.2743 14,717 30.1% 30.1%
20 Federal Carbon Charge 34,213 3.9100 34,213 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
21 Gas Supply Charges 98,897 11.3025 98,525 11.2600 (372) -0.4% -0.4%
22 Total Bill 182,042 20.8048 196,387 22.4443 14,345 7.9% 9.7%
23 Sales Service Impact 14,345 7.9% 9.7%
24 Direct Purchase Impact 14,717 17.7% 30.1%
Large Rate M4
25 Delivery Charges 370,929 3.0911 481,425 4.0119 110,496 29.8% 29.8%
26 Federal Carbon Charge 469,200 3.9100 469,200 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
27 Gas Supply Charges 1,356,300 11.3025 1,351,200 11.2600 (5,100) -0.4% -0.4%
28 Total Bill 2,196,429 18.3036 2,301,825 19.1819 105,396 4.8% 6.1%
29 Sales Service Impact 105,396 4.8% 6.1%
30 Direct Purchase Impact 110,496 13.2% 29.8%
Small Rate M5
31 Delivery Charges 32,447 3.9330 34,490 4.1807 2,043 6.3% 6.3%
32 Federal Carbon Charge 32,258 3.9100 32,258 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
33 Gas Supply Charges 93,246 11.3025 92,895 11.2600 (351) -0.4% -0.4%
34 Total Bill 157,950 19.1455 159,643 19.3507 1,693 1.1% 1.3%
35 Sales Service Impact 1,693 1.1% 1.3%
36 Direct Purchase Impact 2,043 3.2% 6.3%
Large Rate M5
37 Delivery Charges 182,217 2.8033 193,437 2.9760 11,220 6.2% 6.2%
38 Federal Carbon Charge 254,150 3.9100 254,150 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
39 Gas Supply Charges 734,663 11.3025 731,900 11.2600 (2,763) -0.4% -0.4%
40 Total Bill 1,171,030 18.0158 1,179,487 18.1460 8,457 0.7% 0.9%
41 Sales Service Impact 8,457 0.7% 0.9%
42 Direct Purchase Impact 11,220 2.6% 6.2%
Small Rate M7
43 Delivery Charges 760,766 2.1132 998,550 2.7737 237,784 31.3% 31.3%
44 Federal Carbon Charge 1,407,600 3.9100 1,407,600 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
45 Gas Supply Charges 4,068,900 11.3025 4,053,600 11.2600 (15,300) -0.4% -0.4%
46 Total Bill 6,237,266 17.3257 6,459,750 17.9437 222,484 3.6% 4.6%
47 Sales Service Impact 222,484 3.6% 4.6%
48 Direct Purchase Impact 237,784 11.0% 31.3%
Large Rate M7
49 Delivery Charges 3,067,592 5.8992 4,021,438 7.7335 953,845 31.1% 31.1%
50 Federal Carbon Charge 2,033,200 3.9100 2,033,200 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
51 Gas Supply Charges 5,877,300 11.3025 5,855,200 11.2600 (22,100) -0.4% -0.4%
52 Total Bill 10,978,092 211117 11,909,838 22.9035 931,745 8.5% 10.4%
53 Sales Service Impact 931,745 8.5% 10.4%
54 Direct Purchase Impact 953,845 18.7% 31.1%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.
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Approved - EB-2019-0194 (1) Updated for Cost Study (with proposals) Bill Impact
Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars ($) (cents/m®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)=(c-a) f=(e/a) (9)
Small Rate M9
1 Delivery Charges 173,981 2.5033 172,327 2.4795 (1,654) -1.0%
2 Gas Supply Charges 785,524 11.3025 782,570 11.2600 (2,954) -0.4%
3 Total Bill 959,505 13.8058 954,897 13.7395 (4,608) -0.5%
4 Sales Service Impact (4,608) -0.5%
5 Direct Purchase Impact (1,654) -1.0%
Large Rate M9
6 Delivery Charges 517,516 2.5648 512,596 2.5404 (4,920) -1.0%
7 Gas Supply Charges 2,280,618 11.3025 2,272,043 11.2600 (8,576) -0.4%
8 Total Bill 2,798,135 13.8673 2,784,639 13.8004 (13,496) -0.5%
9 Sales Service Impact (13,496) -0.5%
10 Direct Purchase Impact (4,920) -1.0%
Average Rate M10
11 Delivery Charges 7,208 7.6274 6,197 6.5577 (1,011) -14.0%
12 Gas Supply Charges 10,681 11.3025 10,641 11.2600 (40) -0.4%
13 Total Bill 17,889 18.9299 16,838 17.8177 (1,051) -5.9%
14 Sales Service Impact (1,051) -5.9%
15 Direct Purchase Impact (1,011) -14.0%
Small Rate T1
16 Delivery Charges 161,004 2.1362 180,447 2.3942 19,444 12.1% 12.1%
17 Federal Carbon Charge 294,697 3.9100 294,697 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
18 Gas Supply Charges 851,869 11.3025 848,666 11.2600 (3,203) -0.4% -0.4%
19 Total Bill 1,307,570 17.3487 1,323,810 17.5642 16,241 1.2% 1.6%
20 Sales Service Impact 16,241 1.2% 1.6%
21 Direct Purchase Impact 19,444 4.3% 12.1%
Average Rate T1
22 Delivery Charges 249,405 2.1564 279,398 2.4157 29,994 12.0% 12.0%
23 Federal Carbon Charge 452,228 3.9100 452,228 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
24 Gas Supply Charges 1,307,240 11.3025 1,302,325 11.2600 (4,916) -0.4% -0.4%
25 Total Bill 2,008,873 17.3689 2,033,951 17.5857 25,078 1.2% 1.6%
26 Sales Service Impact 25,078 1.2% 1.6%
27 Direct Purchase Impact 29,994 4.3% 12.0%
Large Rate T1
28 Delivery Charges 559,233 2.1825 626,142 2.4436 66,909 12.0% 12.0%
29 Federal Carbon Charge 1,001,902 3.9100 1,001,902 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
30 Gas Supply Charges 2,896,162 11.3025 2,885,271 11.2600 (10,890) -0.4% -0.4%
31 Total Bill 4,457,296 17.3950 4,513,315 17.6136 56,019 1.3% 1.6%
32 Sales Service Impact 56,019 1.3% 1.6%
33 Direct Purchase Impact 66,909 4.3% 12.0%
Small Rate T2
34 Delivery Charges 731,795 1.2350 652,612 1.1013 (79,183) -10.8% -10.8%
35 Federal Carbon Charge 2,316,910 3.9100 2,316,910 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
36 Gas Supply Charges 6,697,409 11.3025 6,672,226 11.2600 (25,184) -0.4% -0.4%
37 Total Bill 9,746,114 16.4475 9,641,748 16.2713 (104,366) -1.1% -1.4%
38 Sales Service Impact (104,366) -1.1% -1.4%
39 Direct Purchase Impact (79,183) -2.6% -10.8%
Average Rate T2
40 Delivery Charges 1,766,761 0.8933 1,578,503 0.7981 (188,258) -10.7% -10.7%
41 Federal Carbon Charge 7,733,583 3.9100 7,733,583 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
42 Gas Supply Charges 22,355,198 11.3025 22,271,137 11.2600 (84,061) -0.4% -0.4%
43 Total Bill 31,855,542 16.1058 31,583,223 15.9681 (272,319) -0.9% -1.1%
44 Sales Service Impact (272,319) -0.9% -1.1%
45 Direct Purchase Impact (188,258) -2.0% -10.7%
Large Rate T2
46 Delivery Charges 2,919,381 0.7888 2,609,795 0.7052 (309,586) -10.6% -10.6%
47 Federal Carbon Charge 14,470,480 3.9100 14,470,480 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
48 Gas Supply Charges 41,829,309 11.3025 41,672,021 11.2600 (157,288) -0.4% -0.4%
49 Total Bill 59,219,170 16.0013 58,752,296 15.8752 (466,874) -0.8% -1.0%
50 Sales Service Impact (466,874) -0.8% -1.0%
51 Direct Purchase Impact (309,586) -1.8% -10.6%
Large Rate T3
52 Delivery Charges 5,604,537 2.0551 5,123,067 1.8786 (481,471) -8.6%
53 Gas Supply Charges 30,823,274 11.3025 30,707,371 11.2600 (115,903) -0.4%
54 Total Bill 36,427,811 13.3576 35,830,438 13.1386 (597,373) -1.6%
55 Sales Service Impact (597,373) -1.6%
56 Direct Purchase Impact (481,471) -8.6%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.
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UNION RATE ZONES
Union North In-Franchise
Calculation of 2020 Sales Service and Direct Purchase Bill Impacts for Typical Small and Large Customers
Approved - EB-2019-0194 (1) Updated for Cost Study (without proposals) Bill Impact
Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars ($) (cents/m®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%) (%)
@) (b) © (A (©)=(c-a) (H)=(e/a) ©)
Small Rate 01
1 Delivery Charges 475 21.6105 489 22.2245 13.51 2.8% 2.8%
2 Federal Carbon Charge 86 3.9100 86 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
3 Gas Supply Charges (2) 411 18.6827 404 18.3850 (6.55) -1.6% -1.6%
4 Total Bill 972 44.2027 979 44,5191 6.96 0.7% 0.8%
5 Sales Service Impact 6.96 0.7% 0.8%
6 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 6.96 1.1% 1.2%
Small Rate 10
7 Delivery Charges 5,112 8.5204 6,106 10.1769 994 19.4% 19.4%
8 Federal Carbon Charge 2,346 3.9100 2,346 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
9 Gas Supply Charges (2) 10,204 17.0074 10,199 16.9988 (5) -0.1% -0.1%
10 Total Bill 17,663 29.4378 18,651 31.0857 989 5.6% 6.5%
11 Sales Service Impact 989 5.6% 6.5%
12 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 1,014 9.5% 12.1%
Large Rate 10
13 Delivery Charges 16,685 6.6740 20,403 8.1614 3,718 22.3% 22.3%
14 Federal Carbon Charge 9,775 3.9100 9,775 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
15 Gas Supply Charges (2) 42,519 17.0074 42,497 16.9988 (22) -0.1% -0.1%
16 Total Bill 68,979 27.5914 72,675 29.0702 3,697 5.4% 6.2%
17 Sales Service Impact 3,697 5.4% 6.2%
18 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 3,803 9.5% 12.6%
Small Rate 20
19 Delivery Charges 88,161 2.9387 85,455 2.8485 (2,706) -3.1% -3.1%
20 Federal Carbon Charge 117,300 3.9100 117,300 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
21 Gas Supply Charges (2) 406,896 13.5632 435,668 14.5223 28,772 7.1% 7.1%
22 Total Bill 612,357 20.4119 638,423 21.2808 26,066 4.3% 5.3%
23 Sales Service Impact 26,066 4.3% 5.3%
24 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 27,341 10.0% 17.4%
Large Rate 20
25 Delivery Charges 344,338 2.2956 333,934 2.2262 (10,404) -3.0% -3.0%
26 Federal Carbon Charge 586,500 3.9100 586,500 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
27 Gas Supply Charges (2) 1,985,265 13.2351 2,107,661 14.0511 122,396 6.2% 6.2%
28 Total Bill 2,916,103 19.4407 3,028,095 20.1873 111,992 3.8% 4.8%
29 Sales Service Impact 111,992 3.8% 4.8%
30 Bundled-T (Direct Purchase) Impact 118,367 9.7% 18.5%
Average Rate 25
31 Delivery Charges 72,987 3.2082 123,939 5.4478 50,952 69.8% 69.8%
32 Federal Carbon Charge 88,953 3.9100 88,953 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
33 Gas Supply Charges (2) 280,146 12.3141 282,302 12.4089 2,157 0.8% 0.8%
34 Total Bill 442,085 19.4323 495,193 21.7667 53,108 12.0% 15.0%
35 Sales Service Impact 53,108 12.0% 15.0%
36 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 50,952 31.5% 69.8%
Small Rate 100
37 Delivery Charges 317,202 1.1748 354,479 1.3129 37,277 11.8% 11.8%
38 Federal Carbon Charge 1,055,700 3.9100 1,055,700 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
39 Gas Supply Charges (2) 4,605,591 17.0577 4,594,116 17.0152 (11,475) -0.2% -0.2%
40 Total Bill 5,978,493 22.1426 6,004,294 22.2381 25,802 0.4% 0.5%
41 Sales Service Impact 25,802 0.4% 0.5%
42 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 37,277 2.7% 11.8%
Large Rate 100
43 Delivery Charges 2,591,790 1.0799 2,894,108 1.2059 302,318 11.7% 11.7%
44 Federal Carbon Charge 9,384,000 3.9100 9,384,000 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
45 Gas Supply Charges (2) 40,330,491 16.8044 40,228,491 16.7619 (102,000) -0.3% -0.3%
46 Total Bill 52,306,281 21.7943 52,506,599 21.8777 200,318 0.4% 0.5%
a7 Sales Service Impact 200,318 0.4% 0.5%
48 T-Service (Direct Purchase) Impact 302,318 2.5% 11.7%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.
(2) Gas Supply charges based on Union North East Zone.
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Bill Impact

Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars ($) (cents/m®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)=(c-a) f=(e/a) (9)
Small Rate M1
1 Delivery Charges 399 18.1218 401 18.2386 2.57 0.6% 0.6%
2 Federal Carbon Charge 86 3.9100 86 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
3 Gas Supply Charges 249 11.3023 248 11.2595 (0.94) -0.4% -0.4%
4 Total Bill 733 33.3336 735 33.4077 1.63 0.2% 0.3%
5 Sales Service Impact 1.63 0.2% 0.3%
6 Direct Purchase Impact 257 0.5% 0.6%
Small Rate M2
7 Delivery Charges 4,111 6.8519 4,398 7.3308 287 7.0% 7.0%
8 Federal Carbon Charge 2,346 3.9100 2,346 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
9 Gas Supply Charges 6,782 11.3025 6,756 11.2600 (26) -0.4% -0.4%
10 Total Bill 13,239 22.0644 13,500 22.5008 262 2.0% 2.4%
11 Sales Service Impact 262 2.0% 2.4%
12 Direct Purchase Impact 287 4.5% 7.0%
Large Rate M2
13 Delivery Charges 13,718 5.4872 14,853 5.9411 1,135 8.3% 8.3%
14 Federal Carbon Charge 9,775 3.9100 9,775 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
15 Gas Supply Charges 28,256 11.3025 28,150 11.2600 (106) -0.4% -0.4%
16 Total Bill 51,749 20.6997 52,778 21.1111 1,028 2.0% 2.5%
17 Sales Service Impact 1,028 2.0% 2.5%
18 Direct Purchase Impact 1,135 4.8% 8.3%
Small Rate M4
19 Delivery Charges 48,933 5.5923 58,008 6.6294 9,075 18.5% 18.5%
20 Federal Carbon Charge 34,213 3.9100 34,213 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
21 Gas Supply Charges 98,897 11.3025 98,525 11.2600 (372) -0.4% -0.4%
22 Total Bill 182,042 20.8048 190,745 21.7994 8,703 4.8% 5.9%
23 Sales Service Impact 8,703 4.8% 5.9%
24 Direct Purchase Impact 9,075 10.9% 18.5%
Large Rate M4
25 Delivery Charges 370,929 3.0911 439,066 3.6589 68,137 18.4% 18.4%
26 Federal Carbon Charge 469,200 3.9100 469,200 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
27 Gas Supply Charges 1,356,300 11.3025 1,351,200 11.2600 (5,100) -0.4% -0.4%
28 Total Bill 2,196,429 18.3036 2,259,466 18.8289 63,037 2.9% 3.6%
29 Sales Service Impact 63,037 2.9% 3.6%
30 Direct Purchase Impact 68,137 8.1% 18.4%
Small Rate M5
31 Delivery Charges 32,447 3.9330 34,198 4.1452 1,751 5.4% 5.4%
32 Federal Carbon Charge 32,258 3.9100 32,258 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
33 Gas Supply Charges 93,246 11.3025 92,895 11.2600 (351) -0.4% -0.4%
34 Total Bill 157,950 19.1455 159,351 19.3152 1,401 0.9% 1.1%
35 Sales Service Impact 1,401 0.9% 1.1%
36 Direct Purchase Impact 1,751 2.7% 5.4%
Large Rate M5
37 Delivery Charges 182,217 2.8033 192,152 2.9562 9,935 5.5% 5.5%
38 Federal Carbon Charge 254,150 3.9100 254,150 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
39 Gas Supply Charges 734,663 11.3025 731,900 11.2600 (2,763) -0.4% -0.4%
40 Total Bill 1,171,030 18.0158 1,178,202 18.1262 7,172 0.6% 0.8%
41 Sales Service Impact 7,172 0.6% 0.8%
42 Direct Purchase Impact 9,935 2.3% 5.5%
Small Rate M7
43 Delivery Charges 760,766 2.1132 940,906 2.6136 180,140 23.7% 23.7%
44 Federal Carbon Charge 1,407,600 3.9100 1,407,600 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
45 Gas Supply Charges 4,068,900 11.3025 4,053,600 11.2600 (15,300) -0.4% -0.4%
46 Total Bill 6,237,266 17.3257 6,402,106 17.7836 164,840 2.6% 3.4%
47 Sales Service Impact 164,840 2.6% 3.4%
48 Direct Purchase Impact 180,140 8.3% 23.7%
Large Rate M7
49 Delivery Charges 3,067,592 5.8992 3,790,183 7.2888 722,591 23.6% 23.6%
50 Federal Carbon Charge 2,033,200 3.9100 2,033,200 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
51 Gas Supply Charges 5,877,300 11.3025 5,855,200 11.2600 (22,100) -0.4% -0.4%
52 Total Bill 10,978,092 211117 11,678,583 22.4588 700,491 6.4% 7.8%
53 Sales Service Impact 700,491 6.4% 7.8%
54 Direct Purchase Impact 722,591 14.2% 23.6%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.
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Bill Impact

Total Total Total Bill Including Federal Excluding Federal
Line Bill Unit Rate Bill Unit Rate Change Carbon Charge Carbon Charge
No. Particulars $) (cents/m®) ($) (cents/m®) ($) (%) (%)
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)=(c-a) f=(e/a) (9)
Small Rate M9
1 Delivery Charges 173,981 2.5033 184,837 2.6595 10,856 6.2%
2 Gas Supply Charges 785,524 11.3025 782,570 11.2600 (2,954) -0.4%
3 Total Bill 959,505 13.8058 967,407 13.9195 7,902 0.8%
4 Sales Service Impact 7,902 0.8%
5 Direct Purchase Impact 10,856 6.2%
Large Rate M9
6 Delivery Charges 517,516 2.5648 549,806 2.7248 32,290 6.2%
7 Gas Supply Charges 2,280,618 11.3025 2,272,043 11.2600 (8,576) -0.4%
8 Total Bill 2,798,135 13.8673 2,821,849 13.9848 23,714 0.8%
9 Sales Service Impact 23,714 0.8%
10 Direct Purchase Impact 32,290 6.2%
Average Rate M10
11 Delivery Charges 7,208 7.6274 6,463 6.8391 (745) -10.3%
12 Gas Supply Charges 10,681 11.3025 10,641 11.2600 (40) -0.4%
13 Total Bill 17,889 18.9299 17,104 18.0991 (785) -4.4%
14 Sales Service Impact (785) -4.4%
15 Direct Purchase Impact (745) -10.3%
Small Rate T1
16 Delivery Charges 161,004 2.1362 174,227 2.3116 13,224 8.2% 8.2%
17 Federal Carbon Charge 294,697 3.9100 294,697 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
18 Gas Supply Charges 851,869 11.3025 848,666 11.2600 (3,203) -0.4% -0.4%
19 Total Bill 1,307,570 17.3487 1,317,590 17.4816 10,020 0.8% 1.0%
20 Sales Service Impact 10,020 0.8% 1.0%
21 Direct Purchase Impact 13,224 2.9% 8.2%
Average Rate T1
22 Delivery Charges 249,405 2.1564 269,803 2.3327 20,398 8.2% 8.2%
23 Federal Carbon Charge 452,228 3.9100 452,228 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
24 Gas Supply Charges 1,307,240 11.3025 1,302,325 11.2600 (4,916) -0.4% -0.4%
25 Total Bill 2,008,873 17.3689 2,024,356 17.5027 15,483 0.8% 1.0%
26 Sales Service Impact 15,483 0.8% 1.0%
27 Direct Purchase Impact 20,398 2.9% 8.2%
Large Rate T1
28 Delivery Charges 559,233 2.1825 604,737 2.3600 45,504 8.1% 8.1%
29 Federal Carbon Charge 1,001,902 3.9100 1,001,902 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
30 Gas Supply Charges 2,896,162 11.3025 2,885,271 11.2600 (10,890) -0.4% -0.4%
31 Total Bill 4,457,296 17.3950 4,491,910 17.5300 34,614 0.8% 1.0%
32 Sales Service Impact 34,614 0.8% 1.0%
33 Direct Purchase Impact 45,504 2.9% 8.1%
Small Rate T2
34 Delivery Charges 731,795 1.2350 727,935 1.2285 (3,860) -0.5% -0.5%
35 Federal Carbon Charge 2,316,910 3.9100 2,316,910 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
36 Gas Supply Charges 6,697,409 11.3025 6,672,226 11.2600 (25,184) -0.4% -0.4%
37 Total Bill 9,746,114 16.4475 9,717,070 16.3985 (29,044) -0.3% -0.4%
38 Sales Service Impact (29,044) -0.3% -0.4%
39 Direct Purchase Impact (3,860) -0.1% -0.5%
Average Rate T2
40 Delivery Charges 1,766,761 0.8933 1,757,589 0.8886 (9,172) -0.5% -0.5%
41 Federal Carbon Charge 7,733,583 3.9100 7,733,583 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
42 Gas Supply Charges 22,355,198 11.3025 22,271,137 11.2600 (84,061) -0.4% -0.4%
43 Total Bill 31,855,542 16.1058 31,762,309 16.0586 (93,233) -0.3% -0.4%
44 Sales Service Impact (93,233) -0.3% -0.4%
45 Direct Purchase Impact (9,172) -0.1% -0.5%
Large Rate T2
46 Delivery Charges 2,919,381 0.7888 2,904,302 0.7848 (15,079) -0.5% -0.5%
47 Federal Carbon Charge 14,470,480 3.9100 14,470,480 3.9100 - 0.0% 0.0%
48 Gas Supply Charges 41,829,309 11.3025 41,672,021 11.2600 (157,288) -0.4% -0.4%
49 Total Bill 59,219,170 16.0013 59,046,803 15.9548 (172,367) -0.3% -0.4%
50 Sales Service Impact (172,367) -0.3% -0.4%
51 Direct Purchase Impact (15,079) -0.1% -0.5%
Large Rate T3
52 Delivery Charges 5,604,537 2.0551 5,605,520 2.0555 982 0.0%
53 Gas Supply Charges 30,823,274 11.3025 30,707,371 11.2600 (115,903) -0.4%
54 Total Bill 36,427,811 13.3576 36,312,891 13.3155 (114,920) -0.3%
55 Sales Service Impact (114,920) -0.3%
56 Direct Purchase Impact 982 0.0%

Notes:
(1) Reflects approved rates per EB-2019-0194, Exhibit D, Tab 2, Rate Order, Appendix A.



UNION RATE ZONES

Derivation of Cost Allocation Study Directive Rate Impacts

Line
No.  Particulars
Rate 01 General Service
1 Monthly Charge
Monthly Delivery Charge - All Zones
2 First 100 m3
3 Next 200 m3
4 Next 200 m3
5 Next 500 m3
6 Over 1,000 md
7 Delivery Commodity charge - 01
8 Total Delivery - 01
Gas Transportation
9 North West
10 North East
11 Transportation - 01
Storage
12 North West
13 North East
14 Storage - 01
15 Total Gas Transportation and Storage
16 Total Rate 01
Notes:
)
)
®3)
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Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding

Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)

@ (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
bills 4,191,053 - -
103m3 307,954 (1,933) (1,933) 0.6278 0.6278
103m3 335,578 (2,040) (2,040) 0.6078 0.6078
103m3 128,567 (749) (749) 0.5826 0.5826
103m3 85,787 (480) (480) 0.5593 0.5593
108m?3 117,553 (635) (635) 0.5401 0.5401

975,438 (5,837) (5,837)

975,438 (5,837) (5,837)
103m3 281,973 44 44 -0.0157 -0.0157
103m3 693,465 (1,708) (1,387) 0.2463 0.1999

975,438 (1,664) (1,342)
103m3 281,973 2,005 2,101 -0.7111 -0.7453
108ms3 693,465 2,500 3,146 -0.3604 -0.4536

975,438 4,505 5,247
103m3 975,438 2,841 3,905

975,438 (2,996) (1,932)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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UNION RATE ZONES
Derivation of Cost Allocation Study Directive Rate Impacts
Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c’a)
Rate 10 General Service
1 Monthly Charge bills 22,534 - -
Monthly Delivery Charge - All Zones
2 First 1,000 m3 103ms3 21,557 (421) (421) 1.9523 1.9523
3 Next 9,000 m3 103m3 123,534 (1,955) (1,955) 1.5825 1.5825
4 Next 20,000 m3 108m3 84,904 (2,180) (1,180) 1.3902 1.3902
5 Next 70,000 m3 103m3 64,345 (807) (807) 1.2535 1.2535
6 Over 100,000 m3 108m3 48,461 (356) (356) 0.7356 0.7356
7 Delivery Commodity Charge - 10 342,801 (4,719) (4,719)
8 Total Delivery - 10 342,801 (4,719) (4,719)
Gas Transportation
9 North West 103m3 83,676 2 2 -0.0022 -0.0022
10 North East 103m3 254,630 (694) (579) 0.2726 0.2274
11 Transportation - 10 338,306 (692) (577)
Storage
12 North West 103m3 83,676 383 407 -0.4581 -0.4867
13 North East 103ms3 254,630 301 493 -0.1181 -0.1935
14 Storage - 10 338,306 684 900
15 Total Gas Transportation, Storage and Gas Supply Commaodity 338,306 (8) 323
16 Total Rate 10 342,801 (4,727) (4,396)

Notes:
(2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
3 Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).



UNION RATE ZONES

Derivation of Cost Allocation Study Directive Rate Impacts

Line
No. Particulars
Rate 20 Medium Volume Firm Service
1 Monthly Charge
Monthly Demand Charge
2 First 70,000 m3
3 All over 70,000 m3
Total Demand - 20
Monthly Commodity Charge
5 First 852,000 m3
6 All over 852,000 m3
7 Delivery (Commodity/Demand)
8 Transportation Account Charge
9 Total Delivery - 20
Gas Supply Demand Charge
10 North West
11 North East
Commaodity Transportation 1
12 North West
13 North East
Commodity Transportation 2
14 North West
15 North East
16 Gas Supply Transportation - 20
Storage (GJ's)
17 Demand
18 Commaodity
19 Total Storage Rate - 20
20 Total Rate 20
Notes:
1)
)

®)

Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit |.Staff.4

Attachment 3
Page 3 of 11

Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
bills 678 23 23 -$34.08 -$34.08
103m3/d 22,165 221 221 -0.9974 -0.9974
103m3/d 66,148 388 388 -0.5865 -0.5865
88,312 609 609
103m3 300,681 62 62 -0.0207 -0.0207
103m3 618,545 90 90 -0.0146 -0.0146
919,226 153 153
428
919,226 785 785
103m3/d 1,788 38 40 -2.1171 -2.2472
103m3/d 6,323 (1,103) (1,029) 17.4443 16.2736
103m3 18,346 (10) 9) 0.0557 0.0473
103m3 50,366 (848) (798) 1.6829 1.5849
103m3 11,643 - - - -
103m3 32,687 - - - -
113,042 (1,923) (1,796)
GJ/d 141,504 1,078 1,122 -1.377 -1.676
GJ 1,033,187 - -
1,174,691 1,078 1,122
919,226 (60) 111

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).



UNION RATE ZONES
Derivation of Cost Allocation Study Directive Rate Impacts

Filed: 2020-02-21

EB-2019-0194
Exhibit |.Staff.4
Attachment 3
Page 4 of 11

Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
Rate 25 Large Volume Interruptible Service
1 Monthly Charge bills 756 (178) (178) $235.71 $235.71
2 Monthly Delivery Charge 103m3 67,098 (1,419) (1,419) 2.1153 2.1153
3 Transportation Account Charge 141
4 Total Delivery - 25 67,098 (1,598) (1,598)
5 Gas Supply Transportation - 25 103m3 34,910 (38) (33) 0.1078 0.0948
6 Total Rate 25 67,098 (1,635) (1,631)
Rate 100 Large Volume Firm Service
7 Monthly Charge bills 156 (31) (31) $198.24 $198.24
Demand 103m3/d 39,647 (872) (872) 2.1994 2.1994
Commodity 108ms3 878,440 (277) 277) 0.0315 0.0315
10 Delivery (Commodity/Demand) 878,440 (2,176) (1,176)
11 Transportation Account Charge 153
12 Total Delivery - 100 878,440 (2,180) (1,180)
Storage (GJ's)
13 Demand GJd 14,400 20 24 -1.377 -1.676
14 Commodity GJ 100,000 - -
15 Total Storage Rate - 100 114,400 20 24
16 Total Rate 100 878,440 (1,160) (1,155)
Notes:
Q) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
(2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).

®)

Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
Units (2103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (© (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
bills 13,523,532 - -
103m3 1,001,501 (2,136) (1,974) 0.2133 0.1971
108ms3 860,574 (1,739) (1,607) 0.2021 0.1867
103m3 1,189,227 (2,059) (1,903) 0.1732 0.1600
3,051,302 (5,935) (5,484)
3,051,302 (5,935) (5,484)
103m3 3,051,302 2,175 2,175 -0.0713 -0.0713
3,051,302 (3,760) (3,308)
bills 84,262 - -
103m3 79,260 (400) (389) 0.5044 0.4904
103m3 344,741 (1,706) (1,658) 0.4948 0.4810
103m3 328,477 (1,543) (1,500) 0.4698 0.4568
103m3 432,256 (1,880) (1,828) 0.4350 0.4229
1,184,733 (5,529) (5,376)
1,184,733 (5,529) (5,376)
103m3 1,184,733 1,603 1,603 -0.1353 -0.1353
1,184,733 (3,927) (3,773)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.

Line
No. Particulars
M1
1 Monthly Charge
Monthly Delivery Commodity Charge
2 First 100 m3
3 Next 150 ms3
4 All over 250 m3
5 Delivery Commaodity Charge - M1
6 Total Delivery - M1
7 Storage - M1
8 Total Rate M1
M2
9 Monthly Charge
Monthly Delivery Commodity Charge
10 First 1,000 m3
11 Next 6,000 m3
12 Next 13,000 m3
13 All over 20,000 m3
14 Delivery Commodity Charge - M2
15 Total Delivery - M2
16 Storage - M2
17 Total Rate M2
Notes:
1)
)

®)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.

Line
No.  Particulars
M4 Firm Commercial/lndustrial Contract Rate
Monthly Demand Charge
First 8,450 m3
Next 19,700 m3
All over 28,150 m3
Monthly Delivery Commaodity Charge
4 First Block
5 All remaining use
6 Delivery Commodity Charge
7 Total Delivery - Firm M4
Interruptible contracts
Monthly Charge
Delivery Commodity Charge (Avg Price)
10 Total Delivery - Interruptible M4
11 Total Delivery - M4
12 Total Rate M4
Notes:
@
2

®)

Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m?)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
103m3/d 20,206 (3,815) (2,352) 18.8801 11.641
103m3/d 15,556 (1,317) (812) 8.4654 5.2195
103ms3/d 9,419 (670) (413) 7.112 4.3851
45,181 (5,802) (3,577)
103m3 696,659 (3,059) (1,886) 0.4391 0.2708
103m3 1,007 2 1) 0.1579 0.0974
697,667 (3,061) (1,887)
697,667 (8,863) (5,465)
bills 60 (13) (8) $59.12 $46.80
103m3 3,606 (30) (18) 0.8247 0.5085
3,606 (42) (26)
701,273 (8,905) (5,491)
701,273 (8,905) (5,491)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
M5A Interruptible Commercial/Industrial Contract Rate
Firm contracts
1 Monthly Demand Charge 103m3/d 529 (11) (20) 2.1647 1.9307
2 Monthly Delivery Commodity Charge 103m3 9,183 (13) (12) 0.1418 0.1265
Total Delivery - Firm M5 9,183 (24) (22)
Interruptible contracts
4 Monthly Charge bills 528 (22) (20) $59.12 $46.80
5 Delivery Commodity Charge (Avg Price) 103ms3 65,670 (106) (95) 0.1617 0.1442
6 Total Delivery -Interruptible M5 65,670 (128) (114)
7 Total Delivery - M5 74,853 (153) (136)
8 Total Rate M5A 74,853 (153) (136)
Notes:
Q) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.

2
®)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
(@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
M7 Special Large Volume Contract Rate
Firm Contracts
Monthly Demand Charge 103m3/d 27,657 (2,921) (2,213) 10.5602 7.9998
Monthly Delivery Commaodity Charge 108ms3 413,352 (329) (249) 0.0797 0.0604
Total Delivery - Firm M7 413,352 (3,250) (2,462)
Interruptible / Seasonal Contracts
4 Monthly Delivery Commodity Charge - M7 103m3 89,687 (599) (454) 0.6678 0.5059
5 Total Delivery - M7 503,039 (3,849) (2,916)
6 Total Rate M7 503,039 (3,849) (2,916)
M9 Large Wholesale Service
7 Monthly Demand Charge 103m3/d 4,410 10 (67) -0.2319 1.5187
8 Monthly Delivery Commodity Charge 103m3 81,243 1 ) -0.0012 0.0082
9 Total Delivery - M9 81,243 11 (74)
10 Total Rate M9 81,243 11 (74)
M10 Small Wholesale Service
11 Total Delivery - M10 103m3 277 3 2 -1.0697 -0.7883
12 Total Rate M10 277 3 2
Notes:
Q) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
(2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).

®)

Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Line
No.  Particulars
T1 Storage and Transportation
Storage ($/GJ's)
Demand:
Firm injection / withdrawal
1 Union provides deliverability inventory
2 Customer provides deliverability inventory
3 Incremental firm injection right
4 Interruptible
5 Space
Commaodity:
6 Commodity (Customer Provides)
7 Commaodity (Union Provides)
8 Customer supplied fuel
9 Total Storage - T1
Transportation (cents/ m3)
Demand
10 First 28,150 m3
11 Next 112,720 m3
Commodity
12 Firm Volumes
13 Interruptible Volumes
14 Monthly Charges
15 Customer supplied fuel
16 Total Transportation - T1
17 Total Delivery - T1
Notes:
)

)
®)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.

Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding

Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
Units (10°m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / md)

(@) (b) (c) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
GJ/d/mo. 601,860 525 526 -0.769 -0.767
GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
GJ/d/mo. 16,456,404 21 22 -0.001 -0.001
GJ 4,957,892 18 18 -0.004 -0.004
GJ - - -
GJ 20,129 (41) (41) 0.268% 0.270%

449,463 524 525
103m?3/d/m 13,727 (690) (469) 5.0254 3.4172
103m3/d/m 10,475 (364) (247) 3.4720 2.3609
103m3 422,293 (55) (37) 0.0129 0.0088
103m3 27,170 (61) (41) 0.2233 0.1519
Meter/mo. 552 (135) (92) $245.25 $166.77
GJ 53,258 (45) (45) 0.087% 0.087%

449,463 (1,349) (931)
103m3 449,463 (825) (407)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / m3) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c’a)
T2 Storage and Transportation
Storage ($/GJ's)
Demand:
Firm injection / withdrawal
1 Union provides deliverability inventory GJ/d/mo. 1,722,864 1,354 1,349 -0.769 -0.767
2 Customer provides deliverability inventory GJ/d/mo. 843,000 474 471 -0.685 -0.683
3 Incremental firm injection right GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
4 Interruptible GJ/d/mo. 415,704 552 552 -0.685 -0.683
5 Space GJ/d/mo. 105,150,000 157 154 -0.001 -0.001
Commodity:
6 Commodity (Customer Provides) GJ 35,065,549 147 146 -0.004 -0.004
7 Commodity (Union Provides) GJ - - -
8 Customer supplied fuel GJ 142,366 (273) (276) 0.268% 0.270%
9 Total Storage - T2 4,592,825 2,410 2,397
Transportation (cents/ m3)
Demand
10 First 140,870 m3 103m3/d/m 56,526 1,971 96 -3.4872 -0.1702
11 All Over 140,870 m3 103m3/d/m 215,266 3,971 194 -1.8446 -0.0900
Commodity
12 Firm Volumes 103m3 4,407,552 99 5 -0.0022 -0.0001
13 Interruptible 103m3 185,273 336 16 -0.1816 -0.0089
14 Monthly Charges Meter/mo. 462 310 15 -$671.24 -$32.76
15 Customer supplied fuel GJ 437,794 (462) (468) 0.088% 0.089%
16 Total Transportation - T2 4,592,825 6,226 (142)
17 Total Delivery - T2 103m3 4,592,825 8,636 2,255
Notes:
(2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.

2
®)

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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UNION RATE ZONES
Derivation of Cost Allocation Study Directive Rate Impacts

Cost Study Cost Study
Including Excluding Cost Allocation  Cost Allocation
Proposals Proposals Study Study
2019 Revenue Revenue Rates Rates
Forecast (Deficiency)/ (Deficiency)/ Including Excluding
Line Billing Usage Sufficiency Sufficiency Proposals Proposals
No. Particulars Units (103m3)(1) ($000s)(2) ($000s) (3) (cents / md) (cents / m3)
@) (b) (©) (d)=(b/a) (e)=(c/a)
T3 Storage and Transportation
Storage ($/GJ's)
Demand:
Firm injection / withdrawal
1 Union provides deliverability inventory GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.769 -0.767
2 Customer provides deliverability inventory GJ/d/mo. 679,320 210 208 -0.685 -0.683
3 Incremental firm injection right GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
4 Interruptible GJ/d/mo. - - - -0.685 -0.683
5 Space GJ/d/mo. 36,614,256 55 55 -0.001 -0.001
Commodity:
6 Commodity (Customer Provides) GJ 4,867,885 16 16 -0.004 -0.004
7 Commaodity (Union Provides) GJ - - - - -
8 Customer supplied fuel GJ 19,764 (38) (38) 0.268% 0.270%
9 Total Storage - T3 280,802 244 240
Transportation (cents/ m3)
10 Demand 103m3/d/m 28,200 445 (2) -1.5784 0.0033
11 Commodity 103m3 280,802 14 0) -0.0049 0
12 Monthly Charges Meter/mo. 12 23 0) -$1,916.60 $4.30
13 Customer supplied fuel 108ms3 41,562 (5) 6) 0.016% 0.017%
14 Total Transportation - T3 280,802 477 @)
15 Total Delivery - T3 103m3 280,802 720 234
16 Total In-Franchise Commodity / Admin 4,642,516 1,971 1,971 -0.0425 -0.0425
17 Total In-franchise (20,654) (20,646)
Notes:

Q) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (a), including preliminary rate design changes.
(2) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 5, pp. 4-14, column (g).
3 Rate class totals per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 4, p. 1, column (d).
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UNION RATE ZONES
Typical Small, Large and Average Customer Bill Impact Assumptions
Firm Contract Annual Commodity
Line Demand Consumption Transportation 1
No. Particulars (m®/d) (m®) (m®)
(a) (b) (c)
Union North

1 Rate 01 Small - 2,200

2 Rate 10 Small - 60,000

3 Large - 250,000

4 Rate 20 Small 14,000 3,000,000 170,800

5 Large 60,000 15,000,000 732,000

6 Rate 25  Small - 2,275,000

7 Rate 100 Small 100,000 27,000,000 915,000

8 Large 850,000 240,000,000 7,777,500

Union South

9 Rate M1 Small - 2,200

10 Rate M2  Small - 60,000

11 Large - 250,000

12 Rate M4  Small 4,800 875,000

13 Large 50,000 12,000,000

14 Rate M5 Small 7,500 825,000

15 Large 70,000 6,500,000

16 Rate M7  Small 165,000 36,000,000

17 Large 720,000 52,000,000

18 Rate M9 Small 56,439 6,950,000

19 Large 168,100 20,178,000

20 Rate M10 Average - 94,500

21 Rate TL  Small 25,750 7,537,000

22 Large 133,000 25,624,080

23 Average 48,750 11,565,938

24 Rate T2 Small 190,000 59,256,000

25 Large 1,200,000 370,089,000

26 Average 669,000 197,789,850

27 Rate T3 Large 2,350,000 272,712,000
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pp. 15-18

Question:

Enbridge Gas has requested incremental capital module (ICM) funding for the Don
River Replacement Project. The project is needed to replace approximately 0.25 km of
NPS 30 XHP on the Don River Bridge crossing with a new NPS 30 XHP under the Don
River. The project was approved in the EB-2018-0108 leave to construct application. In
the 2019 rates application (EB-2018-0305), Enbridge Gas requested ICM funding for
the Don River Replacement Project but based on the ICM materiality threshold
calculation there was no room for ICM funding in the EGD rate zone. However, the
project was postponed and is now scheduled to be put into service in May 2020. The
total capital cost of the project is $35.4 million which is the same as that identified in the
2019 rates application. In response to an undertaking (JT1.7) in the 2019 rates
application, Enbridge Gas noted that the total indirect overhead costs allocated to the
project was $9.4 million or 36.4% of the total costs.

a) Please confirm that the total indirect overheads costs are the same in 2020 as
identified in JT1.7.

b) Please use the 2019 total overheads and capital projects that were allocated indirect

overheads to substantiate an indirect overhead cost allocation of 36.4% for 2019
capital projects. Please provide supporting numbers to show the calculation.

Response

a) Confirmed, the total indirect overheads costs are the same as identified in
Exhibit JT1.7 in the 2019 rates application.

b) The calculation is shown in the table below:



2019 EGD Rate Zone Core Capital

Budget

Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit .STAFF.5
Page 2 of 2

$ Millions

Direct Capital projects eligible for
overhead

364

Departmental Labour Charge

96

Administrative & General

37

Overhead %

36.4%
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pp. 15 and 19

Question:

Enbridge Gas requested ICM funding for the Windsor Pipeline Replacement Project.
The project will replace approximately 64 kms of existing Windsor NPS 10 pipeline (and
some short sections of NPS 8) located in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and County
of Essex with NPS 6 pipeline operating at a pressure of 3,450 kpa. The evidence notes
that the proposed pipeline is necessary to replace the existing pipeline due to integrity
concerns. The total capital spend in 2020 is $91.9 million of which Enbridge Gas has
requested $84.2 million in ICM funding.

a) Please provide a breakdown of the project costs including a breakdown of indirect

overheads.

Response

Please see Exhibit . VECC 6.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, p. 19

Question:

Enbridge Gas filed a leave to construct application with the OEB for the Windsor
Pipeline Replacement Project on August 9, 2019 (EB-2019-0172). The application is
currently before the OEB and a decision on this application has not yet been issued. In
this application, Enbridge Gas has requested ICM funding for the project. The OEB’s
policy states that an ICM is intended to address the treatment of a distributor’s capital
investment needs that arise during the Price Cap IR rate-setting plan which are
incremental to a materiality threshold (Report of the Board: New Policy Options for the
Funding of Capital Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, EB-2014-0129,
September 18, 2014). An ICM must meet tests for materiality, need and prudence.

a) Please explain how the OEB can approve ICM funding for the project prior to
approval of the Windsor Line Replacement leave to construct application where the
need and prudence of the project will be examined.

Response

a) The Board could make ICM approval for the Windsor Line Replacement Project
within the 2020 Rates application conditional upon the receipt of an approval for the
leave to construct application. Without leave to construct approval, there would be
no Project and as such, no ICM funding will be required.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 1

Question:

Enbridge Gas changed its eBill practices in 2019 to make eBill the default billing method
for new customers and to switch existing paper bill customers who, for any reason, had
previously provided an email address to the Company without prior specific consent.
Enbridge Gas believes that its change in practice is appropriate and does not believe
that any OEB approval was or is required.

a) Please explain why Enbridge Gas is of the opinion that it does not require approval

of the OEB to involuntarily switch customers from paper bills to eBills.

Response

Please see Exhibit . VECC.23.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 4

Question:

Given customers’ evolving expectations, Enbridge Gas has been working to shift as
many interactions as possible away from traditional channels (i.e. phone calls, paper
bills, letters) to a consumer-centric digital experience (i.e. myAccount, email, text, chat,
social media). Prioritizing the use of modern channels of communication is critical to
creating an optimal customer experience in line with consumer expectations, as well as
driving long-term value for ratepayers by reducing Enbridge Gas’s cost-to-serve.

a) Please advise if Enbridge has undertaken a consumer-focused research or
consultation with consumers or consumer groups in Ontario that support these
statements.

Response

Enbridge Gas did not initiate a targeted research effort on this topic. There is a wide
variety of secondary research on the topic of evolving consumer expectations.
Enbridge Gas serves home and business owners across Ontario whose expectations
are formed by the service they receive from large brands both Canadian and
international in scope.

Enbridge Gas utilitizes a voice-of-the-customer program to send surveys to customers
following key transactions. The theme of customers wanting to be able to self-serve
with ease through digital channels is a common one that Enbridge Gas sees in
customer feedback.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 11

Question:

The evidence states that Enbridge Gas is now using sophisticated machine learning
and artificial intelligence to estimate consumption in months without an actual read.

a) Please explain how Enbridge Gas uses machine learning and artificial intelligence to
estimate consumption without an actual read.

b) Does Enbridge Gas have any data demonstrating positive changes to accuracy of
estimated readings using the new approach? If so, please file supporting evidence.

Response

a) Enbridge Gas has removed the calculation of estimation factors from its SAP
Customer Information System (“CIS”). The old technique using CIS was quite
simplistic to ensure it did not negatively impact overnight batch performance of
Enbridge Gas’s billing routines. Calculation of estimation factors is now performed
outside of SAP CIS using additional historical account-specific data regression
analysis and other techniques to pick up on anomalies like pool heaters and other
equipment that adversely impacts energy use.

b) Enbridge Gas is only beginning to evaluate the impact of the new approach as these
changes were just implemented in Q4 2018.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pp. 18-19

Question:

Within the Enbridge Gas Distribution (EGD) rate zone, 331,480 active customers with
an e-mail address in Enbridge Gas’s Customer Information System (CIS) were
converted to eBill over the course of 2019. In the first phase in February 2019, 147,756
customers were converted, and they received both a letter and email informing them of
the switch to eBilling. Both communications made it clear that if customers wished to
revert back to paper they simply needed to contact the Company via the Enbridge Gas
call centre.

a) Please indicate if Enbridge Gas required customers to respond to the email sent to
them informing them of the switch to eBilling in order to validate and acknowledge
the receipt of the notice.

b) Please explain how Enbridge Gas ensured that the email address used for the
purpose of eBilling was the primary email used by the customer and was the
customer’s preferred email address.

c) Please explain the amount of notice given to customers that they would be
transferred to eBilling and the rationale for determining the length of notice given.

d) Please explain Enbridge Gas’s process for transferring customers back to paper bills
(e.g., are customers sent replacement paper bills or are they transferred to paper
billing for their next upcoming billing period?).

e) Please explain how Enbridge Gas ensures that customers who revert back to paper
billing may not be subsequently transferred to eBilling (given that their email
addresses may remain on file).
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Response

a)

b)

d)

e)

No. Enbridge Gas did not require customers to validate and acknowledge receipt of
the notice. However, the notice did indicate that if the customer had any questions
about the change, they could contact Enbridge Gas.

When a customer contacts Enbridge Gas’s call centre, they are asked to provide the
best contact information to get in touch with them regarding their account. Any email
provided is presumed to be the best address.

Customers were notified by email 2-3 days prior to their first eBill in order to ensure
that the notification was top of mind and customers would be looking for their next
bill in their email.

To switch back to paper a customer must call the contact centre for an agent to
change their bill preference in Enbridge Gas’s system. At this time, customers are
given the option to receive a paper copy of their most recent bill.

When a customer reverts to paper their email address is removed from the system.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pp. 18

Question:

In the second phase in March 2019, customers only received an email. In this phase,
103,359 customers were converted. The final phase undertaken in October 2019, with
107,269 customers being converted in the same manner.

a) Please explain the rationale for not providing a letter in addition to an email to
customers in the second phase and the third (final) phase.

b) Please provide a breakdown per phase (i.e., for each of the first phase, second
phase and third phase) of the number of customers who chose to revert back to
paper bill.

Response

a) Enbridge Gas observed feedback from customers in the first phase to determine the
approach going forward. The Company’s monitoring suggested that the email was
the common driver behind customer interactions and that the letter was not having a
significant impact on customer activity related to conversions. Due to this limited
impact the decision was made to not continue with the letter in subsequent phases.

b) The breakdown per phase is provided below. Please note that the total number of
customers converted using existing email addresses in the EGD rate zone is
incorrectly shown as 331,480 at paragraph 37(ii) of Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1.
The number should be shown as 358,384. Enbridge Gas will file a correction to the
evidence with the interrogatory response.
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Switched back Total Switched

to paper by Converted back

phase LEGD

LEGD

Phase 1 147756 22421 15%
Phase 2 103359 24445 24%
Phase 3 107269 26845 25%

Total LEGD 358384

LUG

Phase 1 171905 32661 19%
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:
eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pp. 19-20

Question:

Enbridge Gas has provided the percentage of total eBill customers by rate class for the
EGD and Union Gas rate zones for 2019. The distribution of customers on eBill is
skewed towards residential customers given they represent a majority of the customers
for both legacy utilities.

a) Please confirm if commercial customers were also involuntarily switched to eBilling
in 2019 (for commercial customers who had provided an email address to both
legacy utilities).

b) Please explain the reasons for the low adoption/conversion to eBilling (1%) for Union
Gas commercial customers.

Response

a) Confirmed.

b) Please see Exhibit .QMA.5 a).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pp. 20-22

Question:

Given the scale of eBill transition, Enbridge Gas experienced increased call and
complaint volume relating to eBilling in 2019. In 2019, Enbridge Gas received 55,949
calls in the EGD rate zone relating to eBills and 28,061 calls in the Union Gas rate
zones. These figures capture all live, inbound calls related to eBill including routine
guestions (i.e. the figures do not represent customer complaints).

a)

b)

d)

For each of the first, second, and third phase, please provide the total number of
calls (for both EGD and Union Gas) that specifically related to customers not
knowing that they have been switched to eBilling, customers that called to complain
about late payment penalties related to eBills and customers who did not want eBills.
Of these, how many customers were switched back to paper bills?

For those customers that called to complain about eBills, please provide the general
themes of the complaints.

For each of the first, second, and third phase, please provide the number of
customers with previously demonstrated good payment history, that were converted
to eBills, and who subsequently:

a. fell into arrears,

b. received a collection notice,

c. received a disconnection notice, and

d. were disconnected.

Of those customers in c¢), how many called to advise they were not aware that they
had been converted to eBills?
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Response

a) Enbridge Gas is not able to provide the breakdown as requested. However, as per
the pre-filed evidence?, Enbridge Gas received 84,010 inbound calls related to eBill.
These calls are not specific to the phases of conversion but relate to overall activity.
For customers switching back to paper, please see a breakdown by phase.

Total Converted  Switched back

LEGD Phase 1 147756 22421
LEGD Phase 2 103359 24445
LEGD Phase 3 107269 26845

Total LEGD 358384

LUG Phase 1 171905 32661

b) The general themes of customer complaints are outlined below:

e Customer does not use the email address that is on file on their account
e Customer wants a paper bill
e Customer was not notified of change to eBill and missed a payment

1 Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Table 4.
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c)
Total Phase 1l | Phase?2 | Phase 3
(A) fell into arrears 109,742 66,380 27,967 15,395
(B) received a collection/reminder notice 109,742 66,380 27,967 15,395
(C) received a disconnection notice 3,220 1,680 1,540 -
(D) were disconnected 684 214 470 -

d) Enbridge Gas does not have sufficiently detailed data on inbound calls to determine

the number of inbound calls for this specific group.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 21

Question:

In 2019, ombudsman complaints related to eBill rose to 8.5% from 1.9% in 2018 of all
complaints in the EGD rate zone while in the Union Gas rate zone, ombudsman
complaints increased from 0.6% in 2018 to 9% in 2019.

a) Please explain under what conditions a complaint about eBilling would be escalated
to the ombudsman office. Please provide examples.

b) Please provide the general themes of the complaints about eBilling that were
escalated to the ombudsman office.

Response

a) Customers can, and may, contact the customer ombudsman office directly. The
customer may also be referred to the ombudsman office if they are not satisfied with
the resolution offered by the contact centre.

b) The themes for complaints to ombudsman were similar to the complaints logged at
the call centre. The general themes of complaints are outlined below.

e Customer does not use the email address that is on file on their account
e Customer wants a paper bill
e Customer was not notified of change to eBill and missed a payment
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 23-24

Question:

Regarding customer service as measured using Net Promotor Score (NPS), the
evidence in Figure 5 shows that overall customer satisfaction has significantly improved
alongside implementation of Enbridge Gas’s 2019 eBill practices.

Though overall customer satisfaction experienced a short-term decrease in early 2019,
a number of factors influenced customers at this time as EGD and Union Gas entered
the first few months of their amalgamation. In particular, the decrease in NPS shown in
April 2019 was largely driven by customer confusion resulting from the rebranding of
legacy Union Gas, in addition to some challenges in April and May of 2019 relating to
the direction of payments to the appropriate legal entity. These temporary impacts
aside, NPS has experienced a steady upward trend over the past 18 months. By the
time that the 2019 eBill conversions were completed, NPS was at its highest level in the
recent past.

a) Please extend the view in Figure 5 to the most recent five year period (i.e., 2015-
2019) to provide context to the NPS changes seen since March 2018.

b) Please confirm if it is Enbridge Gas’s position that the steady upward trend in NPS
over the past 18 months is related to eBill adoption. Please provide rationale to
support the position.

Response

a) Enbridge Gas only started tracking NPS using this method and channel (email
survey) with the launch of the Voice-of-the-customer project in March 2018. As a
result, data on NPS is not available prior to this date.
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b) Itis not Enbridge Gas’s position that the upward trend in NPS is specifically related
to eBill adoption. However, Enbridge Gas does believe that improvements to self-
service and other projects implemented as part of the Customer Experience program
have had a positive overall impact on NPS.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 25

Question:

Additionally, as stipulated in the Settlement Proposal, Enbridge Gas has agreed to
refund Late Payment Penalty (LPP) amounts paid by customers converted to eBilling in
2019 where such customers had previously demonstrated good payment history. In the
Union Gas rate zones, Enbridge Gas will refund $289,240 in LPP to customers;
representing 5% of all LPP amounts paid from March through November of 2019. In the
EGD rate zones, Enbridge Gas will refund $446,242 in LPP to customers; representing
4% of all LPP amounts paid over the same time period.

a) Regarding the $289,240 in LPP, please provide the total amount of arrears and the
total number of customers with otherwise good payment history that this relates to.

b) Regarding the $446,242 in LPP, please provide the total amount of arrears and the
total number of customers with otherwise good payment history that this relates to.

Response

a) The $289,240 was refunded across 33,948 customers. Stating the total arrears is
difficult as the LPP amounts relate to a large number of accounts, some of which
would have been in arrears over multiple months (with different amounts of arrears
for the same account at different times).

b) The $446,242 was refunded across 60,370 customers. Stating the total arrears is
difficult as the LPP amounts relate to a large number of accounts, some of which
would have been in arrears over multiple months (with different amounts of arrears
for the same account at different times).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

eBilling, Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, p. 25-26

Question:

The cost difference between paper billing and eBilling is approximately $10 per
customer per year. As Enbridge Gas continues to transition customers to eBill, Enbridge
Gas’s total postage budget will continue to decrease, however this expenditure remains
significant at over $15 million annually.

Both EGD and Union began offering eBill options over ten years ago. Taking into
account present day bill production and postage costs, Enbridge Gas estimates the total
bill production budget including postage absent eBilling would be close to $45 million
annually. Having now reached 58% eBill adoption, the current combined cost of paper
and digital bill delivery is approximately $28 million annually, resulting in savings of
approximately $17 million on this item alone.

a) What was the combined cost of paper and digital bill delivery / savings when eBill
adoption was at 40% (December 2018).

Response

The combined cost of paper and digital bill delivery when eBilling adoption was at 40%
was approximately $27.5 million.

Enbridge Gas notes two corrections that need to be made to the pre-filed evidence at
paragraph 53. The current combined cost of paper and digital bill delivery shown as
$28 million should be shown as $21 million. The total cost absent eBilling shown as
$45 million should be shown as $42.5 million. Enbridge Gas will file a correction to the
evidence with the interrogatory response.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix A: EGD Asset Management Plan, section
5.4.15.2 and Wells Upgrade, Business Case ID: 6376

Question:

Wells at Crowland are much older than other wells. Due to age, the wells were
constructed to a production standard which would normally be retired after 10 years.
Instead the wells were converted to storage service in the early 1970’s and continue to
operate ever since. Many wells have been relined, increasing the risk of leaks. Most
wells possess only two casings — the current standard requires a minimum of three, and
also do not possess a suitable master valve and wellhead. Replacement of well assets
at Crowland is expected to be a significant capital request within the scope of the 10-
year Asset Management Plan.

In response to OEB staff interrogatory #53 in EB-2018-0305, Enbridge Gas indicated
that the total costs related to upgrade and maintenance of Crowland wells and field lines
is $11,648,000 and $3,457,000 respectively. Station upgrades are not included in the
maintenance capital portfolio, because the scope and cost are unclear. An updated
financial assessment will be completed in 2019 when additional information is available.

a) Please confirm if the updated financial assessment has been completed and please
provide the outcome of the financial assessment including updated costs.

b) What is the total storage capacity of the Crowland wells?

c) In OEB staff interrogatory #53 (EB-2018-0305), Enbridge Gas indicated that
additional analyses of various options to manage Crowland were underway. Please
confirm if the additional analyses has been completed and provide the results of the
analyses.
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d) Considering that the amalgamated utility has significant storage, has Enbridge
Gas considered other options such as abandoning the Crowland wells? If no,
why not?

Response

a)

b)

d)

The updated financial assessment has not yet been completed. The scope of work
at the site is currently under review and Enbridge Gas is striving to have the
associated costs updated as part of the 2021 budget and AMP update process. As
seen in the Wells Upgrade, Business Case ID: 6376 noted in the question, the most
recent AMP forecasts that the wells upgrade project will not commence until 2024.

The storage capacity of the Crowland pool is 8,100 103m3.

Further testing is required to determine the optimal long-term solution for the
Crowland assets. Enbridge Gas is currently in the process of operational testing of
the facilities to better understand their performance. Enbridge Gas is testing the
assets to understand the future need for compression at the site.

Enbridge Gas continues to see strong demand for incremental storage

services. Abandoning of the Crowland wells is not the preferred option at this time,
the pool itself provides value to the local operation that cannot be replaced with
incremental storage space at Dawn.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix A: EGD Asset Management Plan, Section 5.8 —
Technology and Information Services

Question:

The Technology Information Services (TIS) asset class includes the hardware, software
and communications subclasses. Software assets consist of packaged applications
(purchased from and generally supported by a vendor), developed applications (custom
built in-house) and application infrastructure software.

In response to OEB staff interrogatory 67 in EB-2018-0305, Enbridge Gas indicated that
it had not yet completed a detailed review of the EGD and Union Gas rate zones’
Information Technology (IT) business applications. The plan is currently under
development and is expected to be completed by the end of 2019.

a) Please confirm if the review of EGD and Union Gas’s IT business applications is
complete. If the review has been completed, please provide the outcome. If not,
please provide reasons for the delay.

b) Has Enbridge Gas changed or modified any of its planned capital expenditures with
respect to IT business applications based on the outcome of the review? If yes,
please identify the changes. If there are no changes to the planned capital
expenditures, please provide reasons.

Response

a) A review has been completed and will be an ongoing process as more information
becomes available to address the business priorities of the company. The Enbridge
Gas Asset Plan Addendum reflects pre-integration planning, and further review has
led to changes in the TIS capital portfolio.
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b) Yes. Changes have been made to align with business priorities. Sequencing has
been adjusted to reduce execution risk and deliver the greatest value to the
company and our customers.

For legacy EGD, adjustments were made to the portfolio, however there is little
change to the total TIS capital expenditures. The addendum total amount was
$15.145 million and it now $15.762 million. There was approximately $7 million that
shifted within the portfolio, in most cases it was the creation of specific projects
rather than forecast program spends, plus the advancement of meter hand held
replacements and a reduction in WAMS enhancement releases. The cost pressures
driving the increase are being managed through the Asset Management process.

For legacy Union, there was a net reduction of $8.5 million in total TIS capital
expenditures as integration investments were removed from the budget. The TIS
capital expenditure total has been reduced from $30.955 million to $22.45 million.
Please see the table below for the major drivers of this reduction. The reduction in
TIS spending is offset by the advancement of the replacement of the Hamilton Gate
Station ($6 million) and relocation work related to London Rapid Transit

($5.2 million).

Legacy AMP Capital Revised Difference
UnionTIS Cost (2020) Capital Cost
Investment (2020)
changes $ millions $ millions $ millions
Banner 2.076 0.500 (1.576)
enhancements
Energy 6.326 (6.326)
Services
integration
Business 2.025 0 (2.025)

support for
amalgamation
Emergency 0.155 0 (0.155)
Service
Address
Listing
USR 2.874 4.027 1.153
Toughbooks
Lifecycle
Subtotal 13.456 4.527 (8.929)




Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . STAFF.20
Page 3 of 3

The dynamic process by which the portfolio of projects is managed through the
year is described in Exhibit .VECC.10. The specific examples of emerging risks
and cost pressures in the Union rate zone are identified in Exhibit I.EP.5.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix B: Union Gas Rate Zones Asset Management
Plan, section 2.6, p. 194

Question:

Minimum Operating Pressure (MOP) verification is the process of reviewing all existing
records for a pipeline system and confirming the maximum operating pressure of
pipelines that are greater than 30 percent SMYS. While this is not currently mandated
by code in Canada, it is required in the United States and is expected to become a
requirement in Canada in the future. Given that Union Gas has approximately 2,980 km
of pipelines greater than 30 percent SMYS, MOP verification will be a multi-year project
requiring a dedicated team to complete the verifications and determine if any pipeline
remediation is required. The intent of the MOP verification program is to spread the
verifications over several years to keep costs down and mitigate the need for higher
expenditures in a shorter time frame to meet these expected future mandated
requirements.

a) In EB-2018-0305, Enbridge Gas indicated (OEB staff IR#65) that it does not know
when the verification will become a requirement in Canada. Please indicate if
Enbridge Gas has updated information on when MOP verification will become a
requirement in Canada.

b) The total capital expenditure for this program is $30 million from 2023 to 2028.
Please explain why ratepayers should pay for a verification program that is not yet a
requirement in Canada.

c) Does Enbridge Gas intend to proceed with the verification program if it does not
become a requirement by 2023? Please explain your response.

d) In response to OEB staff IR#65e (EB-2018-0305), Enbridge Gas indicated that if the
verification program is implemented in Canada, the Canadian authorities will give
sufficient time to utilities to implement the verification process. Please explain why



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . STAFF.21
Page 2 of 2

Enbridge Gas cannot defer the implementation of the program until it becomes a
requirement in Canada.

Response

a)

b)

Enbridge Gas does not have any updated information on when MOP Verification will
become a requirement in Canada.

MOP Verification Programs are a regulated requirement in the United States with
drivers directly tied to the San Bruno incident. MOP Verification Programs are
fundamentally tied to safety and operational reliability through their relation to
Integrity Management and having an Integrity Management Program is a regulated
requirement in Canada. MOP Verification Programs can underpin Integrity
Management by ensuring Operators are able to validate that they have included all
required Pipelines in their respective Integrity Management Programs and can
demonstrate their fitness for service. In this way, MOP Verification Programs
provide value, whether they are a regulated requirement or not.

Through the integration of Enbridge Gas Distribution and Union Gas, Enbridge Gas
has leveraged the existing MOP Verification program at Legacy Enbridge Gas
Distribution and has begun MOP Verification Assessments on Legacy Union Gas
Assets which is anticipated to result in capital requirements as early as 2023.
Enbridge Gas does however fully expect that this work will continue to be prioritized
and reviewed from a pacing perspective on an annual basis.

As noted in EB-2018-0305 Exhibit .STAFF.65 part d), Enbridge Gas views this work
as a priority from a safety and operational reliability perspective. Within part e)
Enbridge Gas notes that taking a proactive approach allows Enbridge Gas to spread
out the required costs in alignment with customer preferences for steady pace of
spend and allows for more flexibility than that of a regulated period of compliance.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix B: Union Gas Asset Management Plan, section
4.1, p. 205

Question:

Dawn C Plant is one of the nine centrifugal compressors located at the Dawn
Compressor Station. Siemens, the original equipment manufacturer of the Dawn C
compressor, has indicated that 40 years is the typical timeframe over which they
support supply of engine parts required to recover from a critical engine failure or to
complete recommended overhauls. Dawn Plant C was installed in 1984 and the RB211-
24A engine is reaching end of life. The engine has non-standard dimensions and cannot
be retrofitted with more modern editions of the RB-211 without significant plant retrofits.
As the entire plant is out of specification in terms of the new standard compressor
station designs, it is recommended that Plant C be replaced in its entirety. The cost of a
new RB211 DLE plant is estimated at $155.9 million. Design is proposed to begin in
2022 with an in-service date of 2024 and abandonment of the obsolete Plant C
structures in 2025.

a) Please provide the total estimated cost of the project including the new engine,
installation, new structures and cost of existing engine removal and abandonment of
Plant C structures.

Response

The cost estimate of $155.9 million is currently based on a 2017 class 5 estimate that
will be updated this year. The cost estimate of $155.9 million includes the new engine,
installation, new structures and cost of existing engine removal and abandonment of
Plant C structures.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix B: Union Gas Asset Management Plan, section
9.1, p. 255

Question:

The legacy Union Gas uses a Banner Enlogix customer information system (CIS) to
provide billing services for 1.4 million non-contract general use customers. The software
was implemented across Union Gas in 2000. Banner is the system of record for
customer, premise, account, service and meter information, and all related processes.
Enbridge Gas has planned capital expenditures to enhance certain services and
implement a major life cycle replacement from 2024 through to 2027.

a) Please indicate if the legacy EGD and Union Gas intend to operate separate CIS for
the foreseeable future (2025 and beyond).

b) Has Enbridge Gas considered integrating the CIS for the EGD and Union Gas rate
zones? If no, why not?

c) Please explain why Enbridge Gas intends to implement a major life cycle
replacement of the Union Gas CIS starting in 2024 considering that it has sufficient
time until 2024 to consider and implement a common CIS platform across the legacy
utilities.

Response

a) No. Enbridge Gas plans to amalgamate the two existing CIS systems into one by
the end of 2021.

b) Yes. Please see the response to part a)
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c) This is no longer the case, due to the decision to implement a common CIS platform
across the legacy utilities.



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . STAFF.24
Page 1 of 2

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix B: Union Gas Asset Management Plan, section
9.3, p. 257

Question:

The Construction Administration Records Systems (CARS) application is a legacy
Union Gas application used to manage construction work orders used for new customer
service lateral attachments. This application consists of an internally based application,
an Internet facing application (GetConnected) as well as the business to business
component. It was developed in-house in 2009. The underlying technologies are aging
and it is becoming increasingly difficult to enhance and support the application. The
evidence states that Union Gas intends to consider an off-the-shelf solution rather than
custom-built solutions as part of the lifecycle projects. The total capital expenditure for
the project is $27.9 million. During 2021 to 2024, CARS will have a major lifecyle
replacement to ensure it continues to operate effectively.

a) Are effective off-the-shelf solutions available to replace CARS?

b) What software application is currently used by the legacy EGD to manage
construction work orders and perform similar functions as CARS?

c) Is the legacy EGD software a custom-built solution or an off-the-shelf product and
when is it expected to undergo a major lifecycle replacement?

d) Has Enbridge Gas considered a common application to manage construction work
orders and related processes for the legacy EGD and Union Gas rate zones? If no,
why not?

e) Has Enbridge Gas reviewed all software applications that are expected to undergo a
major lifecycle replacement in the next three years and planned to harmonize the
replacement software applications across the legacy EGD and Union Gas rate
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zones? If yes, please provide a detailed response including results of the review. If
not, please indicate when such a review will be completed?

Response

a) to c) Please refer to the response for to part d).

d) The legacy EGD equivalent to CARS is the Work and Asset Management Solution

(WAMS), which is comprised of a number of off-the-shelf products. Both legacy
utilities will be migrated to one solution as part of the Enbridge enterprise Unify
project. The Enbridge enterprise Unify project will align all business units, including
Enbridge Gas, to a common suite of applications for finance, supply chain and work
and asset management. This will include work and asset management functions in
use today at Enbridge Gas, including construction work orders.

Enbridge Gas has reviewed and prioritized a subset of applications which will have
significant impact and/or benefits for the utility and there are now plans and work in
place to harmonize the following specific applications: CIS, Maximo and Oracle. No
major application lifecycle refreshes are currently planned for the next three years
other than those planned integration activities being done through integration capital.
Please see Exhibit I.Staff.20. As such, Enbridge Gas does not expect expenditure
on the CARS application in 2021 to 2024. Enbridge Gas will be revising its planned
investments from 2021-2030 and submitting details as part of the 10-year
consolidated asset plan which will be submitted with the 2021 Rates Application.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C: List of EGD Rate Zone Business Cases, ID:
10088 and ID:1796

Question:

Enbridge Gas has provided a business case to replace vintage steel main from Cherry
street to Bathurst in Toronto. The project is scheduled for replacement in 2021. Two
options were identified with the same risks and Lifetime Risk Return on Investment
(LRROI). The cost for option 1 is approximately $150 million and for option 2, the cost is
$165 million. Enbridge Gas has selected option 2 but has not provided any reasons for
selecting the more expensive option.

Similarly, for the Brampton Operations Centre alterations, Enbridge Gas has selected
the more expensive option to add a 9,000 square foot expansion to the existing building.
In this case option 1 was selected which is estimated to cost $9.325 million with a
LRROI of 74. Option 1 is estimated to cost $8.240 million and has a higher LRROI at
84.

a) Please explain why Enbridge Gas has selected option 2 for the vintage steel main
replacement (Cherry to Bathurst) considering that both options have similar risk
mitigation (number of customers at risk) and LRROI.

b) Please explain why Enbridge Gas has selected option 1 for the Brampton

Operations Centre alterations considering that option 2 has the same risk mitigation
but lower capital costs and higher LRROI.

Response

a) Option 1 and option 2 for the main replacement (Cherry to Bathurst) project have the
same solution and reflect cost estimate updates. They are not actually two different
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options. The cost estimates differ because they were developed at different points
in time. The “option 1” cost estimate was a high-level estimate calculated in May
2017. At the time, total costs were forecast at $176 million (including an estimate for
cost of retirement at 15% of total project costs, which equates to a total of

$150 million for direct project costs). For “option 2” (again, the same solution), the
cost estimate was revised to a Class 4 estimate in June 2019. This revision resulted
in forecast project costs of $168 million (including $2.8 million estimate for cost of
retirement and therefore $165 million in direct project costs). In other words “
option 1” should have had the cost estimate revised instead of presenting the
updated cost estimate as a separate “option 2”. This occurred due to system
changes related to budgeting.

The LRROI for the two “options” (i.e., revised cost estimates for the same solution)
are different, however this difference is di minimis. The system optimization not
permitted to do a comparison of the “options” because, as noted, above there was
only one option to consider with different cost estimates prepared at different points
in time.

The business case for the Brampton Operations Centre Alterations (Business Case
1796) was completed several years ago, and the work on the project began around
2016. Option 1 has been chosen and is in execution. The costs for Option 1 have
increased since the time that the original choice was made and work was
commenced, and this is what makes the LROI lower (as can be seen in the earlier
business case (Business Case 1796 attached to the 2019-2028 Asset Plan,

Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, the LROI for Option 1 was lower when the choice was
made, and the costs that would have been associated with Option 2 have not been
updated since that option was not chosen). The increase in costs for the chosen
Option 1 is due to the split of the interior and exterior works into separate phases
allowing for continued operations during construction. The completed first phase of
execution was exterior site improvements. The second phase will renovate and
expand the current building to meet physical and functional needs.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), p.6

Question:

The report provides a figure (2A) showing the breakdown of primary sources of UFG for
the legacy Union Gas rate zones. The largest contributor to UFG is unknown or
unexplained.

a) Please confirm that the figure shows the breakdown for both the Union South and
Union North rate zones.

b) The Unknown/Unexplained is the largest contributor to UFG. Please explain if any
additional information was sought by ScottMadden on this issue or if there was any
additional analysis conducted to understand the unknown/unexplained sources of
UFG.

c) Please explain why the report does not believe that further investigation is required
to understand the largest contributor (unknown/unexplained) to UFG.

Response

a) Figure 2A on page 6 of the Report on Unaccounted for Gas reflects UFG sources for
both the southern and northern operating areas of legacy Union Gas.

b) ScottMadden’s approach was to identify and quantify those sources of UFG
generally found in the industry. The Report reflects information and data collected
from legacy Union Gas and legacy EGD on the sources of UFG. The Report notes
on page 18 that it can be challenging to identify all sources of UFG that would
provide for a comparison across gas utilities. Specifically, NRRI states:
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...itis not a straightforward task to measure LAUF [Lost and
Unaccounted for] gas. Even after adjusting for measurable factors,
uncertainty prevails over the precision of those measurements. LAUF
gas has a “black box” element that makes it difficult for state

commissions to quantify the effect of individual sources.!

As a result, some of the unknown and unexplained may be estimation variances
within those sources that have been identified and quantified. Enbridge Gas has an
ongoing process to identify and standardize practices to better monitor and manage
UFG across the legacy Companies. The Report recommends periodic
investigations into the sources of UFG, including unknown and unexplained.

c) The Report states that further investigation is needed into all sources of UFG,
including the unknown and unexplained. Please refer to the conclusions on page 9.
The reason to investigate all sources is that some of the unknown and unexplained
may be estimation variances within those sources that have been identified and
guantified.

! National Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI), Lost and Unaccounted-for Gas: Practices of State Utility
Commissions, Ken Costello, June 2013, Executive Summary, page v
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), p.9

Question:
Based on the report findings, ScottMadden has made certain recommendations.

a) Does Enbridge Gas intend to implement all the recommendations of ScottMadden?
Please provide a detailed response including any timelines for implementation.

Response

Enbridge Gas intends to implement all of the recommendations of ScottMadden but no
formal timeline has yet been established. Enbridge Gas continues to identify best
practices in all areas of operations (including those related to UFG) and is committed to
better monitor and manage UFG. Enbridge Gas expects to report on implementation
progress in its 2022 Rates filing.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), p.16

Question:

The report indicates that over the past 10 years the legacy companies (Union Gas and
Enbridge Gas Distribution) demonstrated lower UFG levels than any group of U.S. and
Canadian gas utilities reviewed by ScottMadden. Specifically, the UFG levels for legacy
Union and legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution (EGD) averaged, respectively, 0.31 percent
and 0.81 percent of total sendout.

a) Did the report try to further investigate or explore the reasons for the lower UFG
levels in the Union Gas rate zone versus the EGD rate zone? If no, please explain
why.

b) Please explain why the UFG level for the Union Gas rate zone is lower than EGD
considering that the franchise area for Union Gas is much larger than EGD.

c) What measures will Enbridge Gas adopt to ensure that the UFG level of EGD is
closer to or lower than the legacy Union Gas rate zone?

Response

a) ScottMadden’s primary focus was to compare legacy Union Gas and legacy EGD’s
practices and initiatives to monitor and manage UFG to those in the industry (rather
than to one another). The Report notes on page 18 that it can be challenging to
identify all sources of UFG that would provide for such a comparison across gas
utilities. Specifically, the NRRI report states:



b)

Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . STAFF.28
Page 2 of 2

...it is not a straightforward task to measure LAUF [Lost and
Unaccounted for] gas. Even after adjusting for measurable factors,
uncertainty prevails over the precision of those measurements. LAUF
gas has a “black box” element that makes it difficult for state

commissions to quantify the effect of individual sources”®

ScottMadden’s focus was related to comparing legacy Union and legacy EGD to
the industry UFG rather than comparing legacy Union and legacy EGD UFG. There
are many factors that might explain the UFG differences between the legacy utilities
but ScottMadden didn’t specifically examine that question. It should be noted that
the scope of infranchise systems being examined are different between Union
(which includes transmission and storage, with an overall much larger
volume/throughput) and EGD (which has minimal in-franchise transmission and
storage). Additionally, differences in UFG may be the results of variations in
facilities, systems, processes and procedures. For example, the age and
composition of the distribution system may create variations in UFG across gas
utilities. Enbridge Gas has an ongoing process to identify and standardize practices
to better monitor and manage UFG across the legacy Companies.

Enbridge Gas intends to follow up on the recommendations that ScottMadden
provided in their UFG report including identifying and standardizing best practices to
monitor and manage the sources of UFG, documenting UFG data and processes,
investigating the sources of UFG on a periodic basis and implementing, as
appropriate, new practices and initiatives to better monitor and manage UFG.
Enbridge Gas expects to report on implementation progress in its 2022 Rates filing.

! National Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI), Lost and Unaccounted-for Gas: Practices of State Utility
Commissions, Ken Costello, June 2013, Executive Summary, page v
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), pp. 20-21

Question:

Figures 8 and 9 provide a breakdown of the sources of UFG for the legacy Union Gas
and EGD rate zones.

a) The largest contributor to UFG for EGD is Gate Station Meter Variation. Please
explain the significant variance in the contribution of Gas Station meters to UFG for
EGD versus the Union Gas rate zone (0.33% for EGD versus 0.01% for Union Gas).

b) What steps does Enbridge Gas intend to implement to reduce the contribution of
Gas Station meter variation to UFG for the EGD rate zone?

Response

a) Please see Exhibit I.EP.24 c).

b) Please see Exhibit .FRPO.17 a) for discussion of how Enbridge Gas is addressing
potential issues at the Victoria Square gate station.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), pp. 24-27

Question:

The report provides data for fugitive emissions and natural gas leaks for the legacy
Union Gas and EGD rate zones that is submitted to Environment Canada (figures 11
and 12). Although leaks and fugitive emission has reduced for the Union Gas rate zone,
from approximately 17 10°m3 in 2015 to 8 10°m3 in 2018, there is no measurable
reduction in the EGD rate zone during this period.

a) Please explain how Union Gas has succeeded in reducing natural gas leaks and
fugitive emissions while EGD has not been able to achieve similar outcomes.

b) What measures does Enbridge Gas intend to implement to ensure that natural gas
leaks and fugitive emissions are significantly reduced for the EGD rate zone. Please
provide a detailed response including estimated timelines and target reductions.

Response

a) The reduction in fugitive emissions for legacy Union Gas is primarily due to a
methodology change for the fugitive emissions calculation for storage and
transmission operations. In 2015, the fugitive emissions from storage and
transmission operations were estimated using industry standard default component
counts and emission factors. In 2018, the calculation methodology utilized site
specific data collected from the annual leak surveys completed at compressor
stations.

The same methodology change was implemented for the calculation of fugitive
emissions for the legacy EGD service area. Impacts of the methodology change for
the EGD rate zone would not be shown in the Scott Madden report because the
volumes considered for the EGD rate zone for UFG purposes do not include storage
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injections and withdrawals from the Dawn/Tecumseh operations as those are
upstream of the franchise area.

Furthermore, during the time period in question, the alignment of the legacy Union
Gas transmission station types with industry station types was improved and the
resulting emission factors being utilized in the emissions estimates have been
adjusted, resulting in a decrease in associated fugitive emissions. This was not
necessary for legacy EGD.

Additionally, the use of updated emission factors and improved activity factors for
guantifying emissions due to customer meter sets has also led to a reduction in the
estimated fugitive emissions for legacy Union Gas. These changes are planned to
be implemented for the 2019 reporting year for legacy EGD along with further
updates to industry emission factors.

As outlined in part (a), the primary contributor to the reduction in fugitive emissions
for legacy Union Gas was a methodology change for the fugitive emissions
calculation for storage and transmission operations. It is expected that fugitive
emission estimates for storage and transmission operations will continue to decline
due to an increase in the frequency of leak surveys (2020) and increased efforts
focused on leak repair (2019) within both the Union and EGD rate zones. Note,
however, that this will not have a significant impact on in-franchise UFG for EGD
rate zone (since there is limited storage and transmission within the franchise).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
OEB Staff (“STAFF”)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Report on Unaccounted for Gas (UFG), p. 43

Question:

With respect to company use of natural gas, the report found that Enbridge Gas has an
ongoing effort to identify and standardize “best practices” across the legacy companies.

a) Please describe the “best practices” and the measures in place to implement these
best practices across legacy Union Gas and EGD.

Response

The referenced section of the UFG report describes the practices and initiatives taken to
monitor and manage company use as a potential (and very small) source of UFG.

Enbridge Gas will continue to examine best practices to monitor and manage the
sources of UFG, including company use. Company use is not a significant source of
UFG at Enbridge Gas? but efforts will continue to ensure that the measurement and
accounting of company use is accurate and complete.

! See Report on Unaccounted for Gas, Figure 8 (page 20) for Legacy Union Gas sources of UFG and Figure 9 (page
21) for Legacy EGD sources of UFG.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1 Appendix C
Preamble:

Enbridge discusses the individual systems that were the subject of the cost
allocation study. To account for certain major capital projects, Enbridge Gas is
seeking Board approval of cost allocation methodology changes to the Panhandle
System and St. Clair System, Parkway Station and Dawn Station.

Question:

a) Please provide a map for each system that clearly illustrates the assets that are
subject to the cost allocation study and how such assets integrate into the
surrounding assets.

Response

Please see Attachment 1, which shows the Panhandle and St. Clair System (as well as
Dawn Station and Parkway Station).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1 Appendix C Table 1
Preamble:

In Table 1, Enbridge provides a summary of the results of the 2019 cost allocation
study directive using Board-Approved cost allocation methodologies and the
proposed cost allocation methodologies provided in response to the Board’s
directive and as described in this evidence.

Enbridge proposes to defer the implementation of the cost allocation study until
2024. APPrO would like to understand the average customer impacts of the net
revenue deficiency/sufficiency if the Board was to order Enbridge to instead
implement the results of the proposed cost allocation methodology in the test year.

Question:

a) Please provide an estimate of the difference in the annual costs for an average
customer within each rate class as noted in Table 1, using the current rates and an
estimate of the rates that would result if the Board were to require Enbridge to
incorporate the proposed new revenue deficiency/sufficiency as noted in Table 1.

b) Please provide an estimate of the difference in annual costs for a T2 customer who

has contracted for 3,000,000 m3/d of capacity, using the current rates and an
estimate of the rates that would result if the Board were to require Enbridge to
incorporate the proposed new revenue deficiency/sufficiency as noted in Table 1.

c) Similarly for a M12 customer, please provide an estimate of the annual cost
impact to a customer who has contracted for 120,000 GJ/d of capacity under
current rates, and an estimate of the rates that would result if the Board were to
require Enbridge to incorporate the proposed new revenue deficiency/sufficiency as
noted in Table 1.



d)
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Please indicate if the annual costs noted in b) and c) above are reasonably
linear for customers with more or less capacity under contract. If not, please explain
clearly why not.

Response

a)

b)

d)

Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part c).

The estimated annual impact for a Rate T2 customer that has contracted for
3,000,000 m3/d of capacity is a bill decrease of approximately $0.7 million based on
current approved 2020 Rates and the cost allocation study including proposals. The
bill impact was calculated using a load factor of 50% and does not include impacts
related to storage. Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part c) for the assumptions used in
calculating bill impacts and Attachment 3 of the same response for the unit rate
changes used in the calculation of the Rate T2 bill impact.

The estimated annual impact for a Rate M12 customer that has contracted for
120,000 GJ/d of Dawn-Parkway transportation capacity is a bill decrease of
approximately $0.4 million based on current approved 2020 Rates. Please see
Exhibit . TCPL.1, Attachment 1, column (f) for the unit rate change used in the
calculation of the Rate M12 bill impact.

For Rate T2, the annual costs are not linear and vary for each customer based on
the proportionate level of the monthly charge, contract demand and annual
volumetric usage. Enbridge Gas has prepared estimated bill impacts for small,
average and large Rate T2 customers at Exhibit . STAFF.4 part c).

For Rate M12, the annual demands costs are linear based on the level of contract
demand for each transportation service option. The annual fuel costs are also linear
based on volumetric usage.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1 Appendix C Section 3.1
EB-2016-0186 Exhibit B.FRPO.6 c)

Preamble:

In paragraph 28 of Reference i) Enbridge states that the C1 capacity on the
Panhandle System is only being allocated for 214 days of the year, since during
the winter months the imported gas is being used in the Windsor market. APPrO
would like to better understand the rationale behind this logic.

Question:

a) Please confirm that the Panhandle System includes:
i. atransmission main between the international border and Ojibway
ii. atransmission main between Ojibway and Dawn
iii.  Sandwich Compressor Station, metering and other station piping.

If not confirmed, please explain.

b) Please provide the maximum import capability at Ojibway.

c) Please provide a list of the C1 import contracts at Ojibway, the respective contract
capacities and the contractual delivery point. Please indicate if the sum of these
capacities were used to allocate costs to C1, or if some other capacity was used.

d) Please confirm that for the contracts noted in c) above that Enbridge is obligated
during the term of the contract to deliver gas to Dawn or another delivery point on a
firm basis each day of the contract not just during the summer months.



e)

f)

g)

h)
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Please provide the amount firm capacity that is used by Enbridge to secure
system gas supplies imported at Ojibway.

Please explain if these system gas supplies imported at Ojibway attract any costs in
the cost allocation methodology. Please explain why, or why not, and quantify the
specific costs (if any).

Please provide the import capacity that is being used to allocate costs to C1. Please
explain any differences between this capacity and the capacity referred to in
Reference ii) and in the response to b) above.

Enbridge does not appear to explicitly indicate if the costs of the transmission mains
between the international border and Ojibway are directly allocated to C1, as is done
with the St. Clair and Bluewater pipelines. Please explain if such costs are directly
allocated, and if not, why

Response

a)

b)

Confirmed.

The maximum imports Enbridge Gas can accept at Ojibway from PEPL is 210 TJ/d
which is limited by a Presidential Permit. The maximum amount of Ojibway to Dawn
C1 transportation capacity that Enbridge Gas guarantees (firm receipts at Ojibway)
is 140 TJ/d in the winter and 115 TJ/d in the summer less the amount of capacity
being utilized by gas supply deliveries (58 TJ/d). The remaining capacity can be
sold on a short-term (daily, monthly) discretionary basis when; 1) the market
demand is greater in the Windsor area, and 2) short term capacity is available on the
PEPL system.

The following forecasted Rate C1 import contracts and system supply attracting the
Rate C1 Ojibway to Dawn rate were used in the cost allocation study:
e Rover Pipeline LLC — 36,927 GJ/d (Dawn delivery point)
e System Supply (from Emera Energy LP and PEPL at Ojibway) — 58,028 GJ/d
(Dawn delivery point)

Enbridge Gas confirms the forecasted contracted capacity total of 94,955 GJ/d was
used in the allocation of costs to Rate C1.

d) Confirmed.
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Enbridge Gas has contracted for 58,028 GJ/d of firm capacity to secure system gas
supplies imported at Ojibway.

e) As described in part c), the system gas supplies imported at Ojibway are included in

f)

g)

the allocation of costs to Rate C1. Enbridge Gas sales service customers are
charged Rate C1 for their use of the Panhandle System.

Please see part ¢). The allocation of costs to Rate C1 is derived using the sum of
the contracted capacities at Ojibway, not the import capacity.

The Detroit River crossing transmission assets between the international border and
Ojibway are included as part of the Panhandle System and directly assigned to Rate
C1l. The Detroit River crossing assets are fully depreciated and the annual revenue
requirement is immaterial.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1 Appendix C Section 3.1

Preamble:

Enbridge states that the demand costs related to Enbridge’s contracted capacity
on the St. Clair Pipelines LP system is included in the demand costs of
Enbridge’s St. Clair System (i.e. the St Clair and Bluewater pipelines).

Question:

a)

b)

c)

Please explain why the demand costs of a third-party pipeline system are included in
Enbridge’s St. Clair demand costs.

Please provide the maximum import capacity of each of the St. Clair and Bluewater
Pipelines and the capacity under contract by Enbridge.

Please provide Enbridge’s usage history graph for each of the St. Clair Pipelines and the
Bluewater Pipeline both by Enbridge and third parties for each of the last 5 years.

Response

a)

b)

The demand costs for Enbridge Gas’s contracted capacity on the St. Clair Pipelines
LP system are included in the St. Clair Demand functional classification because
these pipelines provide the capacity required to facilitate Enbridge Gas’s Rate C1
transportation service between Dawn and St. Clair and Bluewater. As described in
Exhibit .APPrO.3, part h), the costs of the Detroit river crossing, which are Enbridge
Gas owned assets, and not third party costs, are also associated with the Rate C1
transportation service and allocated to Rate C1.

The maximum import capacity of the St. Clair river crossing on a firm basis is
0.23 PJ/d with Enbridge Gas currently contracting for 0.214 PJ/d of capacity on this
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pipeline. When available on a one day operational basis, more gas can be imported,
however, Enbridge Gas may not be able to sustain or guarantee this additional
capacity.

The maximum import capacity of the Bluewater river crossing is 0.30 PJ/d with
Enbridge Gas currently contracting for 0.127 PJ/d of capacity on this pipeline.

The maximum import capacity does not represent Enbridge Gas’s annual firm daily
capability due to the constraints of the Sarnia market.

Please see Figure 1 and Figure 2 for the physical activity associated with the St.
Clair and Bluewater river crossings for the last 5 years.

Figure 1

St. Clair - 5 Year Physical Activity
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Figure 2

Bluewater - 5 Year Physical Activity
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1 Appendix C Section 3.1
Preamble:

Enbridge states that the Parkway measuring and regulating costs are allocated in
proportion to the bidirectional design day demands.

Question:

a) Please provide the easterly and westerly design day flows at Parkway and explain
how these are determined.

Response

The total westerly design day demands at Parkway are 39.058 10°m?3/d and includes the
Parkway Delivery Obligation for Union South rate zone customers of 5.621 10°m?3/d and
ex-franchise C1 Parkway to Dawn demands of 33.437 10°m?3/d.

The total easterly design day demands at Parkway are 147.708 10°m?3/d and includes
the Union North rate zone Dawn-Parkway transportation requirements of 10.170
10%m3/d, ex-franchise C1 Dawn to Parkway transportation for Union North rate zone
T-service customers of 0.857 10°m3/d, ex-franchise Rate M12/C1 Dawn to Parkway
demands of 125.868 10°m?/d and ex-franchise M12 Kirkwall to Parkway demands of
10.813 10%m?3/d.

Ex-franchise shippers directly contract for C1 and M12 transportation services and the
contracted values are summed by direction for those with a Parkway receipt or delivery
point.

The Union South Parkway Delivery Obligation values are determined by the obligated
deliveries at Parkway for Union South direct purchase contract rate customers.
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The Union North Dawn to Parkway transportation requirements are determined by the
reference to the Company’s gas supply plan.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Association of Power Producers of Ontario (“APPrO")

Interrogatory

Reference:

EB-2017-0306/EB-2017-0307 Decision and Order dated August 30, 2018, amended
September 17, 2018 ( the “MAADs Decision”)

Preamble:
Page 41 of the MAADs Decision states:
“OEB Findings

Amalco is expected to prepare and file a comprehensive cost allocation proposal to be
filed with its next rebasing application following the five year deferred rebasing period.

However, the OEB is concerned about the cost allocation issues raised by parties for
Union Gas’ Panhandle and St. Clair systems. The OEB therefore requires Amalco to file
a cost allocation study in 2019 for consideration in the proceeding for 2020 rates that
proposes an update to the cost allocation to take into account the following projects:
Panhandle Reinforcement, Dawn- Parkway expansion including Parkway West,
Brantford-Kirkwall/Parkway D and the Hagar Liquefaction Plant. This should also
include a proposal for addressing TransCanada’s C1 Dawn to Dawn TCPL service. The
OEB accepts that this proposal will not be perfect, but is intended to address the cost
allocation implications of certain large projects undertaken by Union Gas that have
already come into service.”

Question:

a) Please explain how the OEB’s concerns about the cost allocation issues raised in
the MAADSs Decision are being addressed if Enbridge defers rate changes to
Enbridge’s next rebasing in 20247

Response

a) Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part a).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, p5

Question:

a) Please provide a full explanation for the substantial increase in the Board-
approved increase in revenue deficiency for M4 customers ($5,491,000, or about
20%), as shown in Table 1, line 5.

b) Why is the increase for M4 customers so much larger in percentage terms than
the approved rate increase for Rates 1 and 2 customers?

c) Please explain how the further increase in revenue requirement for M4
customers, due to the company's cost allocation proposals of $3,414,000, is
calculated, and why is it so much larger on a percentage basis of the 2019
Board-approved and 2020 proposed revenue requirement than the proposed
increases in M1 and M2 customers' revenue requirement.

Response

a) The revenue deficiency of Rate M4 is primarily driven by two factors.

First, distribution-related rate base has increased since Union’s 2013 Cost of Service
proceeding (EB-2011-0210) which is the base year for current rates. Throughout
Union’s 2014-2018 IRM, transmission-related rate base has increased in rates for
the approved capital pass-through projects and allocated to rate classes using the
2013 cost allocation study. The 2019 cost allocation study includes the rate base for
distribution additions since 2013 which results in a revenue deficiency compared to
current approved revenue.

Second, as part of Union’s 2013 Cost of Service proceeding (EB-2011-0210),
Rate M4 costs were reduced by $3.4 million of S&T margin resulting in a revenue to
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cost ratio for the rate class of 0.7831. The $3.4 million of S&T margin includes an
adjustment of $2.9 million for rate design considerations for the rate class. The
revenue deficiency provided at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix A, Table 1 does not
include adjustments for rate design considerations.

Please see part a). The 2013 revenue to cost ratio for Rate M1 and Rate M2 was
0.998 and 0.972, respectively, as compared to the revenue to cost ratio for Rate M4
of 0.783. The cost allocation study directive has not been adjusted for rate design
considerations, which has resulted in a larger revenue deficiency for Rate M4
relative to Rate M1 or Rate M2.

The increase of $3.414 million in the revenue requirement for Rate M4 customers
related to Enbridge Gas’s cost allocation proposals is driven by the proposed cost
allocation methodology of the Panhandle and St. Clair Systems, as shown at
Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, page 9, Table 2, line 8, column (a).

The Panhandle/St. Clair cost allocation proposal results in a $3.829 million increase
to the revenue requirement of Rate M4, which is partially offset by a reduction of
$0.403 million related to the Parkway Station cost allocation proposal and a
reduction of $0.012 million related to the Dawn Station cost allocation proposal.

The proposed cost allocation methodology results in an allocation to Rate M4 that is
higher than the allocation to Rate M1 and Rate M2 primarily as a result of two
factors:

e The cost allocation increase of the Panhandle and St. Clair System proposal
is offset in a greater proportion to Rate M1 and Rate M2 by the proposed cost
allocation decreases of the Parkway Station and Dawn Station proposals than
to Rate M4. Rate M4 design day demands on the Panhandle System are a
greater proportion of the total Panhandle System design day demands than
Rate M4 is of the distance-weighted design day demands of the Dawn-
Parkway system.

e The cost allocation of the Panhandle and St. Clair System results in a larger
proportion of costs to Rate M4 as a result of the removal of the St. Clair
design day demands from the allocator of Panhandle Demand costs.

1 Exhibit .LPMA.3, Attachment 1.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Ibid
Question:

Please provide the approximate rate impact for a typical M4 customer, resulting from
the rate changes proposed in 2020 with and without the cost allocation proposals.

Response

Enbridge Gas is not proposing any rate changes in this application.

Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part c) for the estimated in-franchise bill impacts
associated with the cost allocation study results, including Rate M4. Exhibit .STAFF.4,
Attachment 1 provides bill impacts including the cost allocation proposals and
Attachment 2 provides bill impacts excluding the cost allocation proposals.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Ibid
Question:

Please explain the reasons for the large decrease in revenue requirement in 2020 over
2019 for the M12/Cl revenue requirement ($24,593,000) and the offsetting adjustment
of $7,676,000, due to the cost allocation proposals.

Response

The Rate M12/C1 revenue sufficiency result! of the cost allocation study is primarily
driven by two factors.

First, the cost of capital parameters have been updated in the 2019 cost allocation study
to reflect the 2019 forecast cost of capital. The Board-approved cost allocation study
from Union’s 2013 Cost of Service proceeding (EB-2011-0210) reflected a weighted
average return on rate base of 7.32% compared to 5.93%? in the 2019 cost allocation
study directive. The decrease in the weighted average return on rate base contributes
to the revenue sufficiency of Rate M12 because current approved revenue reflects the
2013 return on rate base, updated for the incremental return on rate base from the
approved capital pass-through projects. The rate base underpinning Rate M12 current
approved revenue has been largely updated during Union’s 2014-2018 IRM through the
approved capital pass-through projects.

Second, the 2019 cost allocation study directive reflects an increase to distribution-
related rate base and operating costs since Union’s last rebasing in 2013. The
allocation of costs to Rate M12 is predominantly transmission-related. The majority of
transmission-related rate base and operating costs since 2013 have been updated in

1 Rate M12 revenue sufficiency of $24.593 million using Board-approved cost allocation methodologies.
2 Calculated as total return on rate base of $371.140 million divided by total rate base of $6,256.966
million per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 1, p.2, line 5.
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rates during Union’s 2014-2018 IRM through the approved capital pass-through projects
revenue requirement. Consistent with the response to Exhibit .BOMA.1, the 2019 cost
allocation study includes distribution-related rate base and operating costs additions
since 2013 which has resulted in a shift of indirect costs away from transmission-related
functions and into the distribution-related functions within the cost study. This shift of
costs into distribution-related functions results in a reduction to transmission-related
costs relative to current approved rates.

The proposed Parkway Station cost allocation methodology largely contributes to the
decrease in the Rate M12/C1 — Dawn/Parkway revenue sufficiency by $7.676 million
from $24.593 million to $16.916 million. The Parkway Station cost allocation proposal
increases the allocated revenue requirement to Rate M12/C1 by $7.669 million as
shown at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, page 9, Table 2, line 17,

column (b).

The increase in the revenue requirement to Rate M12/C1 of the Parkway Station cost
allocation methodology proposal is due to the larger proportion of Rate M12/C1
demands at Parkway Station compared to the proportion of Rate M12/C1 distance
weighted demands on the Dawn-Parkway system. As described in evidence, Enbridge
Gas has proposed to separate the Parkway Station costs from the Dawn-Parkway
Easterly Demand functional classification in the cost allocation study.

The Board-approved cost allocation methodology includes Parkway Station costs in the
Dawn-Parkway Easterly Demand functional classification which is allocated based on
distance-weighted design day demands and results in an allocation of 76.5% of costs to
Rate M12/C1.

The proposed cost allocation methodology for Parkway Station costs allocates
measuring and regulating costs in proportion to the bi-directional design day demands
of the Parkway Station; compressor costs in proportion to the easterly design day
demands requiring compression at Parkway; and all remaining Parkway Station costs in
proportion to the Parkway Station measuring and regulating and compressor net plant.
The allocation to Rate M12/C1 is 90.5%, 91.1%, and 90.6% of Parkway Station
measuring and regulating, compressor, and all other costs, respectively.

The proposed cost allocation methodology increases the Parkway Station costs
allocated to Rate M12/C1 from 76.5% to approximately 91% resulting in the increase in
allocated costs of $7.669 million.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, p4 of 31

Question:

a)

b)

Please discuss the extent to which capital expenditures for system access, system
service, general plant, and overheads, for the Union and EGD rate zones, are
different from one another.

Are the same as one another.

The extent to which each type of investment project may be labeled differently in
two rate zones. Please lease provide examples for any differences.

Response

a)

The categories of system access, system service, system renewal and general plant
are outlined in Chapter 5 of the Filing Requirements for Electricity Applications.
Legacy EGD and legacy Union each mapped their unique investment categories
based on the descriptions of the categories.

The Union and EGD rate zones have similar types of projects, however capital
spend between the rate zones will vary based on differences associated with the
locations being served. For example, the number of customer attachments and the
prioritization of risks are specific to each rate zone. More specifically:

e EGD rate zone has significantly higher spend in the category of system
access. This is a result of higher customer additions in the EGD rate zone,
which experience higher urban growth compared to the Union rate zones
which are more rural.

e The Union rate zone has higher capital spend in the category of system
service. Union rate zones have a larger need for transmission projects
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compared to EGD rate zone due to the footprint of the legacy system and
growth with the Dawn-Parkway system.

e The capital spend for both EGD and Union rate zones varies in the category
of system renewal based primarily on the timing of in-service dates for future
projects.

e The overheads capitalized differ between Union and EGD rate zones as
each legacy utilities operated under different overhead capitalization
processes. Harmonization of overheads will be achieved through the utility
integration activities.

b) The nature of capital spend is similar between the Union and EGD rate zones,

however the amount of spend will not be similar due to the differences noted in
part a).

Program names vary by legacy utility, however the nature of the capital spend is the
same. For example, EGD rate zone uses the term ‘rebillable relocations’ which is
equivalent to the Union rate zones term of ‘municipal replacement’. One notable
difference in the categorization is the treatment of Integrity program costs. EGD rate
zone separates Integrity work between system renewal and system service whereas
Union categorizes Integrity entirely under system renewal. Also, the EGD rate zone
separates the Meter Exchange Program between system access and system
renewal to distinguish the growth related meters whereas Union rate zones presents
all meter purchases under system renewal. This is a function of how programs have
been historically tracked within the utilities and will be aligned beginning in 2020 as a
result of using a common Asset Management tool.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix C, p18

Question:

Please provide a copy of the Request to Vary for the project.

Response

Please see Exhibit . VECC.1.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Ibid, p23

Question:

The evidence states that the current forecast cost of the project of $35.4 million has
increased from the $25.6 million included in the EB-2018-0108 filing, an increase of
$10.2 million, or 40%, which appears excessive.

a) Please confirm that the cost categories included in the two budgets, namely
material, construction and labour, land costs, contingencies, overheads, and interest
during construction, are the same for both forecasts.

b) Are any new cost categories included in the current 2019 estimate?

c) Please provide details of the proposed cost increases for each cost category noted
above.

Response

a) The table below was filed at Exhibit I.EP.16, page 2 in EB-2018-0305. This table
confirms that the cost categories are the same for both forecasts:

Item No. |Description Cost As Filed in EB-2018-0108 Updated Cost Estimate Variance

a b b-a

1.0 Material Costs $710,107 $710,107 S0

2.0 Labour Costs $17,060,285 $17,060,285 S0

3.0 External & Regulatory Costs $860,000 $1,433,528 $573,528

4.0 Land Costs $301,000 $2,264,746 $1,963,746

5.0 Overhead Costs $759,000 $9,989,358 $9,230,358

6.0 Interest During Construction $208,255 $209,093 $838

7.0 Contingency Costs $5,698,892 $3,687,764 (52,011,128)

8.0 Total Project Cost $25,597,539 $35,354,881 $9,757,342
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b) No new cost categories are included. However, it is important to note that the cost

estimate in the LTC Application (EB-2018-0108) includes only direct overhead costs,
and not indirect overheads (fully burdened costs). The inclusion of indirect
overheads in the ICM request is the main driver of the noted cost difference. The
OEB confirmed that indirect overhead costs (capitalized overheads) are
appropriately included in the ICM funding calculation in the September 12, 2019
Decision and Order in EB-2019-0305.

As indicated in Exhibit I.EP.16, page 2 in EB-2018-0305, variances in estimated
costs relative to what was filed in the LTC application can be attributed to an
increase in the cost related to the required permanent and temporary working
easements for the project and the inclusion of indirect overhead costs.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Windsor Line Leave to Construct Application (EB-2019-0172)

Question:

Please provide a copy of EGI's Argument-in-Chief in EB-2019-0172, EGI's leave to
construct application for the Windsor Line.

Response

Please see Attachment 1.
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tel  416-495-5499 500 Consumers Road

ENBR’DGE Technical Manager EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com North York, Ontario M2J 1P8

Regulatory Applications Canada
Regulatory Affairs

VIA EMAIL, RESS and COURIER

January 27, 2020

Christine Long

Board Secretary

Ontario Energy Board

2300 Yonge Street, 27th Floor
Toronto, ON M4P 1E4

Re: EB-2019-0172 Enbridge Gas Inc. (“Enbridge Gas”)
Windsor Line Replacement Project — Argument-in-Chief

Dear Ms. Long:

In accordance with Procedural Order No.5 dated January 15, 2020, enclosed is
Enbridge Gas’ Argument-in-Chief in the above noted proceeding.

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions.
Yours truly,

(Original Signed)

Rakesh Torul

Technical Manager,

Regulatory Applications

cc:  Guri Pannu, Sr. Legal Counsel
EB-2019-0172 Intervenors


mailto:EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com
mailto:EGIRegulatoryProceedings@enbridge.com
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ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF The Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.0. 1998, c.15,
Schedule B, and in particular, S.90.(1) and S.97 thereof;

AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by Enbridge Gas Inc. for an Order
granting leave to construct natural gas pipelines and ancillary facilities in
the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and County of Essex.

ARGUMENT-IN-CHIEF OF ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

In this project Enbridge Gas Inc. (“Enbridge Gas”) has applied for a leave to
construct a natural gas pipeline in the Municipality of Chatham Kent and the

County of Essex.

Enbridge Gas has requested the following orders from the Ontario Energy Board
(“OEB").

@) Pursuant to Section 90 (1) of the Ontario Energy Board Act (“the Act”),
granting leave to construct approximately 64 kilometres of NPS 6 pipeline
and ancillary facilities and,

(b) Pursuant to Section 97 of the Act, granting approval of the form of
easement agreements as referenced in evidence at Exhibit B, Tab 1,

Section 7.

Overview

A significant portion of the existing pipeline consists of pipe that is between 70 to
90 years old. Along with the age of the pipeline there has been an increasing
amount of pipeline integrity issues. Accordingly, Enbridge Gas is proposing to
construct approximately 64 kilometres of NPS 6 hydrocarbon (natural gas)
pipeline (“Proposed Pipeline”, “Windsor Line” or the “Project”) in order to replace

a section of the existing Windsor NPS 10 pipeline (along with short sections of
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NPS 8 pipe). The Proposed Pipeline will extend between an interconnect at the

existing Enbridge Gas Port Alma Transmission Station (located in the

Municipality of Chatham-Kent) and the intersection of Concession 8 and County
Road 46 (located in the Town of Tecumseh). Construction will take place within
the Towns of Tecumseh and Lakeshore as well as the Municipality of Chatham-

Kent and the County of Essex.

The Windsor Line receives natural gas from the existing Enbridge Gas
Panhandle Transmission Pipeline Line and in turn serves as a trunkline to bring
service to a number of downstream distribution systems as well as residents and
businesses located along its path from Port Alma to the City of Windsor. As
stated in pre-filed evidence at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pg. 1, a total of 399
customers are currently being served off the section of Windsor Line being

replaced.

Design and Construction of the Proposed Pipeline and Ancillary Facilities

5.

Enbridge Gas has designed the Project to meet or exceed all applicable codes
and regulations. Enbridge Gas is proposing to construct the Project in 2020
following its standard construction practices which have been continuously
reviewed and updated to ensure the Project will be constructed safely and that
impact to the lands and environment are minimized. As noted at Exhibit B, Tab 1,

Schedule 5, material is readily available to construct the Project.

As described at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 5, the Project will be designed and
constructed in accordance with the Ontario Regulations 210/10 under the
Technical Standards and Safety Act 2000, Oil and Gas Pipeline Systems. This is
the regulation governing the installation of pipelines in Ontario. The Proposed
Pipeline will also meet or exceed the design and construction requirements of the
applicable current edition of CSA Z662. Areas where abandonment of the
existing pipe is to occur, Enbridge Gas will also comply with all applicable

guideline and code requirements.
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Enbridge Gas is proposing to commence construction of the Project in the spring
of 2020 and be complete by year-end. Additional work such as clean up,

abandonment and the installation of new services will continue into 2021.

Environmental Matters

8.

10.

The OEB’s Environmental Guidelines for the Location, Construction and
Operation of Hydrocarbon Pipelines in Ontario is addressed at Exhibit B, Tab 1,
Schedule 6 of Enbridge Gas’s pre-filed evidence and a copy of Enbridge Gas’s
Environmental Report (“ER”) for the Project is filed in Exhibit C, Tab 6, Schedule
1. In Enbridge Gas’s submission, subject to the implementation of the
recommendations in the ER any potential adverse residual environmental and

socio-economic effects of the Project are not anticipated to be significant.

Following the completion of the ER by Stantec Consulting Ltd., a copy was
provided to the Ontario Pipeline Coordination Committee (“OPCC”) on July 22,
2019. A copy of the ER was also forwarded to the local Conservation Authority,
municipalities including the Town of Tecumseh, the Town of Lakeshore, County
of Essex, Municipality of Chatham-Kent and local First Nations for review and

comment.

The ER identifies various mitigation measures to minimize the impacts of the
Project on the environment. Enbridge Gas will use its standard environmental
inspection program to ensure that the recommendations in the ER are followed
and that all activities comply with whatever Conditions of Approval are mandated
by the OEB.

Landowner Matters

11.

With the Proposed Pipeline being constructed entirely within road allowance, the
land rights necessary for the construction of the Project involve the acquisition of
temporary easement land rights from individual landowners. Fee simple
purchases are also required at the site where existing stations along the

proposed route are being upgraded.
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Enbridge Gas will offer to all landowners where temporary land use is required a
form of Temporary Land Use (“TLU”) agreement. Enbridge Gas has had several
discussions with private landowners. As a result of these discussions and as
noted at Exhibit .STAFF.10 b), Enbridge Gas amended its land right
requirements. Enbridge Gas maintains that all necessary land rights will be in

place prior to the commencement of construction.

To construct the Project, Enbridge Gas also requires permits or agreements with
various agencies and municipalities along the route. These permits and

agreements will be in place prior to construction.

As stated in response to OEB staff interrogatories, Enbridge Gas is installing a
portion of the pipeline (i.e. 29 kilometres) in the County of Essex (the “County”).
Enbridge Gas is currently in negotiations with the County regarding the location
of the Proposed Pipeline in road allowance. Enbridge Gas and the County have
agreed to 23 of 29 kilometres. To date, Enbridge Gas and the County have not
agreed to the location of 6 kilometres of the pipeline within road allowance. For
the remaining 6 kilometres, Enbridge Gas is working with the County on a
pipeline alignment that takes into account a potential road widening the County is
planning to undertake in the future.

Indigenous and Métis Nations Consultation

15.

As detailed at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 8 and further updated in Enbridge
Gas’s responses to Exhibit .STAFF.11, Enbridge Gas has followed the
OEB/Ministry of Energy Northern Development and Mines (‘“MENDM?”) processes
in relation to Indigenous consultation. On January 20, 2020 Enbridge Gas
received a letter from the MENDM advising that Enbridge Gas’s consultation

activities were sufficient.
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Project Need: Pipeline Inteqgrity Concerns

16.

17.

As set out in Enbridge Gas’s pre-filed evidence, the Windsor Line has been
deemed an operational risk. This was further addressed at Exhibit .STAFF.2
where Enbridge Gas states the Windsor Line first became a potential operational
risk back in 2015. As described at Exhibit C, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Enbridge Gas
reviewed a series of alternatives before determining the Project to be the

preferred option.

Below is a summary of the integrity issues that have been highlighted throughout
the evidence including Enbridge Gas’s application, additional interrogatories that
Enbridge Gas provided in advance of the Technical Conference and its answers
to undertakings from the Technical Conference. Enbridge Gas believes if these
issues are not addressed, they impact both the safety and security of the
pipeline. The following is a summary of the main integrity issues impacting the

line:
)] Leaks

There is a history of leakages on the Windsor Line with significant costs to
repair the pipeline in the near future. As indicated in Exhibit . STAFF.2, the
latest leak survey in 2019 confirmed that there are currently 24 active
leaks and 3 inoperable mainline valves. Additionally, if the pipeline were
to be isolated, there would be significant customer outages.

i)  Weldability

All joints prior to the 2000s were made with unrestrained mechanical

couplings and portions of the older vintage pipe are not weldable.
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Depth of Cover/Damage

The Windsor Line also has sections that have poor depth of cover with
less than 0.6 metres that could also pose safety and security of supply
risks if not addressed. There are several exposed ditch crossings and
areas in agricultural fields with depth of cover issues?!. In JT1.18, there
would be an incremental cost of $10 million to $18 million in 2020 through

2022 to address the depth of cover issues.
Costs Spent on Maintenance

As indicated in Exhibit JT1.18, the cost for repair and maintenance is
expected to increase each year. The estimated maintenance costs for the

leak repairs are shown in the table below.

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Total

$203,085 | $169,185 | $250,485 | $381,000 | $685,000 | $857,000

The estimated costs shown in the table include, but are not limited to,
such things as leak surveys, leak monitoring, leak repairs, rectifier

replacements and station maintenance.

Service Interruptions

(@) Asindicated in part i) above, there are 3 inoperable mainline valves

on the Windsor Line. If the pipeline had to be isolated, this will result

in significant customer outages.

1 Enbridge Gas Interrogatory Exhibit . STAFF.2
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Delaying the Project’s in-service date of November 2020 will result in these
integrity concerns becoming increasingly serious and additional funds will be

required to mitigate concerns.

The Facilities:

19.

20.

21.

22.

The NPS 6 Proposed Pipeline is replacing a larger diameter NPS 10 (and smaller
sections of NPS 8 pipe). As stated at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, the Proposed
Pipeline will feature a decrease in pipe diameter and an increase in Maximum
Operating Pressure (“MOP”) as compared to the NPS 10 pipe being replaced.
The existing Windsor Line, the majority of which is NPS 10, operates at a
pressure of 1380 kPa where the Proposed Pipeline would operate at 3450 kPa.
Despite the reduction in diameter, as a result of the increased MOP there will be
no significant change in the capacity available from the Proposed Pipeline at this

time.

The proposed design incorporates the NPS 6 replacement as well as smaller
networks of plastic distribution piping. With the new design, 270 service
connections will connect to the new NPS 6 pipeline and 129 services will connect
to the new distribution network. The Project also involves upgrading 14 existing
stations in order to handle the increase in MOP. Five new stations are planned to

be installed and four existing stations are targeted for abandonment.

The majority of the existing Windsor Line will be removed. However, in areas
where it is not practical to remove the existing pipeline (i.e. road and water

crossings) the pipe will be abandoned in place.

The estimated total cost of the Project is $106.8 million (including indirect
overheads of $14.1 million). The total cost includes the cost of the mainline NPS
6 pipeline as well as the costs of the ancillary facilities (i.e. services, stations and
plastic distribution mains). As detailed at Exhibit . STAFF.6 b), since the Project
was underpinned by integrity requirements (and not growth) a discounted cash
flow (“DCF”) report was not completed. As noted at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 4,
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Enbridge Gas expects the Project will meet the criteria for rate recovery during
the deferred rebasing period through the use of the OEB’s Incremental Capital
Module (“ICM”) mechanism. The ICM request for the Project was included as

part of Enbridge Gas'’s 2020 Rates application (EB-2019-0194)2.

23. The balance of these submissions is organized based on the issues that were
raised by the intervenors, Energy Probe (“EP”) and the Federation of Rental-
Housing Providers (“FRPQO”), OEB staff in its interrogatories and the Technical
Conference. Apart from integrity concerns, the issues for which the parties

above sought further clarity are listed below:
(@) Sizing of the Proposed Pipeline (NPS 6) and Project Alternatives
0] Load growth (forecast and unforecast)

(b) Costing of the Proposed Pipeline compared to Project Alternatives

Sizing of the Proposed Pipeline (NPS 6) and Project Alternatives

24.  Although Enbridge Gas has seen increased natural gas demand within the
Region of Windsor Facilities Business Plan (“FBP”) Study, due to the location of
this forecasted growth it was not a major consideration when designing the
Proposed Pipeline. Rather, the Proposed Pipeline was designed as a “like-for-

like” replacement with the existing NPS 10 Windsor Line in terms of capacity.

25. Enbridge Gas in its pre-filed evidence and interrogatory responses proposed the
installation of an NPS 6 pipeline because the size of the pipeline is capable of
meeting the forecasted demand as well as unforecasted demand that may be
requested in the area. FRPO questioned the use of an NPS 6 pipeline design

based on current demands on the system. FRPO proposed the use of an NPS 4

2 See EB-2019-0194 evidence update submission dated January 15, 2020
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27.
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alternative as well as a “hybrid” option that involved the installation of a portion of
NPS 4 and NPS 6 pipe. In its response to Exhibit .FRPO.12, Enbridge Gas
dismissed the use of an NPS 4 exclusively by stating, that the “NPS 4 pipeline
will not serve the existing demand requirements on design day.” As for the
proposed hybrid option (NPS 4 and NPS 6) Enbridge Gas responded that since
40% of the proposed line requires the capacity of NPS 6 if the hybrid option were
used, Enbridge Gas would be unable to meet unforecasted demand of
commercial and industrial customers outside the Windsor FBP (see
Exhibit . FRPO.15).

In addition to the limitations of meeting unforecasted demand, Enbridge Gas also
expressed the operational restrictions that the NPS 4 provides:

Downsizing any portion of the Project to NPS 4 will limit future growth

potential, including any unanticipated future growth as a portion of NPS 4

will be a bottleneck on the system. It is also inefficient and imprudent to
downsize any portion of a pipe that is capable of flow in both directions

for emergency and/or maintenance related eventss3.

With an NPS 6 pipeline there is a lower chance of customer outages/impacts in
operational or emergency situations due to cold weather. This operational
flexibility was further addressed in response to a series of pre-Technical
Conference questions submitted by FRPO (Exhibit KT1.3 and KT1.6). It was
also addressed in response to Undertaking JT1.3 where Enbridge Gas once
again confirmed that any inclusion of NPS 4 and NPS 2 piping will restrict
capacity for future unforecasted growth, as well as operational and emergency

flexibility.

The unforecasted demand is generally received in the rural Windsor areas from
large agricultural and greenhouse customers. As stated at Exhibit KT1.5 part b)
ii), the locations and demands of these customers are difficult to predict. For this

reason, they are generally not included in the scope of an FBP. Enbridge Gas

3 Enbridge Gas letter dated November 14, 2019
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also acknowledged it has received inquiries surrounding the Port Alma area in
the past two years®. In its response to Undertakings, Enbridge Gas advised it had
received inquiries of approximately 8,000 m3/hour east of Comber. These total
loads demonstrate the importance of the NPS 6 design in order to meet
unforecasted demands in the area of the pipeline. Also, Enbridge Gas received
letters of support from municipalities and other agencies® in the area, such as the
Town of Essex, Windsor-Essex Economic Development, Town of Tecumseh,
Windsor-Essex Regional Chamber of Commerce and the Municipality of
Chatham-Kent. They all unanimously agreed that the Windsor Line Replacement
Project will support future growth in the Windsor-Essex region.

As indicated in response to Undertaking JT1.15, “the Windsor Line would be able
to feed similar customer requests in the future as they are in the area supplied by
the Windsor Line through Port Alma.” At Exhibit KT1.6 Enbridge Gas also raised
the fact that when assessing the NPS 4 and NPS 4 and NPS 6 hybrid options,
future growth on the Windsor Line system will require reinforcement sooner than
if all NPS 6 was installed. This further supports the overall prudency of Enbridge
Gas’s proposal to replace the existing NPS 10 pipeline entirely with NPS 6.

Costing of the Proposed Pipeline compared to Project Alternatives

29.

FRPO also raised concerns with the cost difference between the NPS 4, the
hybrid of NPS 4/6, and the Proposed Pipeline. FRPO has suggested that the
hybrid of NPS4/6 would reduce the cost of the Project by “millions of dollars”®.
FRPO attempted to support this claim by requesting Enbridge Gas to provide
costing details of historical examples of pipeline projects. As part of its November
28, 2019 pre-Technical Conference submission, FRPO requested Enbridge Gas
to provide costing data for specific projects over the last 10 years that range in
size from NPS 2 to NPS 6. Enbridge Gas responded to the request on a best

4 Enbridge Gas Undertaking Response Exhibit JT1.15
5 Enbridge Gas Application, Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, pp 1-6
6 FRPO letter dated November 9, 2019
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effort basis (see Exhibit KT1.4). The response included actual cost schedules
and post construction financial reports that were filed with the OEB for three
pipeline projects that best met the criteria identified in the question.
FRPO requested a unit cost to construct per kilometre for these projects. In
addition, at Exhibit JT1.9 Enbridge Gas was able to provide an average unit cost
to install NPS 2, NPS 4 and NPS 6 in the Windsor Region over the past five
years. FRPO is relying on the unit costs and cost differences to support the
submission that the Windsor Line at NPS 6 and the hybrid NPS 4/6 option cannot
be a difference of $800,000. The primary difference between the NPS 6 and the
hybrid NPS 4/6 stems from materials.

Enbridge Gas cautioned that using the projects above were not appropriate
comparison data points because these average unit costs resulted from small
pipeline projects such as new general infill expansion enhancement to existing
pipelines (i.e. small reinforcements). As mentioned above the Windsor Line
replacement is a much larger project as the pipeline requires a construction of

64 kilometres of pipeline.

Enbridge Gas submits as stated throughout the evidence that the NPS 6 option
provides greater flexibility (maintenance and emergency response), and the
ability to meet unforecasted demand and therefore preventing the need for a
future reinforcement. Considering the difference in cost of $800,000 between the
NPS 6 and the hybrid NPS 4/6, the NPS 6 provides the best option when
considering the factors above.

Conclusion

32.

The Project is needed to address the existing integrity concerns on Windsor Line.
Similarly, as addressed earlier in this submission, if the Project is not constructed
as proposed, the ongoing effort and resources required to address these integrity
concerns will only increase in the future. The proposal to replace the existing

NPS 10 Windsor Line with NPS 6 is prudent from both an operational and
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engineering perspective as well as ratepayer perspective. The Project is the most
effective and prudent way of managing the ongoing safety and reliability of the

Windsor Line.

33. The proposed in-service date for the Project is November 1, 2020. In
Exhibit .STAFF.12, OEB staff proposed certain Conditions of Approval, one of
which was the requirement at 2(b), part i) for Enbridge Gas to give the OEB
notice in writing of the commencement of construction, at least ten days prior to
the date construction commences. Enbridge Gas respectfully requests the 10-
day requirement be removed and that Enbridge Gas be required to provide
notice, at the latest, at the beginning of construction. Enbridge Gas would like to
begin construction immediately in order to ensure the in-service date of the
project is preserved and submits that no party will be adversely affected by this
timing. In order to facilitate efficient project development and meet its proposed
in-service date, Enbridge Gas respectfully requests the OEB issue its approval in

a timely manner.

All of which is respectfully submitted, this 27™" day of January 2020

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

[original signed by]

Guri Pannu, Senior Legal Counsel
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix C, p27

Question:

a) Please provide any documents related to customer consultations for the Windsor
Line, including the formal consultation process, any letters or other communications,
either in support of or opposed to the proposed Windsor Line investment.

b) Please provide any studies done by EGI on the pipeline integrity issues, including
studies pursuant to the pipeline integrity management program, which prompted
the decision to propose the Windsor Line.

Response

a) Please see Exhibit .EP.12.

b) The question of need for the Windsor Line Replacement project is being addressed
in the LTC application (EB-2019-0172). As described in evidence in that
proceeding, the Windsor line was risk assessed based on the known integrity issues
associated with the pipeline supported by past surveys and inspections such as
leakage and depth of cover to underpin the justification to senior management. For
additional detail regarding the integrity concerns specific to the Windsor line please
refer to EB-2019-0172 Exhibit B Tab 1 Schedule 1, pages 1-2; EB-2019-0172
Exhibit I.Staff.2, page 2; and EB-2019-0172 Exhibit JT1.19, page 1. No additional
studies pursuant to the Pipeline Integrity Management Program were completed in
association with the justification of this pipeline replacement.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Windsor Line Leave to Construct Application (EB-2019-0172)

Question:

The Leave to Construct application is ongoing and EGI's Argument-in-Chief was filed on
January 27, 2020 (a few days ago). The intervenors' arguments are due February 10,
2020, and the Reply Argument is due February 24, 2020. Given the fact that the need
for the project has not yet been determined by the Board, and that the Board will not
likely make a decision until later this spring, and that EGI has stated in its Argument-in-
Chief (p12) in the Leave to Construct application that it objects to providing the Board
with ten days' notice of commencement of construction, due to the need to commence
construction the day after the Board approves its application, if the Board does approve
the application, please discuss why the Board should approve ICM status for the project
in 2020 at this time, given the likelihood that the project will not be completed and in-
service by December 31, 2020. Please discuss fully.

Response

Enbridge Gas does not agree with the premise of the question that suggests the
Windsor Line Replacement Project will not be completed and in-service by December
31, 2020. As stated in its EB-2019-0172 Argument-in-Chief (dated January 27, 2020),
Enbridge Gas requested the removal of the condition of approval that requires 10 days’
notice of commencement of construction. Rather, Enbridge Gas proposed it be allowed
to provide notice to the Board, at the latest, at the beginning of construction. Not only
will this ensure Enbridge Gas meets the Project in-service date of November 1, 2020,
but as stated in its Argument-in-Chief, no party would be adversely affected by this
timing.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix C, p28

Question:

Please provide the cost of capital parameters provided by the Board for Union's 2013
cost of service application.

Response

Union’s 2013 Board approved cost of capital parameters are provided at Note (1), to
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, page 2 of this proceeding. Within Union’s
2013 Rates Application, EB-2011-0210, the Board approved cost of capital parameters
were provided at Schedule 3 of the Draft Rate Order Working Papers, which were filed
on December 13, 2012, and is provided as Attachment 1 to this response.
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EB-2011-0210
Rate Order
Working Papers
Schedule 3

UNION GAS LIMITED
Summary of Cost of Capital
Calendar Year Ending December 31, 2013

Utility Capital Structure Requested
Line Cost Rate Return
No. Particulars ($000s) (%) % ($000s)
(@ (b) (©) (d)
As Filed
1 Long-term debt 2,257,972 60.35 6.50% 146,868
2 Unfunded short-term debt (115,296) (3.08) 1.31% (1,510)
3 Total debt 2,142,676 57.27 145,358
4 Preference shares 102,248 2.73 3.05% 3,117
5 Common equity 1,496,617 40.00 9.58% 143,376
6 Total rate base 3,741,542 100.00 291,851
Per Settlement Agreement
7 Long-term debt 2,234,597 60.17 6.53% 145,957
8 Unfunded short-term debt (108,513) (2.92) 1.31% (1,422)
9 Total debt 2,126,084 57.25 144,535
10 Preference shares 102,248 2.75 3.05% 3,117
11 Common equity 1,485,555 40.00 9.58% 142,316
12 Total rate base 3,713,887 100.00 289,969
13 Change (27,655) (1,883)
Per Board Decision
14 Long-term debt 2,289,139 61.66 6.53% 149,481
15  Unfunded short-term debt (15,221) @ (0.41) 1.31% (199)
16 Total debt 2,273,918 61.25 149,281
17 Preference shares 102,248 2.75 3.05% 3,117
18 Common equity 1,336,593 36.00 8.93% @ 119,358
19 Total rate base 3,712,759 100.00 271,756
20 Change (1,128) @ (18,212)
Board Approved
21 Long-term debt 2,289,139 61.30 6.53% 149,481
22 Unfunded short-term debt (1,287) @ (0.03) 1.31% (17)
23 Total debt 2,287,852 61.26 149,464
24 Preference shares 102,248 2.74 3.05% 3,117
25  Common equity 1,344,432 @ 36.00 8.93% @ 120,058
26 Total rate base 3,734,532 100.00 272,639
27 Change 21,773 @ 883
Notes
(6] Reduction to rate base reflects non-utility allocation changes and the depreciation during the time the St. Clair Line
was removed from rate base. This adjustment reduces the unfunded short-term debt found in J5.4 line 8 as follows:
Utility / non-utility cost allocation (104)
St Clair Line rate base reduction (1,024)
(1,128)
debt component at 64% (722)
Unfunded short-term debt per J5.4 line 8 column (a) (14,499)
Adjusted total (15,221)

) ROE is calculated per EB-2009-0084 based on September 2012 data.

3) Updated for January 2013 QRAM, 36% equity and 64% unfunded short-term debt.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pp4 and 5

Question:

Please provide the costs of the proposed community expansion capital projects, which
will be constructed in 2020, which are not included in the budget figures contained in
Tables 1 and 2. Please confirm which of those costs are for the account of the regulated
utility and which costs will be covered by government or customer contributions

Response

The economic feasibility for each community expansion project is derived using the
Board’'s EBO 188 Guidelines. Pursuant to those guidelines and Enbridge Gas’
community expansion program, economic feasibility is calculated to ensure that each
project is not subsidized by existing customers (i.e., each community expansion project
has an expected profitability index (PI) of 1.0). The costs for each community
expansion project are recovered through existing rates, the system expansion
surcharge (SES), contributions from municipalities and/or First Nations (in the form of
tax or levy holidays for a period of time which serves to reduce project costs) and
government grants. The contributions to each project are expected to recover all costs
associated with each project, inclusive of capital, O&M, taxes, depreciation and return.

The table below lists the community expansion projects for which construction will
commence subsequent to Enbridge Gas obtaining all required approvals. The total
forecast capital cost and the government grant provided under Bill 32 are provided for
each project. Also provided are the forecast present value of contributions from
customers (i.e., revenues derived through the SES) and contributions from
municipalities and/or First Nations (i.e., avoided costs due to tax or levy holidays).



Project Name

Cornwall Island

Project
Hiawatha First
Nation Project

Northshore and
Peninsula Roads

Project
Saugeen First
Nation Project

*The total project capital cost is the present value (discounted) of the gross capital spend

Total Capital
Project
Cost*

$8,418,045
$5,286,857

$9,866,268

$2,510,834

Contribution
from
Enbridge
(Recovered
from rates)**
$728,320
$417,407

$506,611

$248,647

Recovery from

System

Expansion

Surcharge ***
$4,037,867
$1,671,300

$559,647

$424,447

Filed: 2020-02-21
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Contribution
from

municipality or
First Nation**

$201,858
$58,150

$130,010

$37,740

Government
Funding (Bill
32)
($Millions)
$3,450,000
$3.140,000

$8,670,000

$1,800,000

**The contribution from Enbridge includes discounted regular rate revenue as well as the discounted

impact of O&M expense, property tax expense, and income tax expense.

***The recovery from System Expansion Surcharge and contribution from municipality & First Nation
numbers are discounted to present equivalent dollars.



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit . BOMA.12
Page 1 of 1

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Building Owners and Managers Association, Greater Toronto (“BOMA”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Ibid
Question:

Please provide the projected 2020 in-service additions for the capital expenditures
shown on these Tables.

Response

The capital expenditure amount in 2020 represents the in-service additions. Also,
please see Exhibit .LPMA.8 b).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 2

Question:

The evidence states that customers have responded positively to the changes EGI has
made to its e-billing practices. Please provide evidence to support this. Please provide
copies of all relevant customer research specific to EGI undertaken prior to making
these changes.

Response

Enbridge Gas believes that the execution of the customer experience program is the
main driver of the increase in NPS. As shown in Figure 5 in the pre-filed evidence, the
NPS has experienced a steady upward trend from Q1 2018 to Q4 20109.

Enbridge Gas did not undertake any customer research prior to making the changes to
its eBilling practice. Please see Exhibit .CCC.2.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 1

Question:

EGI has made e-billing the default billing method for new customers and has switched
existing paper bill customers to e-billing for all customers who, for any reason, had
previously provided an email address to the Company without prior consent on their
part. Did EGI undertake any customer research regarding the decision to switch
customers to e-billing without their prior consent? If so, what were the results of this
research?

Response

Please see Exhibit I.CCC.1.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 5

Question:

The evidence states that EGI will continue to develop strategies that increase
myAccount adoption to all customers. Please explain the ways in which EGI will
increase myAccount adoption.

Response

Enbridge Gas will continue to promote myAccount adoption through ongoing interaction
with customers. This includes:

e Utilizing the Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system to promote the availability
of self-service for many transactions via myAccount

e Having contact centre agents encourage customers to try the most straight-
forward transactions via myAccount

e Having contact centre agents co-browse with customers to navigate through a
transaction using myAccount (co-browsing technology allows an agent to view
the customer’s screen and see exactly what they are seeing to help them
navigate)

e Adding new transactions to the virtual assistant (cozE)

e Adding other new and convenient features to myAccount including additional
billing/energy use insights

Every time Enbridge Gas interacts with a customer, it is an opportunity to educate them
on the features and benefits of myAccount.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 15

Question:

The evidence indicates that from January 2018 to November 2019 e-billing adoption
went from 32% to 57%. To what extent was this adoption related to switching
customers without their prior consent?

Response

Information about the number of customers converted to eBill in 2019 is set out in
paragraph 38 (Table 1) of Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1. As explained in paragraphs 35
to 37, Enbridge Gas’s 2019 eBill strategy included three core components. One of
these was to switch customers who had previously provided an email address from
paper bills to eBill. The total number of customers switched was just over 530,000,
However, some customers did revert back to paper billing and the 58% adoption rate
reflects these losses. After incorporating these losses approximately 11% of the 25%
increase in adoption from January 2018 to November 2019 can be attributed to
switching customers who had previously provided an email address.

1 The total number of customers switched is the sum of Union rate zone customers of 171,905 and EGD rate zone
customers of 358,384 as shown in paragraph 37 (ii) of Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1. The number of customers
switched in the EGD rate zone was incorrectly shown as 331,480 at paragraph 37 (ii). Enbridge Gas will file a
correction to the evidence with the interrogatory response.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 17

Question:

Please identify when the decision was made to move customers who had provided EGI
an email address to e-billing? Was there a business case developed in support of this
decision. If so, please provide that business case analysis.

Response

The final decision was made in January 2019.

The overall strategy was developed to deliver savings as contemplated under the
MAADs incentive regulatory framework which includes a 0.3% stretch factor. The
details of this strategy were documented in a PowerPoint presentation included in the
attachment to this interrogatory.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1

Question:

What have been the annual savings achieved by EGI in 2018 and 2019 as a result of
the conversions to e-billing? What are the overall savings expected for 2020? Please
explain how these amounts were derived.

Response

Savings related to eBill are approximately $10 per customer, which is almost all related
to savings for postage. Any savings achieved from avoiding paper bill production costs
are offset by electronic imaging, storage and hosting costs.

During 2018, the legacy utilities were operated separately. The practice of converting
customers who had provided email addresses was not in place at either legacy utility in
2018, so no savings were achieved from conversions in 2018. However, the legacy
utilities would have achieved savings of around $10 per customer for each customer
who switched to eBill that year (adjusted for how far into the year when the switch took
place).

Enbridge Gas achieved approximately $3.7 million in savings in 2019 from converting
customers to eBill. This reflects the fact that savings are not fully effective in the first
year as conversions are achieved throughout the year.

Savings expected in 2020 are between $5.5 million and $6.0 million based on what was
achieved in 2019. Further savings may be achieved depending on the additional
adoption of eBill in 2020.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Consumers Council of Canada (“CCC")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. B/T3/S1/p. 25

Question:

The evidence indicates that Late Payment Charges in 2019 were $18.7 million. Please
explain why LPP charges are so high? What is the LPP amount embedded in base
rates?

Response

As outlined in the table below, LPP charges in 2019 were in line with the most recent
Board-approved amounts embedded in base rates, as well as actual LPP experience in
recent years.

($ millions) Most Recent 2018 Actuals
Board Approved

Union Gas (1) $6.5 (2013) $7.3
EGD (2) $10.1 (2018) $11.9
Total $16.6 $19.2

(1) EB-2019-0105 Exhibit C, Tab 2, Appendix A, Schedule 12

(2) EB-2019-0105 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Appendix C, Schedule 5
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit A, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 3 of 4

Question:

At Exhibit A, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 3, EGI states: "To account for certain major
capital projects, Enbridge Gas is seeking Board approval of cost allocation methodology
changes to the Panhandle System and St. Clair System, Parkway Station and Dawn
Station. Enbridge Gas is proposing to implement the cost allocation methodology
changes as part of its next rebasing proceeding."

As CME understands it, EGI is looking for the Board's approval of an updated cost-
allocation methodology as part of this proceeding, but this new methodology would not
be put into rates until EGI's next rebasing. In this regard:

a) Please confirm if CME's understanding of EGI's proposal is correct.
b) To the extent that CME's understanding is correct, is it EGI's view that the issue of

cost allocation methodology would already be fully decided and approved by the
Board and thus out of scope or unnecessary for the next rebasing application?

c) If the answer to (b) is no, please explain EGI's view on what it believes the Board's
role would be during the rebasing application. Please give specific reference to the
interaction between any undecided elements of the cost allocation methodology, and
those elements that EGI is seeking the Board to approve as part of this application.

Response

a) Confirmed.
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b) No. The cost allocation methodologies changes to the Panhandle System and
St. Clair System, Parkway Station and Dawn Station may be approved by the Board
in this proceeding, but these methodologies would then be part of Enbridge Gas’s
overall cost allocation study, which is subject to Board review and approval at
rebasing. Please see Exhibit .LPMA.2.

c) Please see Exhibit .LPMA.2.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 7 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 7, EGI states: "EGD rate zone system renewal
capital expenditures are mainly driven by Main Replacements, Meter
Exchanges/Replacements, Compressor Equipment, Regulator Refits and Service
Relays. Union rate zones system renewal capital expenditures are mainly driven by
Stations Replacements, Vintage Pipeline Replacement, the Integrity Management
Program, Compression Equipment, and the Meter Exchange Program.”

a) Please explain why the drivers of system renewal capital expenditures are so varied

as between the EGD rate and Union rate zones.

Response

Please see Exhibit . BOMA.4.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 17 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 17, EGI describes the NPS 30 Don River
Replacement Project.

a) Please update the table provided at Energy Probe Interrogatory 16(a) in EB-2018-
0305 to include the current proposed Don River Replacement Project Cost. Please
also explain any delta between the costs set out in EB-2018-0305 to now.

Response

The project is still in progress and has not yet been completed. There is no change in
the estimated project costs as shown in the table in Exhibit .EP.16 a) in the EB-2018-
0305 proceeding.

Please see Exhibit .VECC.1. In this response Enbridge Gas provides the change
request approved by the Board for the Project. In that request Enbridge Gas indicates
that there are no changes to the current estimate of project costs.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 18 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 18, EGI describes why the NPS 30 Don River
Replacement Project has been rescheduled. With respect to the scheduling of the
project:

a) When did EGI originally anticipate receiving the necessary permits to proceed with
the NPS 30 Done River Replacement, and when were they actually received?

b) What was the original construction schedule?
c) Did EGI investigate the possibility of changing the timing of the customer's planned

maintenance shutdown? If so, what was the result of that investigation. If not, why
not?

Response

a) Enbridge Gas originally anticipated receiving the permits by December 2018.
Different permits were received at various times. The delay of receiving permits
resulted in Enbridge Gas adjusting the construction schedule to complete segments
in allowable areas as those permits were received. The first segment was permitted
in May 2019.

b) Please see Exhibit .VECC.2.
c) Enbridge Gas could not alter the timing of the planned maintenance shutdowns.

Enbridge Gas has investigated the possibility of changing the timing of the
customer’s planned maintenance shutdowns on prior projects and these discussions
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were also held for the Don River Replacement project. It has been Enbridge Gas’
experience in the past that the timing of these planned shutdowns cannot be altered.
This was the case for the Don River Replacement project as well. As a result,
Enbridge Gas has had to plan and work around the planned shutdowns to ensure
that it does not impact the customer’s business and operations.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 19 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 19, EGI describes the Windsor Line Replacement
Project.

a) Please provide a table similar to those provided by EGI at Energy Probe
Interrogatory 16(a) in EB-2018-0305 regarding the Windsor Line Replacement
Project and the costs both during the leave to construct application, and the current
anticipated costs.

Response

Please see Exhibit . SEC.11.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 20 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 20, EGI provides business case summaries for
the NPS 30 Don River Replacement Project and the Windsor Line Replacement Project.

a) Please provide the full business cases for the NPS 30 Don River Replacement
Project
and the Windsor Line Replacement Project rather than simply the business case
summaries.

Response

a) The business case for the NPS 30 Don River Replacement Project can be found at
Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C (Business Case ID: 6423).

The business case for the Windsor Line Replacement Project can be found at
Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix D (AMP ID 212, 913).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 21 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 21, EGI states: "Rather, the Bridge itself would be
remediated to ensure structural stability against future flood events. Preliminary
discussions identified the need for the use of some kind of sheet pile structures as a
permanent remediation for the erosion around the bridge abutments. Based on the
sensitivity of the adjacent 1911 (107 year old) twin bell and spigot 30" cast iron sanitary
sewer mains (on wood piles), this option was deemed not viable."

a) Was the determination that this option was not viable made by Enbridge, or another
stakeholder, such as the City of Toronto, TRCA or Metrolinx?

Response

a) Enbridge Gas determined it was not viable due to the risk associated with working in
the vicinity of the twin sanitary sewers.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 21 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 21, EGI states: "In addition, from an Enbridge
construction and maintenance perspective, the installation of a pipeline on a bridge is
deemed to be a last resort."

a) Why are pipeline installation on bridges deemed to be a last resort?

Response

a) Please see Exhibit . EGDI.Staff.12 from the EB-2018-0108 proceeding which can be
found at the following link:

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/lHPECMWebDrawer/Record?g=casenumber:EB-2018-
0108&sortBy=recReqgisteredOn-&paqgeSize=400#form1

In addition to the rationale for avoiding pipeline installation on bridges provided in the
response above, pipeline installation on bridges creates several issues not typically
found with buried infrastructure. These issues include:

e Corrosion issues — weather and road salt damages pipe coating leading to
corrosion of pipe.

e Potential damage issues — exposed pipe on bridge structure is subject to
damage from debris or other hazards.

¢ Maintenance, inspection and repair issues — pipe on bridge structure presents
challenges for proper inspection, maintenance and required repairs to the pipe
or support systems.


http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:EB-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:EB-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
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e Vandalism and security issues — exposed pipe on bridge structure is subject to
damages from vandalism resulting in security concerns.

e Issues with pipeline supports (hangers and guides) attached to bridge —
corrosion resulting in failure of support systems.

e Bucking and bending of pipe issues — pipe hanging on bridge structure
experience movement and stress transferred by bridge structure results in pipe
damage and possible failure.

e Higher O&M expenses — based on Enbridge Gas experience, there are
ongoing maintenance costs associated with pipelines on bridges, especially
every three/five years when a full detailed inspection is completed and has

resulted in costly refurbishment and repairs of pipe, coating and pipe support
systems.

For these reasons Enbridge Gas believes that pipeline installation on bridges are
a last resort.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 page 21 of 31

Question:

a) Please confirm that EGI did not engage in a cost or timeline estimate for any of the
other proposed options for the NPS 30 Don River Replacement Project.

Response

a) Confirmed. Please see Exhibit .EGDI.Staff.12 in the EB-2018-0108 leave to
construct proceeding for the Project which can be found at the following link:

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/lHPECMWebDrawer/Record?g=casenumber:EB-2018-
0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1



http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:EB-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:EB-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1 pages 25 and 26 of 31

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pages 25-26, EGI states: "Enbridge investigated
replacing the entire pipeline including the section that does not have a major leak
history and has no active leaks (Remaining Pipeline)

The City of Windsor is planning phased road reconstruction along the Remaining
Pipeline which is expected to take place over the coming years. Enbridge plans to
complete the replacement of portions of the Remaining Pipeline in phases alongside the
municipal roadwork."

a) Please explain why Enbridge would need/plan to replace the Remaining Pipeline at
all if it does not have a major leak history and has no active leaks.

Response
a) As stated in EB-2019-0172 at Exhibit C, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pg. 18,
Enbridge Gas proposes that the Remaining Pipeline be replaced in the

future when the integrity risk of this portion of the line becomes a larger
concern or when the capacity created by this replacement is required.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pages 2 and 20 of 29;

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 2, EGI states: "Customers have responded
positively to this change and relevant business metrics indicate Enbridge Gas has been
successful thus far in both improving customer service and reducing costs."

At Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 20, EGI states: "As anticipated given the scale of
the eBill transition, Enbridge Gas experienced increased call and complaint volume
relating to eBilling in 2019."

a) Has EGI conducted customer engagement to determine if the eBilling change, and the
method of implementing EGI's eBilling was either:

i. Desired by customers; or
ii. Positively received by customers.

b) If the answer to (a) is yes, please provide the results of those customer engagements to
the extent that they are not already a part of the record. If the answer to (a) is no, why
not?

Response

a)
i) No
i) No

b) Enbridge Gas utilizes a voice-of-the-customer program to regularly monitor customer
engagement and feedback. It is not being used to specifically track how customers
received the change in eBilling. However, it is used to monitor quality on various
transactions and overall Net Promotor Score. Also, please see Exhibit I.Staff.9 a).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters (“CME")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pages 2 and 20 of 29;

Question:

At Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 19, EGI states: "While commercial customers
have been included within the transition to eBilling, the distribution of customers on eBill
skews toward residential customers given they represent the lion's share of Enbridge
Gas's customer accounts.”

a) Does EGI possess disaggregated data on commercial and/or industrial customers
regarding:

I.  The adoption rate of the eBilling system as compared to how many continue
to use paper bills; and

ii.  The number of complaints received from these customer segments relative to
the number of total customers?

b) If the answer to (a) is yes, please provide that data to the extent that it is not already
part of the record.

Response
a)
I. The adoption rate of eBilling for commercial customers can be found in
Table 2 in the pre-filed evidence.

il. The information requested is not available.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 4, Tables 1 and 2

Question:

a)

Please explain the category of capital expenditures shown in Tables 1 and 2 as
Total Overheads.

b) Please explain how the amount of Total Overheads was determined in each table.

c) Please file a table showing the percentage of capital costs that are due to Total
Overheads for each year from 2014 to 2023 for the EGD Rate Zone and for the
Union Rate Zone.

d) Please explain the differences from year to year and between EGD and Union Rate
Zones in the percent of capital costs that are due to Total Overheads.

Response

a) The overheads per rate zone differ between Union and EGD as the utilities each

operated under different overhead capitalization policies and processes.
Harmonization of overheads will be achieved through the utility integration activities.
As noted in the response to an OEB Staff Interrogatory to the EB-2018-0305 Rates
Application filed at Exhibit I.Staff.32(c), the category of total overheads is made up
the following:

EGD overheads are comprised of four cost components:

e Administrative & General overheads (A&G). A&G are costs that support the
delivery of capital projects but cannot be tied directly to a particular project. It
is the capitalization of support services based on an approved OEB rate of
capitalization for departments such as HR, Finance, and IT, Legal, Executive,
Supply Chain, Regulatory, etc.
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e Departmental Labour Costs (DLC). DLC are determined by the degree of
support each functional group provides directly to capital projects. DLC is
generally allocated from Operations and Engineering departments.

¢ Interest during construction

e Alliance partner overheads

Union overheads are comprised of three cost components:

¢ Indirect overhead allocations (OH). OH are costs that support the delivery of
capital projects but cannot be tied directly to a particular project. It is the
capitalization of support services such as HR, IT, Finance, Legal, etc. and direct
capital support (Engineering, Operations)

e Alliance partner overheads

e District contractor pre-work costs

b) The total overheads are calculated as the sum of the inputs per rate zone as
explained in a) above.

c) Please see the tables below:

Line EGD Rate Zone 2014 2015 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
No. Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Budget | Budget | Budget | Budget
1 | Total Capital 610.1 | 1,015.3 | 593.5| 427.8 | 411.6| 507.4| 517.2| 536.0| 701.1| 4934
2 | Total Overheads | 141.3 1459 | 156.4 | 148.1| 140.2 | 151.6| 156.8| 140.8| 143.9| 1484

3 30.1% | 16.8% | 35.8% | 52.9% | 51.7% | 42.6% | 43.5% | 35.6% | 25.8% | 43.0%

Overhead %

Line | Union Rate 2014 | 2015 2016 2017 | 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
No. | Zone Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Budget | Budget | Budget | Budget
1 | Total Capital 482.9 | 695.2 1,038.2 717.5| 5131 509.6 | 528.3| 746.3| 493.5| 629.9
2 | Total Overheads 68.2 71.5 77.2 78.6 81.0 83.1 76.4 80.0 80.0 80.0
3 | Overhead % 16.4% | 11.5% 8.0% | 123% | 187% | 19.5% | 16.9% | 12.0% | 19.3% | 14.5%

Note that years 2014-2018 represent capital expenditure and years 2019-2023
represent in-service capital additions These overheads percentages are for illustrative
purposes only and do not represent the overheads capitalization rate for ICM projects

d) The overheads per rate zone differ between Union and EGD as the utilities each
operated under different overhead capitalization processes prior to amalgamation.
Harmonization of overheads will be achieved through the utility integration activities.
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The overhead as a percentage of capital projects will fluctuate on an annual basis
depending on the amount of in-service capital projects in the year.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

EB-2014-0219 Report of the OEB — New Policy Options for the Funding of Capital
Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, September 18, 2014, p.17. Exhibit B, Tab
2 Schedule 1, Page 10, Table 3

Question:

Please provide the Working Papers for the Rate Zone threshold calculations, including
all relevant references and assumptions and explanatory notes

Response

Please refer to the Updated Evidence: 2020-01-15, EB-2019-0194, Exhibit B, Tab 2,
Schedule 1, page 10 for Table 3: ICM Threshold Capital Expenditure Calculation by
Rate Zone.

Price Cap Index Assumption:

e For the PCI assumption update please refer to the Interrogatory response of the
Technical Conference 2019-11-20, EB-2019-0194, Exhibit KT1.2.

e PCl update was updated to 1.61% from 1.66% as stated in original evidence due
to Stats Canada revised figures.

Growth Factor Assumption:

e For details of the growth factor calculation for both Rate Zones please refer to
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 10, Table 4 of the evidence.

e For the inputs required for the growth factor calculation please refer to the
evidence Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix B, page 4 and page 8 of the
evidence.
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Rate Base and Depreciation Expense Assumption

e For the Rate Base and Depreciation details please refer to Exhibit B, Tab 2,
Schedule 1, page 13, Table 5 of the evidence.
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The detailed 2020 threshold calculation for EGD Rate Zone is presented below:

ICM THRESHOLD CALCULATION (EGD RZ)

ICM Threshold calculation 2018 2020

ICM THRESHOLD CALCULATION FORMULA

ICM Threshold Value = 1 +[ (rb/d) * (g + PCI * (1 + g))] * ((1 + g) * (1 + PC))*n-1 + 10%

Threshold Factor 10%

Base year 2018

Rate base 6,246

Rebasing Depreciation Expense 305
Growth Factor 1.04%
PCl 1.31%

Base Year

N - Number of years since

rebasing 1 2
Calculation of multiplier _
i. Growth factor 1st bracket: ((rb/d)*(g + PCI * (1 + g))) 48.33%
ii. Growth factor 2nd bracket: ((1 + g) * (1 + PCI))*n-1 102%
iii. ICM multiplier 1.59

2020 ICM Threshold value (ICM multiplier * base year depr'n) S 487.1
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The detailed 2020 threshold calculation for UG Rate Zone is presented below:

ICM THRESHOLD CALCULATION (UG RZ)

ICM Threshold calculation 2013 2020
ICM THRESHOLD CALCULATION FORMULA
ICM Threshold Value = 1 +[ (rb/d) * (g + PCI * (1 + g))] * ((1 + g) * (1 + PCI))*n-1 + 10%
Threshold Factor 10%
Base year 2013
Rate base 5,331
Rebasing Depreciation Expense 239
Growth Factor 1.54%
PCI 1.31%
Base Year
N - Number of years since
rebasing 1 7
Calculation of multiplier )
i. Growth factor 1st bracket: ((rb/d)*(g + PCI * (1 +g))) 64.10%
ii. Growth factor 2nd bracket: ((1 + g) * (1 + PCl))*n-1 119%
iii. ICM multiplier 1.86
2020 ICM Threshold value (ICM multiplier * base year depr'n) S 444.1
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

EB-2014-0219 Report of the OEB — New Policy Options for the Funding of Capital
Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, September 18, 2014, p.20; Exhibit B, Tab
2 Schedule 1, Page 11- Growth factor

Preamble:

ACM Report: “The value for g is the percentage difference in distribution revenues
between the most recent complete year and the approved base year, for ICM requests
and for ACM rate rider approvals in a Price Cap IR application. In the first or second IR
years following rebasing, a distributor may not have a complete year of data following
the cost of service base year. Therefore, for these years, the growth factor may be
updated to the difference between the Board approved distribution revenues from the
last cost of service application and the most recent complete year prior to the rebasing
year.”

Question:

a) For the Union rate Zone the average growth rate from 2013-2018 has been used; for
the EGD Rate zone a single year 2017-2018 is used. Please indicate EGI’'s
interpretation of how the ACM Report applies to calculation of the annual growth
rates post amalgamation.

b) Please provide the actual annual growth rates for each of Union and EGD for each
of the last 5 years and calculate the average for each and the standard deviation.

c) Please provide for each rate zone the growth rates and threshold calculations using
i) the 5-year average growth rate
i) the last complete rate year

iil) 2019 rate year.

d) Compare the percentages to those filed at Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix B,
Page 4 and Page 8.
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Response

a) Enbridge Gas has used the Board approved parameters?, which includes the growth
factor, Price Cap index, Rate Base and Depreciation to calculate the ICM materiality
threshold for the EGD and Union rate zones.

b) to d).

Not applicable to the current proceeding since the growth factor is being calculated as
per the Board policy. See the response to part a) above.

1 EB-2014-0219 Report of the OEB — New Policy Options for the funding of Capital Investments: Supplemental
Report, January 22, 2016; Section 4.2 and Appendix A & Appendix B; EB-2017-0306 and EB-2017-0307 Decision
and Order, August 30, 2018
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

EB-2014-0219 Report of the OEB — New Policy Options for the Funding of Capital
Investments: The Advanced Capital Module, September 18, 2014, p.22; Exhibit B Tab 2
Schedule 1, Page 14 Eligible Capital Amount Tables 2, 5 and 6.

Preamble:

The ACM Report indicates “If the forecasted total capital expenditures identified in a
Price Cap IR application, are higher than what the distributor documented in its DSP in
its previous cost of service application, the distributor needs to document the increases
and the reasons for these. This approach is unchanged from the current ICM policy”.

Question:

a) Please provide a version of Table 2 showing Actual and Forecast capital
expenditures for 2017, 2018 and estimate for 2019.

b) Please indicate at, a high level, changes from the DSP filed in the EB-2017-
0306/0307 amalgamation/rebasing application, including those listed in paragraph 5,
and the impact of the changes on the 2018 Rate base.

c) Specifically, indicate the impact of the delays and increase in costs of the Don River

Replacement Project on the 2018 and 2019 capital expenditure budgets and the
2020 ICM Threshold.

Response

a) Please find the requested table below, 2017 forecast data is not available.
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Line no. | EGD Rate Zone 2018 A | 2018F | 2019A | 2019F
1 | General Plant 47.3 42.9 70.4 66.3
2 | System Access 108.9 118.5 151.1 133.2
3 | System Renewal 92.3 112.0 1104 125.1
4 | System Service 22.9 17.9 23.9 24.9
5 | Total Overhead 140.2 146.5 151.6 135.9
6 | Total EGD Rate Zone 411.6 437.8 507.4 485.5
Line no. | Union Rate Zone 2018 A | 2018F | 2019A | 2019F
1 | General Plant 48.0 47.8 51.8 49
2 | System Access 83.5 100.8 104.4 114
3 | System Renewal 102.5 107.5 120.1 119.7
4 | System Service 198.1 215.3 148.4 181.2
5 | Total Overhead 81.0 77.2 83.1 76
6 | Total Union Rate Zone 513.1 548.6 507.8 539.9

Notes — 2018 represents capital expenditure, 2019 represents in-service capital.
Excludes Community Expansion and CNG.

In the MAADSs decision in EB-2017-0306/0307, the Board approved the rate base
amount to be used for the ICM threshold determination in the EGD and Union rate
zones! (see page 33). In the EGD rate zone, the rate base to be used for ICM
threshold calculation is the 2018 OEB-approved amount from the Custom IR
application. In the Union rate zones, the rate base amount to be used for ICM
threshold calculation is the 2013 OEB-approved rate base including the rate base
amount for capital pass-through projects during Union’s 2014-2018 IRM term. In the
MAADs proceeding, the Asset Management Plans for the legacy utilities were
provided as part of an interrogatory response and did not support a cost of service
application. The difference between the capital amounts included in the Asset
Management Plans provided for information purposes in the MAADs application and
the amounts that underpin the previously approved rate base amounts for ICM
determination is not relevant in this proceeding.

Please refer to BOMA 6b) for a summary of the change in costs for the Don River
Replacement Project. The main driver for the change is the inclusion of overheads.
These costs are included in the annual budgets and do not cause any additional
impacts. With the delay of the in-service date for the Don River Replacement

! Decision and Order, EB-2017-0306 and EB-2017-0307, August 30, 2018, p.33.
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Project (which moved the recognition of the capital expenditures of the project into
2020) Asset Management re-prioritized work, which accommodated $5.3 million of
the Don River Project within the 2020 ICM threshold.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Pages 18 and 19
Preamble:

“Consistent with Enbridge Gas AMP principles, as noted in EB-2018-0305, Exhibit C1,
Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 87 of 1459, ‘EGD acknowledges that the identification of risks
and the execution of projects is dynamic. As a result, the portfolio is reviewed twice
following optimization, to account for execution status, outstanding risks and
opportunities, and emerging risks and opportunities. During the year, the project scope
may change, or new projects may arise, resulting in cost pressures to the current
portfolio. As these pressures are identified, trade-off decisions are made based on risk
and available capital, a direct demonstration of EGD’s Plan-Do-Check Act model’.”

Question:

a) Please file the portfolio list of projects as it was at the time of the EB-2018-0305 and
the current portfolio list of projects and explain the changes if any.

b) Please explain the process for identification of risks and file a portfolio risk analysis
or a similar report that is presented to management to assist them in investment
decisions. If there is no such report, please explain why not and how managers are
informed of portfolio risks without it.

c) What is EGD’s Plan-Do-Check Act model. Please file a document that explains to
employees how to use the model.

d) Please explain how the Plan-Do-Check Act model was used in the Don River
Replacement Project.
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Response
a) The variances between the Asset Management Plans filed for EGD and Union rate

b)

zones respectively in 2018 relative to the planned spend in the 2020 Asset
Management Plan Addendum can be found in Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1,
Table 2.1-1 and Table 2.2-1. The projects and other factors that have led to these
variances have been articulated in those tables.

In establishing the 10-year Asset Management Plans, both legacy EGD and Union
performed risk assessments at the project or program level as appropriate and
where required in order to prioritize and optimize the work. This process was
described in the Asset Management Plans filed by the two companies in 2018 and
included in the addendum filed in this proceeding, at Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1,
Appendix A Section 4.2, and Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix B Sections
4.2.1.1.3 and 4.2.1.1.4. Risks are identified and brought forward to the Asset Class
Manager on a day-to-day basis and incorporated into the portfolio as appropriate.
Example of emerging risks that were recently incorporated into the portfolio are the
advancement of the replacement of Hamilton Gate Station ($6 million) and relocation
work related to London Rapid Transit ($5.2 million).

Plan-Do-Check Act is an underlying principle of striving for continual improvement in
the Asset Management Program as well as other management systems across the
organization.

The Integrated Management System (IMS) describes how Enbridge Gas manages
its business to be safe and reliable. Specifically, the IMS outlines high-level
management expectations which are common across the organization. The Asset
Management Program (MP-01) is one of eight Management Programs that
comprises Enbridge Gas'’s Integrated Management System — it provides more detail
on how the program meets its regulatory and corporate obligations related to safety
and operational reliability. The IMS is predicated on the underlying principle of
striving for continual improvement through the implementation of the Plan-Do-
Check-Act quality cycle.

As a model for continual improvement, Enbridge Gas applies the Plan-Do-Check-Act
(PDCA) cycle to macro and micro-level activities of the organization. The PDCA
cycle outlines the activities that the Asset Management Program performs to ensure
that changes are executed effectively, and that continual improvement opportunities
are identified.
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Plan Do
f-"t':;” i ;Heck

Plan-Do-Check-Act principles are:

* Plan: Establish objectives and processes necessary to deliver results in
accordance with expected outcomes and performance targets.

* Do: Implement the plan and execute the process.

* Check: Monitor the actual results using assessments, internal reviews and
audits to compare against the expected outcomes and to ascertain any
differences.

* Act: Apply corrective and preventive actions on significant differences between
actual and planned results. Analyze differences between actual and expected
outcomes to determine root causes and how to improve the process.

d) Without defining it as such, the Don River Replacement project has followed the
Plan-Do-Check Act model. As can be seen in Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pages
17-19, Enbridge Gas conducted various studies to determine the integrity of the
bridge structure, short- and long-term remediation options were identified and
executed. During the construction execution phase of the project the PDCA model
was also used in addressing a change to the in-service date as illustrated below:

e Plan — original project plan to go in-service Q4 2019
e Do - started the work, encountered permit and land issues/delays

e Check — re-evaluated project plan and risk in relation to in-service timing
and submitted Request to Vary

e Act — revised project plan and in-service date to Q2 2020
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Pages 20-22, Table 8

Question:

a) Please provide a table that shows the amounts spent on the Don River Replacement
project in 2019 and expected to be spent in 2020.

b) Please provide more details on the almost $10 million increase in Don River
Replacement Project costs from that approved in EB-2018-0108.

c) Please Explain the ICM Project Revenue Requirement calculation based on Capex
of $26,293 million at Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, Page 1.

Response

a) Please see Exhibit .VECC.4.
b) Please see Exhibit . BOMA.6.

c) Please refer to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, page 1, Updated
2020-01-15. The ICM revenue requirement calculation is based on a capital
expenditure of $30,047,000. An explanation of this capital expenditure amount can
be found on page 15, Table 7 and on page 27, Section 4 of the pre-filed evidence
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Updated 2020-01-15.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Exhibit B Updated, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 23
Preamble:

Energy Probe believes that Incremental Capital Module funding for capital projects
should not be used to recover non-incremental costs from ratepayers. Incremental costs
are costs that would only be incurred if the project does proceed. Non-incremental costs
are costs that would be incurred whether the project proceeds or does not proceed.

Question:

Please provide a detailed cost estimate of the Don River replacement project with
supporting calculations for each cost. For each cost please indicate if the cost is an
incremental cost or a non-incremental cost.

Response

Please see Exhibit .CME.3 and Exhibit .LBOMA.6. Based on the definition provided in
this interrogatory 100% of the Don River Replacement Project costs were incremental.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 19
Preamble:

“The proposed NPS 6 pipeline is necessary to replace the existing pipeline due to
integrity concerns. Results from surveys and inspections conducted as part of the
Enbridge Gas Integrity Management Program identified multiple integrity and depth of
cover issues which could pose safety and security of supply concern if not addressed.”

Question:

a) Please explain the nature of integrity concerns and the year in which they were first
raised.

b) Is the Windsor Line the only pipeline in the Enbridge Gas Inc. natural gas distribution
and transmission system in Ontario that has integrity concerns? If there are other
pipelines with integrity concerns, please file the list of these pipelines, describe the
nature of the concerns, and explain the decision process used to prioritize pipeline
replacement projects.

c) What are the “surveys” mentioned in the quote? How frequently were these surveys
conducted and the length of pipeline surveyed? Were survey reports produced? If
not, why not and how were the results communicated to management? If survey
reports were produced, please file them.

d) What are the “inspections” mentioned in the quote? How frequently were these
inspections conducted and the length of pipeline inspected? Were inspection reports
produced? If not, why not and how were the results communicated to management?
If inspection reports were produced, please file them.

e) Please describe the Enbridge Gas Integrity Management Program. How are results
of the program communicated to management? If Integrity Management reports are
produced, please file them. If they are not produced, please explain why not.
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Response
a) The need for the replacement of the Windsor Line is being addressed in the EB-

b)

2019-0172 leave to construct proceeding. For a description of the integrity concerns
associated with the Windsor Line please refer to EB-2019-0172 Exhibit B, Tab 1,
Schedule 1, p.1-2. For the timelines associated with the identification of Windsor
Line integrity risks please refer to Exhibit I.Staff.2 page 2 in EB-2019-0172.

Any specific pipelines that have integrity-related concerns will have mitigation
strategies within the previously filed Asset Management Plans for the respective
legacy companies. Please refer to Legacy Union Asset Plan section 5.4.1.3
Summary of Pipeline Maintenance Capital Projects Page 82. For Legacy EGD,
please refer to the Asset Management plan 2019 section 5.2 Pipe, pages 105-163.

Please refer to EB-2019-0172 Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p 1-2 for a description of
the surveys and inspections completed on the Windsor Line and their frequency.
Please also refer to EB-2019-0172 Exhibit I.Staff.2 p. 2 and EB-2019-0172

Exhibit JT1.19 p. 1 for a summary of results.

See response to c).

The Enbridge Gas Integrity Management program is based off the Legacy Enbridge
Gas Distribution Program which is explained in the 2019 Asset Management Plan,
section 5.2 Pipe, pages 105-163 and section 5.3 Stations, pages 164-198, and
section 5.4 Storage, pages 199-230. Results of the program are communicated
guarterly to management, however these reports are not relevant to the relief being
sought in this application.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 19

Question:

a)

b)

As a part of the consideration of Prudence of the Windsor Line Replacement project
was management presented with a repair vs replace discounted cash flow analysis?
If it was, please file a copy of the analysis. If not, please explain why not, and explain
how a prudent decision could be made without such an analysis.

As a part of the consideration of Prudence of the Windsor Line Replacement project

was management presented with an analysis of alternative replacement pipe sizes?

If it was, please file a copy of the analysis. If not, please explain why not, and explain
how a prudent decision could be made without such an analysis.

Response

a)

b)

No. A repair vs replace discounted cash flow analysis was not completed. As
indicated in EB-2019-0172, Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 1-2, the vast majority
of the Windsor line is 70-90 years old and the identified integrity risks highlight the
extensive concerns on this pipeline that demonstrate it has reached end of life.
Coupled with the fact that significant portions of the pipeline have shallow depth of
cover (refer to EB-2019-0172 Exhibit . STAFF.2 page 2 b)) where the only practical
and viable solution to the depth of cover issues is replacement, the overall
replacement of this pipeline to address all concerns is the most prudent decision.

Please refer to EB-2019-0172, Exhibit C, Tab 3, Schedule 1, Appendix 1 for the
alternatives reviewed by management for the project.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 23
Preamble:

Energy Probe believes that Incremental Capital Module funding for capital projects
should not be used to recover non-incremental costs from ratepayers. Incremental costs
are costs that would only be incurred if the project does proceed. Non-incremental costs
are costs that would be incurred whether the project proceeds or does not proceed.

Question:

Please provide a detailed cost estimate of the Windsor Line replacement project with
supporting calculations for each cost. For each cost please indicate if the cost is an
incremental cost or a non-incremental cost.

Response

Please see Exhibit .VECC.6. Based on the definition provided in this interrogatory
100% of the Windsor Line replacement project costs were incremental.



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit .LEP.11
Page 1 of 1

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 23

Question:

a) Please provide a summary update of the capital expenditures and timing of the
Windsor Line Replacement project

b) Please Explain the ICM Project Revenue Requirement calculation based on Capex
of $80,448 million at Exhibit B Tab 2, Schedule 1 Appendix E Page 2

c) Please confirm there are no incremental revenues from the project.

Response

a) Please see Exhibit .SEC.11 for a summary update of the capital expenditures of the
Windsor Line Replacement project. For the timing of the Project, please see
Exhibit .SEC.12, Attachment 2.

b) Please refer to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, page 2, Updated 2020-01-
15. The ICM revenue requirement calculation is based on a capital expenditure of
$84,248,000. An explanation of this capital expenditure amount can be found in pre-
filed evidence Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 15, Table 7, Updated 2020-01-15.

c) Confirmed.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 27 - Customer Consultation

Question:

Please provide a copy of the specific Customer Consultation Reports for the Don River
Replacement and Windsor Line Replacement.

Response

The reference cited pertains to the Company’s overall efforts related to incorporating
customer feedback in the services it provides and the investments it makes (including
the development of the Asset Management Plan). This is discussed in

Exhibit .STAFF.33 in the 2019 rate proceeding (EB-2018-0305).

In addition to the consultation discussed above, Enbridge Gas, pursuant to the
requirements related to a leave to construct application, also conducts extensive
consultation with government ministries, cities and municipalities, conservation
authorities, Indigenous communities and the general public (i.e., Enbridge Gas
customers). The results of this consultation are documented and summarized in the
Environmental Report (ER) associated with each leave to construct project.

Consultation activities related to the Don River Replacement project can be found in the
ER and the Indigenous Consultation Report (ICR) for the project at the following link:

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/lHPECMWebDrawer/Record?g=casenumber:eb-2018-
0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1

Consultation activities related to the Windsor Line Replacement project can be found in
the ER and the ICR for the project at the following link:

http://www.rds.oeb.ca/lHPECMWebDrawer/Record?g=CaseNumber=EB-2019-
0172&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400



http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:eb-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record?q=casenumber:eb-2018-0108&sortBy=recRegisteredOn-&pageSize=400#form1
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B Updated, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix F, Pages 1 and 2

Question:

a) Please reconcile the 2020 RR for Don River to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1,
Appendix E, Page 1, line 16.

b) Please reconcile the 2020 RR for Windsor Line to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1,
Appendix E, Page 2, line 16.

Response

a) The 2020 revenue requirement associated with the Don River Replacement project
of $0.465 million! is included in the calculation of the average annual revenue
requirement of $2.048 million2. The average annual revenue requirement of
$2.048 million is used in the rate class allocation at Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1,
Appendix F, p. 1.

b) The 2020 revenue requirement associated with the Windsor Line Replacement
project of $(3.616 million)®is included in the calculation of the average annual
revenue requirement of $5.648 million*. The average annual revenue requirement of
$5.648 million is used in the rate class allocation at Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1,
Appendix F, p. 2.

1 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 1, column (a).
2 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 1, column (e).
3 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 2, column (a).
4 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 2, column (e).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix G, Pages 1 and 2

Question:

a) Please reconcile the 2020 RR for Don River to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1,
Appendix F, Page 1, line 13.

b) Please reconcile the 2020 RR for Windsor Line to Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1
Appendix F, Page 2, line 12.

Response

a) The 2020 revenue requirement associated with the Don River Replacement project
of $0.465 million? is included in the calculation of the average annual revenue
requirement of $2.048 million2. The average annual revenue requirement of
$2.048 million is used in the rate class allocation and unit rate calculation at Exhibit
B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix G, p. 1.

b) The 2020 revenue requirement associated with the Windsor Line Replacement
project of $(3.616) million? is included in the calculation of the average annual
revenue requirement of $5.648 million*. The average annual revenue requirement of
$5.648 million is used in the rate class allocation and unit rate calculation at
Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix G, p. 2.

1 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 1, column (a).
2 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 1, column (e).
3 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 2, column (a).
4 Exhibit B, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Appendix E, p. 2, column (e).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Page 5, Table 1

Question:

a) Confirm that the major impacts of the current Cost allocation are to Rates T2 and
M1/C1 other that are paying too much.

b) Provide an analysis of the impact of the Revised Cost allocation on EGD Rate zone
customers that pay the M1/C1 Rate for Dawn Parkway transportation.

c) Provide an analysis of the impact on T2 customers.

Response

a) Confirmed. Rate T2, Rate M12 and Rate C1 have a revenue sufficiency as a result
of the 2019 cost allocation study, including the cost allocation proposals. There is
also a revenue sufficiency for Rate M9, M10, Rate T3 and the gas supply
administration charge.

b) Please see the response at Exhibit .SEC.8.

c) Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part c) for the estimated in-franchise bill impacts
associated with the cost allocation study results, including Rate T2.
Exhibit . STAFF.4, Attachment 1 provides bill impacts including the cost allocation
proposals and Attachment 2 provides bill impacts excluding the cost allocation
proposals.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:
Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 3, Page 2

Question:

a) Please confirm that the revised Panhandle cost allocation shows Rates T2 and C1
Firm are currently overpaying.

b) Please show the Impact to these rates based on their total rate revenue.

c) Confirm that currently Rates M1, M2, M4 and M7 are underpaying. Show the relative
impact based on total revenue, if these rates were increased.

Response

a) Confirmed. The proposed cost allocation methodology changes for the Panhandle
and St. Clair System result in a revenue sufficiency for Rate T2 and Rate C1.

b) Please see Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Rate Class Impacts of the Proposed Panhandle / St. Clair
Cost Allocation Methodology Change

Current Proposed
Approved Panhandle / Rate Class
Line Revenue (1) St. Clair (2) Impact
No. Rate Class ($000's) ($000's) (%)
(a) (b) (c)=(b/a)
1 Rate M1 455,310 5,121 1.1%
2 Rate M2 67,068 1,742 2.6%
3 Rate M4 28,675 3,829 13.4%
4 Rate M7 12,450 1,216 9.8%
5 Rate T2 67,147 (4,886) -7.3%
6 Rate C1 - Other (3) 30,793 (6,948) -22.6%
Notes:

(1) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Table 1, column (a).

(2) Revenue (sufficiency)/deficiency per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule
3, p.1, column (a).
(3) Excludes Rate C1 Dawn-Parkway Transportation Services.

c) Confirmed. Please see part b), Table 1.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 3, Page 3

Question:

a) Please confirm that Rates M1, M2 are under-paying and M12 are over-paying.

b) Please provide the relative impact on the above rates based on Total Revenue.

Response

a) Confirmed. The proposed cost allocation methodology changes for the Parkway
Station result in a revenue sufficiency for Rate M1, Rate M2 and a revenue
deficiency for Rate M12.

b) Please see Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Rate Class Impacts of the Proposed Parkway Station
Cost Allocation Methodology Change

Current
Approved Proposed Parkway Rate Class
Line Revenue (1) Station (2) Impact
No. Rate Class ($000's) ($000's) (%)
(a) (b) (c)=(b/a)
1 Rate M1 455,310 (4,535) -1.0%
2 Rate M2 67,068 (1,543) -2.3%
3 Rate M12/C1 (3) 252,682 7,775 3.1%
Notes:

(1) Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix C, Table 1, column (a).

(2) Revenue (sufficiency)/deficiency per Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Working Papers, Schedule 3,
p.1, column (b).
(3) Includes Rate C1 Dawn-Parkway Transportation Services.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Schedule 5

Question:

a) Please indicate for each of the Cost Allocation changes, an assessment of the
materiality of each to the Union Rate Zone rate classes and to Ex-franchise
customers including EGD Rate zone customers over-paying the M12/C1 rate ($16.9
million?).

b) What advice does EGI have to the Board based on this assessment?

Response

a) Please see Attachment 1 for the cost allocation study directive impacts for each rate
class shown as a percent of current approved revenue. The impact for the EGD rate
zone for the Rate M12/C1 transportation service is provided at line 23.

Please also see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part c) for the estimated bill impacts for Union in-
franchise rate classes and Exhibit . SEC.8 for the estimated bill impacts for EGD rate
classes.

b) Please see Exhibit .STAFF.4 part b).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B, Tab 1, Appendix C, Schedule 6

Question:

Please discuss what if any, adjustment should be made due to the change in Cost
Allocation on the S&T transactional Margin and Gas supply Optimization Margin.

Response

Enbridge Gas is not proposing a change to rates for the cost allocation directive as part
of this proceeding. Should a change to rates be made, the S&T Transactional Margin is
incorporated into the cost allocation results provided at Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 1,
Appendix C, Table 1.

Enbridge Gas would not propose a change to the gas supply optimization margin
included in rates because any variance between the actual margin and the amount
refunded to ratepayers in rates is recorded in the Upstream Transportation Optimization
deferral account (179-131).
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

ScottMadden Report, Figure 5, Page 16

Question:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Please provide the Statistics for each of the Groups/Lines on the Chart

Please provide the least squares trend lines for of the benchmark Utility groups and
EGD and Union

Please discuss the resulting trends and if the Legacy EGD and Union are reducing
UFG.

Please compare the average miles of Transmission and Distribution pipe for each
group to EGD and Union.

Provide a discussion of why Union has much lower UFG, including an analysis of
relative # Receipt and Delivery points.

Response

a)
b)

c)

Please see Attachment 1.

Please see Attachment 1.

The statistics reflect that legacy Union Gas and legacy EGD have year-to-year
fluctuations in UFG levels that are generally consistent with other gas utilities.
Specifically, the R-squared - which measures the degree to which variations in the
dependent variable (in this case, UFG levels) can be explained by variations in the
independent variable (in this case, time) - does not reflect a strong correlation
between changes in UFG levels over time for legacy Union Gas and legacy EGD -
consistent with the results of the other benchmark utility groups. The results are
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Plus Attachment

consistent with the findings of the Alberta Utilities Commission included in the Report
on UFG on page 17. Specifically, the Alberta Utilities Commission states:

The Commission recognizes that all gas distribution pipeline systems
have UFG as an element of operating a natural gas distribution system
and that because of the numerous factors that impact UFG, the UFG

percentage will fluctuate over time.?

d) The average length of pipeline operated by the companies within each comparator
group is as follows:

Legacy EGD 39,000 km (24,233 miles)
Legacy Union Gas 70,900 km (44,055 miles)
All investor-owned U.S. gas utilities 8,180 miles

Regional U.S. East North Central Region gas utilities 9,767 miles

Select Canadian gas utilities 26,476 km (16,451 miles)
Comparison group of U.S. gas utilities 13,421 miles

e) Please see Exhibit .STAFF.28 a) & b).

1 Alberta Utilities Commission, Decision 22889-D01-2017, 2017-2018 Unaccounted-For Gas Rider D
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

No reference

Question:

a) How many of the Comparator Utilities have Major Storage facilities like Union and
EGD?

b) Please provide a discussion whether/how storage Injection Withdrawal and Losses
contribute to UFG and if there are differences between Union and EGD.

Response

a) The research and analysis used by ScottMadden did not specifically identify which
gas utilities have storage facilities within their service area. The research and
analysis focused on six primary sources of UFG, as described on page 19 of the
Report:

Physical losses

Retail meter variations

Gate station meter variations
Theft and non-registering meters
Company use

Accounting adjustments

b) Storage injections and withdrawals was not one of the six sources of UFG that was
researched and evaluated. This is an item that could contribute to UFG. Please
note that the volumes considered for the EGD rate zone for UFG purposes do not
include storage injections and withdrawals from the Dawn/Tecumseh operations,
because those are upstream of the franchise area.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

ScottMadden Report, Figure 7, Page 19

Question:

a) Please add Legacy EGD and Union to Figure 7.

b) Please discuss the apparent differences in Measurement Errors and Accounting
Issues between the PURA report and the other Sample Utilities and EGD and Union.
Which is correct?

Response

a) Please refer to Attachment 1.

b) The Report notes on page 18 that it can be challenging to identify all sources of UFG
that would provide for a comparison across gas utilities. Specifically, NRRI states:

...it is not a straightforward task to measure LAUF [Lost and
Unaccounted for] gas. Even after adjusting for measurable factors,
uncertainty prevails over the precision of those measurements. LAUF
gas has a "black box" element that makes it difficult for state
commissions to quantify the effect of individual sources.?

Differences in the causes of UFG among utilities may be a result of variations in
facilities, systems, processes and procedures. For example, the age and
composition of the distribution system may create variations in UFG across gas
utilities. In addition, utilities may have varying methods to measure and report UFG.
Enbridge Gas has an ongoing process to identify and standardize practices to better
monitor and manage UFG across the legacy Companies.

! National Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI), Lost and Unaccounted-for Gas: Practices of State Utility
Commissions, Ken Costello, June 2013, Executive Summary, page v
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Scott Madden Report, Figures 8 and 9, Pages 20-21

Question:

a) Why does Union have a small Gate station Variation and EGD a higher Variation?
b) Please provide the relative gate station numbers and volumes.

c) How many of EGD gate stations are also Union Delivery Points?

d) List all EGD Delivery Points/gate stations counterparty and associated Volumes.

e) Please discuss the significance of the differences between Union and EGD

Response

a) Please see Exhibit I.EP.24 c).
b) The relevant gate station is Victoria Square Gate Station as indicated at Exhibit

I.EP.24 c). The associated volumes can be found at Exhibit .FRPO.12,
Attachment 1.

c) 7

d) The requested information is confidential data between Enbridge Gas and
counterparties.

e) Please see Exhibit I.EP.24 c).
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

ScottMadden Report, Figures 15 and 16, pages 36 and 38

Question:

a) How many Custody Meters does each utility have?

b) Please provide a profile of EGD custody meters - the number, the counterparty and
Volumes

c) What are the reasons EGD third party custody meters show higher differences
relative to Union.

d) Does ScottMadden have any comments or suggestions how EGD can reduce UFG
related to Custody Meters?

Response

a) Legacy Union Gas has 34 custody meters (not including meters at interconnects
with Legacy EGD which are no longer custody transfer). Legacy EGD has 3 custody
meters.

b) The requested information is commercially sensitive and customer specific and will
not be provided.

c) The main reason that Legacy EGD third party custody meters show higher
differences relative to Legacy Union Gas meters is the measurement difference at
Victoria Square Gate Station. If the measurement difference at Victoria Square Gate
Station is excluded, the difference for Legacy EGD is similar to the difference for
Legacy Union Gas.

d) ScottMadden does not have any specific comments or suggestions on how Enbridge

Gas can reduce UFG related to Custody Meters. It should be noted that gate station
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meter variations represent differences between custody and check meters and are
not necessarily a source of UFG.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Scott Madden Report, Conclusion, Page 47

Question:

Going forward, based on the Scott Madden review, what are appropriate EGD/Union
Reporting Requirements for UFG?

Response

Enbridge intends to implement all of the recommendations of ScottMadden and
continue to identify best practices in all areas of operations (including those related to
UFG). Any future reporting of UFG will be pursuant to the Ontario Energy Board’s Filing
Requirements for Natural Gas Rate Applications. Enbridge Gas expects to report on
implementation progress in its 2022 Rates filing.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

ScottMadden Report, Appendix A, Forecasting UFG, Figure 18, Page 50
Preamble:

The EGD Forecasting Model appears to predict lower UFG than actual.
Question:

a) Please provide the EGD UFG Forecast statistics for the Period 2014-2018.
b) How does this under forecasting affect the UFG payment from customers?
c) Please provide the corresponding Union Forecast vs Actual chart.

d) Discuss the Union and EGD forecasting approaches and recommend any changes
(absent settlements and regulatory constraints).

Response

a) The following table shows legacy EGD’s OEB-approved vs actual UFG for 2014-
2018 IRM period. The forecast of UFG generated by the OEB-approved regression
model was lower than actual in each year in this period except 2017.

Legacy EGD Historical Unaccounted for Gas (OEB approved vs. Actual)

Calendar Year Actual OEB Approved OEB Approved vs Actual
2014 135,380 77,660 -43%
2015 88,438 81,519 -8%
2016 133,112 84,766 -36%
2017 93,077 98,279 6%

2018 142,086 106,077 -25%
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b) There are two actual-to-forecast variances — throughput volumes and UFG

d)

volumes. Any variance between actual and forecast (i.e., OEB-approved) UFG
volumes is recorded in the Unaccounted for Gas Variance Account (UFGVA) and
cleared to customers as part of the annual disposition of all deferral and variance
account balances. In other words, the sum of the OEB-approved UFG forecast
reflected in rates and the year-end balance in the UFGVA equals the actual UFG
amount for the fiscal year to be recovered from ratepayers.

Please refer to the UFG Report, Appendix A, UFG Forecasting, Figure 17 for the
legacy Union Gas forecast vs actual UFG chart as well as the attached table.

Legacy Union

Year Actual Budget Difference

2013 113,996 70,253 B2.3%
2014 97,108 77,325 25.6%
2015 54 407 75,536 -28.0%
2016 131,588 78,340 B8.0%
2017 105 901 89 851 21 2%
2018 136,447 79,180 72.3%

As stated in the UFG Report on pages 48 and 49, legacy Union Gas’ UFG forecast
is based on forecasted throughput volumes multiplied by a UFG ratio (currently
approved by the Ontario Energy Board for rate-setting purposes to be 0.219
percent). Legacy EGD uses a regression model to forecast UFG which relies on
the total number of unlocked customers as its primary explanatory variable to proxy
for the size of the distribution system.

Enbridge Gas plans to harmonize the approach for forecasting UFG as part of its
2024 rebasing application. A variety of methodologies used by North American
utilities will be evaluated and the methodology that produces the most accurate and
reasonable results for the combined utility will be proposed to be used going
forward.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Energy Probe (*EP”)

INTERROGATORY

Reference:

Exhibit B Updated, Tab 3, Schedule 1, page 17; Negative Option Billing Regulations
(SOR/2012-23) https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/requlations/sor-2012-23/index.html

Preamble:

“Having achieved 40% overall e Bill adoption by the end of 2018, 2019 was the
appropriate time for Enbridge Gas to shift its approach and establish e Bill as the new
default option for customers, whether interacting with them online or through Enbridge
Gas’s contact centres.”

Question:

a) Did Enbridge consider the Negative Option Billing Regulations (SOR/2012-23) when
it made its decision to change the default option? If the answer is yes, please
describe the nature of the consideration including any legal opinions regarding
Negative Option Billing Regulations. If the answer is no, please explain why not.

b) If Enbridge obtained any legal opinions regarding the change in the default option
regarding the Negative Option Billing Regulations or any other default option legal
issues, please file them.

c) Please file document(s) that were presented to Enbridge senior management in
support of the decision to change the default option.

Response

a) Enbridge Gas did not consider the “Negative Option Billing Regulations”. These are
federal (not provincial) regulations, and they do not apply to Enbridge Gas. As can
be seen in section 2 of the “Negative Option Billing Regulations”, the requirements
apply only to “institutions”, which are defined as federally-regulated banks, insurance
companies and trust and loan companies.


https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/sor-2012-23/index.html
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In any event, even if the “Negative Option Billing Regulations” applied to Enbridge
Gas (which they do not), these regulations are not relevant to the Company’s
decision to make eBill the default option for customers. The “Negative Option Billing
Regulations” set out consent requirements to be met before new products or
services can be provided to a customer. Enbridge Gas is not providing new
products or services to its customers. It is simply changing communication methods.
The “Negative Option Billing Regulations” do not speak at all about requirements for
methods of billing.

b) Enbridge Gas declines to respond to this question, as the response is protected by
solicitor-client privilege.

c) Please see Exhibit .CCC.5.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (“FRPO")

Interrogatory

Reference:

Scott Madden Report on UFG, page 8
Preamble:

We would like to understand better EGI’'s previous practices in applying the
Supercompressibility Factor to customer meters.

Question:

Please provide the minimum level of pressure that had the Supercompressibility factor
applied prior to the recent change in practice.

a) Please provide the settings on instruments for Supercompressibility on EGI
customers who received:

i Between 120-420 kPa
ii. Between 420-700 kPa
iii. Between 700-860 kPa

iv. Between 860-1380 kPa

V. Between 1380-1900 kPa

Vi. Above 1900 kPa
Response

The previous and current practice at legacy Union Gas is to change
supercompressibility parameters annually in all Electronic Volume Integrators (EVISs) for
all pressures. The values of supercompressibility parameters do not depend on
pressure.

The previous practice for legacy EGD was that the supercompressibility parameters in
EVIs were fixed and never changed. The values of supercompressibility parameters
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were the same for all pressures: Specific Gravity = 0.5730, N2 concentration = 1.800%,
CO2 concentration = 0.400%.



Filed: 2020-02-21
EB-2019-0194
Exhibit .FRPO.2
Page 1 of 1

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (“FRPO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Scott Madden Report on UFG, page 8
Preamble:

We would like to understand better EGI’'s previous practices in applying the
Supercompressibility Factor to customer meters.

Question:

For each of the above pressure categories, please provide the difference in the
adjustment factor between what Enbridge Gas had applied versus what the adjustment
factor would be at the minimum pressure of the range specified.

Response

The new practice of changing supercompressibility parameters annually will be applied
in 2020 for the EGD rate zone only. The new values of supercompressibility
parameters are:

e Specific Gravity = 0.5817

e N2 concentration = 0.465%

e CO2 concentration = 0.262%

The difference between previous and new supercompressibility (adjustment) factors
expressed in percentage for minimum pressure of the above ranges are as follows:

Pressure Difference
120 kPa 0.00%
420 kPa 0.04%
700 kPa 0.08%
860 kPa 0.10%
1380 kPa  0.18%
1900 kPa  0.25%
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (“FRPO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
ScottMadden Report on UFG, page 8
Preamble:

We would like to understand better EGI’'s previous practices in applying the
Supercompressibility Factor to customer meters.

Question:

In tabular form, for each of the above pressure categories, please multiply the difference
in adjustment factor to the volumes measured from meters whose average pressure
throughout the year falls into the respective ranges.

Response

The requested data is not readily available and cannot be completed within the current
procedural timelines.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (“FRPO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Scott Madden Report on UFG, page 13

Question:

Please provide the maximum and minimum allowance differences from Measurement
Canada.

Response

The limit of error of the amount of gas supplied is 3% per Electricity and Gas Inspection
Regulations, article 46.
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Plus Attachment

ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (“FRPO")

Interrogatory

Reference:
Scott Madden Report on UFG, page 18

Question:

Please provide the NRRI study or report that supports the statement on UFG.

Response

Please see Attachment 1 for the National Regulatory Research Institute (NRRI) Report
No. 13-06 (Lost and Unaccounted-for Gas: Practices of State Utility Commissions)
dated June 2013.
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Lost and Unaccounted-for Gas:
Practices of State Utility Commissions

Ken Costello
Principal Researcher, Energy and Environment

National Regulatory Research Institute

Report No. 13-06
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Executive Summary

Customers of gas utilities pay for more natural gas than they actually consume. The
explanation for this discrepancy is what gas utilities and state utility commissions (“state
commissions”) call “lost and unaccounted-for” (LAUF) gas. LAUF gas, broadly defined, is the
difference between the gas injected into a distribution system and the gas measured at customers’
meters. Various sources account for LAUF gas, including measurement and accounting errors,
stolen gas, and pipe leaks. LAUF gas therefore has both a physical and a nominal component.
The cost range of LAUF gas for a typical utility is 2 to 5 percent.

The loss of physical gas (e.g., from leaky pipes) poses a real cost to a utility. The utility,
after all, has to purchase additional gas to satisfy the demands of its customers. The nominal
component, caused by measurement and accounting error, affects the amounts customers pay for
gas relative to the cost of purchased gas for utilities. Accurate LAUF-gas measurements require
considerable effort by a utility. State commissions can expect a margin of error in any
calculation. They should therefore view a utility’s measure of LAUF gas as an estimate rather
than an absolute number. This has implications for how state commissions should interpret
LAUF gas for taking action.

As part of their obligation, state commissions strive to protect customers by ensuring that
utilities control LAUF gas to a reasonable (i.e., prudent) level. Excessive LAUF gas means that
customers are paying too much for gas. The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission estimated
that gas customers may be paying as much as $131 million annually for LAUF gas.

Perhaps more important, a high level of LAUF gas may also signal utility negligence in
repairing pipes or replacing them, resulting in excessive leaks that could jeopardize safety in
addition to inflating costs. Cast-iron and steel piping installed without corrosion-protective
measures and certain types of vintage plastic piping are especially prone to leaks from either
corrosion or cracking. Gas leaks most frequently do not pose a safety threat because they
normally dissipate quickly. Over time, however, aging pipes increase leaks, leading to a possible
safety threat. As the NRRI survey showed, commissions have particular concerns regarding
upward trends in LAUF gas, since they might signal a pipeline safety threat. Other factors may
account for this trend, but it is hard for a utility to discern whether the problem is gas leakage or
an increase in measurement error. It seems that utilities, with a push from commissions, should
make more effort to locate the specific sources of any increase in LAUF gas.

As a secondary benefit, and one that has gained increased attention, society may also gain
environmentally from producing and transporting less gas to meet a fixed level of end-use
demand. Overall, LAUF gas has safety, economic, and environmental repercussions for
society’s welfare.

Challenges for state utility commissions

Commissions face several challenges when interpreting actual LAUF-gas levels. First,
some commissions have no single definition of LAUF gas across utilities. A broad definition is
the difference between gas delivered to a distribution gas system and gas sold to customers. A
more precise and useful definition for commission decision making adjusts the difference for



Filed: 2020-02-21, EB-2019-0194, Exhibit |.FRPO.5, Attachment 1, Page 5 of 106

measurable factors, such as company use, temperature and pressure adjustments, and cycle
billing.

Second, it is not a straightforward task to measure LAUF gas. Even after adjusting for
measurable factors, uncertainty prevails over the precision of those measurements. LAUF gas
has a “black box” element that makes it difficult for state commissions to quantify the effect of
individual sources. One of these factors is pipe leaks; another is stolen gas. This paper
recommends that commissions consider requiring utilities to quantify the effects of different
causes of LAUF gas. Although any measurement would fall short of perfect accuracy, it would
give most commissions more information than they receive presently from utilities.

Third, different causes account for LAUF gas, including measurement error, accounting
error, stolen gas, pipe leaks, third-party damages, line pack, and consumption on an inactive
meter. Some of these causes are within a utility’s control, while others are exogenous to its
influence. The general impression conveyed by some utilities is that they have no or little
control over the level of LAUF gas. To the contrary, state commissions need to monitor LAUF
gas and not assume that all LAUF gas is uncontrollable and reflects only measurement and
accounting errors that pose no real problem requiring corrective action.

Especially important for both state commissions and federal safety regulators is
measuring LAUF gas caused by leaky pipes. For various reasons, utilities rarely make this
measurement, which admittedly is hard to do. Yet many gas utilities, through the Natural Gas
STAR program, are initiating efforts toward reducing gas leakage. These efforts include
replacement of bare-steel pipe and replacement or relining of cast-iron pipe.

This study reported on the survey responses of 41 state utility commissions to 14
questions on their policies and practices relating to LAUF gas. These responses cover their
ratemaking treatment, oversight activities, evaluation criteria, and incentives for utilities. Part IV
highlights the responses, noting that commissions differ as to:

(1) the incentive they give utilities to manage their LAUF gas;
(2) the importance they place on LAUF gas;
(3) their perceptions of the effectiveness of utilities in managing LAUF gas; and

(4) how they evaluate LAUF-gas levels and what criteria they use.

The survey responses show that state commissions do not consider LAUF gas a top priority.
Nevertheless, LAUF gas does enter their decisions in rate cases, PGA filings, and safety matters.
A number of states—Delaware, Georgia, New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas—have taken
proactive positions on LAUF gas. No single reason exists for their actions other than the
apparent importance they place on preventing levels of LAUF gas from rising excessively.

This paper reviews current regulatory treatment of LAUF gas. One potential problem is
utilities evading responsibility by passing through to their customers the costs of LAUF gas with
minimal regulatory oversight. Based on survey responses, several state commissions investigate
LAUF-gas percentages only when they exhibit an upward trend or exceed some predetermined
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level. Otherwise, most commissions seem to assume that all LAUF-gas costs are reasonable.
Commissions may consider reevaluating this position.

This paper then identifies alternate regulatory actions to mitigate LAUF gas. Mitigation
per se may not serve customer interests if it fails to pass a cost—benefit test. For instance,
replacing meters can have a substantial cost that could exceed the benefits from more accurate
meter reading and billing. Another example is accelerated pipeline replacement, whose high cost
may exceed the economic, safety, and environmental benefits from fewer leaks. Yet, by giving
utilities stronger motivation—for example, through explicit incentives, a cap, or systematic
monitoring—a commission can help to steer utilities toward a level of LAUF gas that is net
beneficial.

This paper also outlines a multi-step regulatory procedure for assessing utility LAUF
performance. This general construct draws heavily from a 2010 NRRI paper on the regulatory
application of performance measurement and assessment. The procedure involves (1)
monitoring LAUF levels, (2) establishing a benchmark, (3) evaluating the util