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(12 h 35)




L'AN MIL NEUF CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIX-NEUF, ce premier (1er) jour du mois de novembre :

 


PRÉLIMINAIRES




LA GREFFIÈRE :




Audience du premier (1er) novembre mil neuf cent quatre-vingt-dix-neuf (1999), dossier R-3430-99, requête tarifaire 1999-2000 de Gazifère inc., phase 1.




Les régisseurs désignés dans ce dossier sont monsieur André Dumais, président, de même que maître Marc-André Patoine et monsieur Jean-Noël Vallière.




Les procureurs de la Régie sont maître Pierre Rondeau et maître Jean-François Ouimette.




La requérante est Gazifère inc., représentée par maître Pierre Paquet.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Président.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Bonjour.




LA GREFFIÈRE :




Les intervenants sont : Association des consommateurs industriels de gaz (ACIG), représentée par maître Nicolas Plourde.




Groupe de recherche appliquée en macroécologie (GRAME) et Union pour le développement durable (UDD), représentés par monsieur Jean-Pierre Drapeau et madame Anne-Marie Blais. Hydro-Québec, représentée par maître F. Jean Morel.




Option Consommateurs (OC) et l'Association coopérative d'économie familiale de l'Outaouais (ACEF de l'Outaouais), représentées par maître Benoît Pepin.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Bonjour.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Présent, et ça compense pour vendredi dernier où j'étais en retard, au moins, là, je suis le seul présent.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Ah oui, c'est tous les autres qui sont en exercice d'incendie.




LA GREFFIÈRE :




Regroupement national des conseils régionaux de l'environnement du Québec (RNCREQ), représenté par maître Pierre Tourigny. Y a-t-il d'autres personnes dans la salle qui désirent présenter une demande ou faire des représentations au sujet de ce dossier?




Je demanderais par ailleurs aux intervenants de bien s'identifier à chacune de leurs interventions pour les fins de l'enregistrement. Merci.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Merci, Madame. Bonjour.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Bonjour.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Est-ce qu'il y a des points de logistique avant qu'on ne débute?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Non.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Le seul sujet en discussion est concernant le calendrier et maître Dubois m'a confirmé qu'il est en discussion avec tous vous autres et ça devrait être




finalisé aujourd'hui, si je comprends bien.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui, je vais lui parler après la tenue de la présente audience, on a des dates à lui suggérer.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.K., excellent. Ça fait qu'allons-y, dans ce contexte-là, avec vos témoins, Maître Paquet.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




J'ai madame Giridhar, de Enbridge, qui a préparé les documents d'allocation du coût de service et d'autres documents. Aussi, madame Parent va être disponible pour fins d'interrogatoire parce qu'il y a des pièces qui ont été produites quand même de façon conjointe ou préparées de façon conjointes entre Enbridge et Gazifère dans le cas de l'allocation. Donc elle ne témoignera pas en chef mais si, en contre-interrogatoire, il y avait des questions, elle va être disponible. Donc je demanderais à madame Giridhar, ça va être en anglais, par contre.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




On va assermenter les deux, ça fait que si jamais madame Parent, vous voulez embarquer dans la conversation, ça va être fait, on n'aura pas à vous rattraper.




L'AN MIL NEUF CENT QUATRE-VINGT-DIX-NEUF, le premier (1er) jour de novembre :




LUCIE VANDAL-PARENTTE \l1 "


LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT, directeure, Comptabilité, Budgets et Réglementation, Gazifère, 71, Jean-Proulx, Hull (Québec) ;




et :




MALINI GIRIDHARTE \l1 "


MALINI GIRIDHAR, Manager, Rate Research, Enbridge Consumers Gas, 500 Consumers Road, North York (Ontario) ;




LESQUELLES, après avoir fait une affirmation solennel​le, déposent et disent comme suit :




INTERROGÉES PAR Me PIERRE PAQUETTE \l2 "


INTERROGÉES PAR Me PIERRE PAQUET :


1
Q.
Mrs. Giridhar, you have prepared evidence for the present file, you have prepared some evidence on behalf of Gazifère for the present file?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
Yes, I have.


2
Q.
I gather that you have prepared a testimony, written testimony that was filed as Exhibit GI-12 and GI-13?



A.
Yes, I have.


3
Q.
Also, well let's start with GI-12 and GI-13, do you recognize the present evidence in the present file?



A.
Yes, I do.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




And I would like to file it as your evidence in the present record under the same exhibit numbers, GI-12 and GI-13.




GI-12 :

Written testimony prepared by Ms. M. Giridhar and covering the Working Cash Study.




GI-13 :

Written testimony prepared by Ms. M. Giridhar and covering the Cost Allocation.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :


4
Q.
There is also written testimony that has been prepared by Mrs. Poon, from Enbridge, that was filed under Exhibit GI-14?



A.
Yes.


5
Q.
I understand that Mrs. Poon is no longer with Enbridge?



A.
That's correct.


6
Q.
However, I also understand that you have reviewed this written evidence?



A.
Yes, I have.


7
Q.
And are you prepared to reiterate, in your present testimony, the facts and conclusions of this




testimony today?



A.
Yes, I will, with some amendments that I will address in my presentation in a few minutes.


8
Q.
Am I to understand, Mrs. Poon was working also at the same service at Enbridge that you were?



A.
Yes.


9
Q.
And that you have reviewed in detail her evidence?



A.
Yes, I have.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




So therefore, I would like to file the exhibit as Exhibit GI-14.




LE PRÉSIDENT :


10
Q.
Sorry, we are going to see the amendments when you are going to do the presentation or the introduction of Section 14 then?



A.
I believe the amendments were provided on Friday, but I will be addressing the contents in the presentation.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.K., that's the package you gave us.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Elle va s'adresser à chacun des points des amendements dans une présentation détaillée qui va être donnée à la Régie à l'instant.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.K.




GI-14 :

Written testimony prepared by Ms. Poon and reviewed by Ms. M. Giridhar, covering Rate Design.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :


11
Q.
Can you go ahead with your, I understand that you have prepared a presentation of the evidence, the evidence that we have just covered?



A.
Yes, I have. Before I go on to that, I would just like to make a small addition to one of the exhibits that was provided for the cost study. There is a column that is missing in there, it's... the reference is GI-13, Document 3, Page 2, the column -- sorry. The column that is missing is Column 6, "Tarif 5"; if the Régie wouldn't mind, I would just read out the numbers that should have been there and you don't find them now.




So on Line 1, the number that should be there is seven hundred and thirteen point seven (713.7). Line 2 will be six hundred and eighty point 6 (680.6). Line 3 would be thirty-three point one (33.1). Line 4 will be three point seven (3.7). Line 5 will be eleven point eight four percent (11.84%). And Line 6 will be one point zero five (1.05).




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Donc, est-ce que tout le monde est, vous avez les chiffres? Peut-être juste pour que ça soit clair...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Peut-être les répéter, oui?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui, c'est ça. Pour le tarif 5, qui se situerait, si on veut, entre la colonne 5 et la colonne 6, on aurait, la première ligne, les revenus seraient sept cent treize point 7 (713,7); la 2, * Cost of Service +, six cent quatre-vingt point six (680,6); * Over/Under Contribution +, ça serait trente-trois point un (33,1); la ligne 4, * Over/Under Contribution - $/103 Delivered +, c'est trois point sept (3,7); 5, * Return on Rate Base +, c'est onze point quatre-vingt-quatre pour cent (11,84 %); puis * Revenue to Cost Ratio +, c'est un point zéro cinq (1,05).


12
Q.
Reiterating my question, I understand that you have prepared a presentation of the various exhibits, with the amendments that you referred us to earlier?



A.
Yes.


13
Q.
If you would be so kind as to make that presentation to the Board at this point?



A.
Yes, I will. I have some copies here. Hence, basically what I will cover today is the content of




the exhibits that I am responsible for, the proposed changes in methodology compared to the existing, the deficiency analysis for Gazifère by component, and the rate impacts to the different customer rate classes that stem from the proposal in this filing. In terms of the exhibit contents, the Working Cash Study is filed as GI-12, the Cost Allocation is GI-13, and Rate Design as GI-14.




We have one proposal in terms of the Working Cash Study, and this has to do with the regulatory closing of the books and the rate case filing. Currently, we estimate, or we make an annual calculation of the O&M expense lag by category. And we are seeking to replace that with an actual calculation once in three years, so an interval of three years between an actual study being conducted for the working cash O&M expense lag.




In the intervening years, we propose to use the most recent available years O&M expense lag for both rate case filings and as part of the regulatory closing of the books. Our most recent available year at this point is the nineteen ninety-eight (1998) regulatory closing of the books, so for two thousand (2000), as a matter of course, we would use the numbers stemming from that, but we are also proposing to use those numbers for two thousand and one (2001) and two




thousand and two (2002), to be updated again in the year two thousand and one (2001) as part of the regulatory closing of books in that year.




The benefits from this proposal is really that it saves time. The calculation of the actual expense lag is a very time-consuming exercise, it takes approximately a week, and the individual has to go through an excess of four hundred (400) individual vouchers. On top of that, there is very little variation on a year-to-year basis, and therefore, the revenue, the impact on the revenue requirement on an annual basis is very small, from this exercise.




In the cost allocation area, we have a proposal to refine the calculation of peak-day responsibilities for large-volume customers. Currently, we use average daily volumes for the month of January and February, but given that for large-volume customers we have contract-demand information, we believe that's a better proxy for estimating their peak-day responsibility. We will adjust the contract demand for diversity, and therefore, we believe that's a better reflection than what is currently in practice. And the benefits, of course, is that it's a refinement that results in better quantification of rate-class responsibilities for capacity-related costs.




Finally, the Rate Design proposal, this is something that was committed to by Enbridge's expert witness in the previous rate case, and it has to do with transferring the recovery of compressor-fuel costs from the gaz supply charge to the -- from the delivery charge to the gas supply charge.




I'll just go through briefly what I have got there. Under the current methodology, the compressor-fuel costs are recovered in the delivery charge, given that the delivery charge is paid by sales customers and T-service customers and given that T-service customers actually provide fuel in kind, we need to have a charging mechanism as well as a crediting mechanism, because they do provide fuel in kind.




What we are proposing is to move the recovery of compressor-fuel costs to the gaz-supply charge, which is paid only by the sales customers, so in effect, T-service customers, who provide their own fuel, will neither be charged nor get a credit for the fuel. The rationale for this is that, the existing methodology was adopted as a result of Enbridge Consumers Gas's methodology change in EBRO495, which was a couple of years ago. And, so Gazifère changed its methodology to basically reflect what was in Rate 200, which is the rate under which it contracts with ECG, or Enbridge.




And EBRO497, the Ontario Energy Board directed ECG to revert back to recovery of fuel costs from the gas supply charge. The reason why this came about is that there are a significant number of residential T-service customers in that franchise area, and the company's billing system was unable to cope with crediting the fuel back to each and every residential T-service customer. Instead, they gave it to the brokers who were supposed to pass it on, and the OEB felt that caused marketplace confusion and it was better to revert back to the methodology prior to 495.




As a consequence, we are now proposing that Gazifère's compressor-fuel costs also be recovered in the same manner that is consistent with Rate 200.




(12h50)




So, moving on from the proposed changes to the actual rate design process, which is item number 3 in the presentation, I just briefly described the process that we have currently in place for rate design purposes. What we start off with, in stage one, is to pick up the commodity and load balancing costs. These are costs that arise due to Gazifère's contract with Enbridge in rate 200. And the philosophy behind the recovery of those costs is that they should be passed on one for one to each rate class. 




So, what we do is we pick up the cost for gas commodity and load balancing from the cost study. We determine what the unit gas supply rate and the unit load balancing rate should be, that is by dividing the cost by the appropriate volumes, and we compare that with the existing rates for gas supply and load balancing and determine what the deficiency or sufficiency is with respect to the existing rates.




In stage two, we then take the total deficiency for the company, that is find, and we subtract from it the deficiency related to gas supply and load balancing. The balance is the distribution deficiency and, at this stage, we allocate it to the different rate classes based on the rate base allocated to the rate classes.




In stage three, we then make adjustments to the distribution deficiencies, mostly, you know, to recognize issues such as competitive fuel prices or rate shock and to maintain the rate impact on each rate class at an acceptable level. So we don't go purely by the cost study, but there is a judgmental evaluation here.




In stage four, we then derive the unit rates for gas commodity and that's applied to the existing gas supply charged to come up with the new gas supply




charged and we sum the adjustments for load balancing and distribution. And that's applied to the delivery charge for all rate classes.




I will now proceed to explain how the process worked with the numbers. This exhibit from the update shows the revised volumes, the revenue at existing rates, the revenue at existing rates is in column 3, the revenue deficiency of four hundred and nine thousand dollars ($409,000) is in column 4. And our new revenue requirement is simply the sum of the existing revenue and the revenue deficiency.




Exhibit demonstrates what I just described as stage one, which is it picks up the cost of service associated with the commodity from the cost study which is filed at GI-13. It picks up that load balancing or what we call here transmission and storage costs from the cost study as well. And then, we derive the unit gas cost rate by dividing the gas cost or the commodity related cost by the sales volume and the load balancing rate is derived by dividing the load balancing costs, which is item number 6 by the delivery volumes for the company. This exhibit...


14
Q.
Maybe -- I'm sorry to interrupt, maybe you should just tell us, numbering the exhibit, this one being GI-14, document 2...



A.
I am sorry...


15
Q.
Because of the stenographer's notes once we review them. Sometimes, it is difficult to relate it to a specific item. So, this one is GI-14, document 2?



A.
Yes.


16
Q.
And I gather you had just finished explaining GI-14, document 6?



A.
That is right. And the document before that was GI-14, document 3.


17
Q.
Thank you.



A.
Thank you. This exhibit has a fair amount of information, I guess it looks pretty busy. Basically, this exhibit determines, first of all, how much of the deficiency is related to the distribution element, the load balancing element and the commodity, gas commodity elements on a rate class basis. But I will just go through what each of the columns show.




So, column 1 has the existing distribution revenue on a rate class basis. Column 2 has the load balancing revenue on a rate class basis. I would just like to remind you that, under the current methodology, we include fuel costs for T service customers. So that number is inclusive of fuel for T service customers, as well as for sales service customers.




The next column describes the amount of fuel costs




relating to the sales customers. Column number 4 applies to credit to T service customers for fuel on a rate class basis. Column 5 shows the gas supply commodity costs which apply only to sales service customers again. And adding all of these gives us a total revenue at existing rates of thirty-eight point eight (38.8) million dollars.




The next set of columns show us the deficiency. If I could direct you to column 10, item number 8, you can see the number four hundred and nine thousand ($409,000). That ties in with the number you saw in document 3. 




Moving now to the gas supply commodity, you see a deficiency of one point zero seven (1.07) million dollars. I should add here that the bulk of that number actually stems from transferring the fuel cost recovery from the delivery charge to the gas supply commodity charge.




You can see that the number at column 3, line 8, was one point zero four (1.04) million, so there is a slight deficiency in reality, associated with gas supply commodity for approximately thirty thousand dollars ($30,000). And that has to do with the working cash allowance because gas costs have gone up, the working cash requirement associated with the




commodity has gone up.




The column before that, which is column 8, show you the load balancing and what we see here is a sufficiency of one point three (1.3) million dollars approximately. Again, the bulk of that sufficiency has to do with the transfer of the fuel cost to the gas supply commodity. So that is the same number as before, one point zero four (1.04) million being removed from load balancing and into gas supply commodity.




We still have a sufficiency for about two hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($250,000) for load balancing. And this basically stems from the improved load factor for Gazifère with the update and the increase for about forty million (40,000,000) cubic meters on account of McLaren.




On the distribution side, basically, what we have left is a deficiency of six hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($630,000). So, I have just alluded to the totals here on line 8, but what is above that is basically the allocations of those totals on a rate class basis.




So adding these deficiencies to the existing rates brings us to the proposed revenues by component and




on a rate class basis again. So, our new revenue requirement, consequent to the update, is thirty-nine point two (39.2) million dollars.




I would now like to talk about the very last item on the presentation which is the adjustments and rate impact to the individual rate classes, that stem from the rate design process. So, looking at rate 1, which is general service customers here for Gazifère, I just briefly describe in each instance what the objective was, what the adjustment to the distribution deficiency is and what the global rate impact is. When I say "global", I mean inclusive of distribution, load balancing and commodity.




So, the objective for rate 1 was to maintain an initial revenue to cost ratio of one point one four (1.14) for fiscal two thousand (2000). We made an adjustment or a reduction to the deficiency allocation that was derived in stage three, the allocation that stemmed from the allocation based on rate base. So, this is a reduction to the number that came out of that exercise and the global rate impact for these customers on a bonative basis is, well, basically zero impact.




I mention here that the impact is relative to the current rates inclusive of the interim pass-on of




rate 200, because I believe it was affirmed last week that the existing revenues include the pass-on of rate 200 increase.




With respect to the residential customers, the objective was to maintain the nineteen ninety-nine (1999) revenue to cost ratio of zero point nine two (0.92) for the current year, for fiscal year two thousand (2000) as well. As a consequence, we made no adjustment to the deficiency allocation. In other words, we passed through, for distribution purposes, the deficiency allocation that came from allocating on the basis of rate base.




The global rate impact for rate 2 customers is an increase of approximately two percent (2%) relative to the current rates, inclusive of the interim pass-on. And what this really means is there is no real increase after adjusting for an anticipated inflation of two percent (2%).




THE CHAIRMAN:




What do you mean with the last here?




WITNESS:



A.
I am sorry?




THE CHAIRMAN:




What do you mean with the last sentence: "No real increase after adjusting for expected inflation". It is simply as a figure of style, I guess?




WITNESS:



A.
Yes, it is just to indicate that it compensates for inflation, but there is no increase beyond that.  Moving on to Gazifère's large volume rate class, for rate 3, which is the small volume firm service rate, our objective was to maintain the initial revenue to cost ratio of one point two six (1.26). As a consequence, we made no adjustment to the deficiency allocation and the global rate impact is zero point one percent (0.1%) which is, I guess, very close to zero increase to the current rates, inclusive of the pass-on.




Rate 4 had some changes in the update relative to the filing because we had one customer who currently had service on rate 4 and rate 9, migrating to rate 5 to consolidate both those loads. So, as a result, some adjustments have been made here. Our initial revenue to cost ratio was fairly high, of one point seven (1.7), compared to the level in the previous rate case or previous decision for nineteen ninety-nine (1999), and our objective was to mitigate that high revenue to cost ratio. And we brought it down to a




level of one point five (1.5) by making adjustments.




The level of the adjustment was a reduction of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) to the deficiency allocation  and the global rate impact for the T service customers left on this rate is a reduction of approximately twelve percent (12%). Both customers on rate 4 are T service customers and would therefore realize that twelve percent (12%) reduction.




Moving on to rate 5 which is the large volume firm service, just to elaborate on what I mentioned a few minutes ago, we now have a customer on rate 5, Scott Papers, that previously took service on a combination of rate 4, which is firm service, and rate 9, which is interruptible service. 




The objective for rate 5 was to ensure that the rate fully recovers at least all upstream costs allocated to the rate class, that is in fact a premise of all of the ratemaking that we do, that all rate classes must recover their gas supply and load balancing costs.




And what we found after the migration of this customer to this rate class is that we now can actually allocate costs to the rate class and when we compared the current load balancing unit rate




stemming from the addition of this customer, we found that it under-recovers load balancing costs, resulting in a revenue to cost ratio under one.




So, we now have a target revenue to cost ratio of slightly over one, which is one point zero two (1.02). We made an adjustment or a reduction of thirteen thousand (13,000) to the deficiency allocation. This was mainly done to mitigate the impacts stemming from having to increase the load balancing portion.




The impact on this customer who is a buy/sell customer would be an increase of eight percent (8%) relative to the existing rate, and I would like to point out here that, despite the increase, the unit rate on rate 5 is still lower than what the customer would have paid on rate 4 for this given load.




Finally, moving down to Gazifère's interruptible service, rate 9, our objective was to improve on the revenue to cost ratio that we had in the nineteen ninety-nine (1999) decision of zero point nine two (0.92) to zero point nine five (0.95) in two thousand (2000). In many respects, this was possible because of the addition of incremental volumes to the tune of almost forty million (40 M) cubic meters from McLaren.




So, there is still some under-recovery, but an improved revenue to cost ratio. The adjustment that was made to bring the revenue to cost ratio up was an increase of a hundred and thirty-nine thousand ($139,000) to the deficiency allocation and, despite this adjustment, the T service customers, all customers, still receive a rate reduction. For the typical T service customers, the reduction is two percent (2%), compared to the existing rate. So that concludes my presentation.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Alors, le témoin est disponible pour contre-interrogatoire.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Merci, Maître Paquet. Thank you, Mrs. Giridhar.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Est-ce que les intervenants ont des questions? Au moins dans les notes sténographiques, ça va être marqué au pluriel. Ça fait que, à vous, Maître Pepin.




CONTRE-INTERROGATOIRE PAR Me BENOÎT PEPINTE \l2 "CONTRE-INTERROGATOIRE PAR Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


18
Q.
Good afternoon, my name is Benoît Pepin. I represent residential customers in this process. I will try to address most of my questions to you in English...



A.
O.K.


19
Q.
I have taken some of my notes in French, so you will have to bear with me if the translation is slightly incorrect or at least the syntax is not as appropriate as I would hope it would be. I will try to address my questions to the different exhibits in the order of presentation, 12, 13 and 14, which means that I will try to cover your presentation in the middle of my presentation.




Therefore, addressing issues of cash working capital in GI-12, the first question is re: in introduction, but still -- the study was made taking into account that the result of the PBR formula would be accepted. That is my understanding of that evidence, could you confirm that to me?



A.
Yes, it is.


20
Q.
And obviously, the PBR formula will have an impact on the level of O&M expenses for the company?



A.
Yes.


21
Q.
And, therefore, do I understand that the cash working capital required by the company or requested by the company is requested taking into account that the O&M formula will be approved as presented?



A.
Yes.


22
Q.
Are you able to tell me if that was not taking into account what would be the impact on the cash working capital, what is the relationship between -- what would be the variation of the cash working capital in




relation to the change in the O&M formula?



A.
I am just trying to understand the question is here. So you want to know what the variance would be if we had not taken the PBR formula into account?


23
Q.
Yes?



A.
So you want the variation with respect to the approved O&M in nineteen ninety-nine (1999) or... because we -- I need to assume another level if...


24
Q.
It would probably be forecasted O&M for the forthcoming year, unless you have made that calculation. The better proxy would be the current O&M?



A.
Well, there is no calculation with respect to what the forecasted number would be, in the absence of the O&M formula. I am just trying to see if I have a comparison here with respect to nineteen ninety-nine (1999). Bear with me for a couple of minutes, I can tell you...


25
Q.
No problem...



A.
This is a very hypothetical calculation because...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Sorry, could you just tell us what document you are looking at, when you do with your calculator...



A.
Actually, I am not looking at a document...


26
Q.
It is your own notes...



A.
This is a hypothetical question that was asked and he wants to know what the working cash relating to the




O&M would be in the absence of the PBR formula and you asked me to assume the nineteen ninety-nine (1999) level of O&M?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :


27
Q.
Yes?



A.
So that -- well, it does not really account for customer growth and all of these other things that cause O&M to go up, so it is very hypothetical. But given that presumption, we would come up with a working cash requirement of three hundred and fifty thousand dollars ($350,000) approximately. What we have currently is three hundred and seventy-three thousand dollars ($373,000). So that is a difference of approximately twenty-three thousand dollars ($23,000), but again, this is based on last year's level of O&M.


28
Q.
And do I understand that you used that proxy because there is no calculation what O&M would be, well, based on a traditional cost of service approach?



A.
That is right, there is no number for two thousand (2000) barring the PBR number.


29
Q.
O.K. Turning now to GI-12, document 2, page 8, which is the working cash analysis study. I looked at the bottom of page 8, figure 4, and I seem to understand on line 3, Collection Lag, that large volume customers seem to pay later, ten (10) days later on average, ten (10), eleven (11) days later than small




volume customers. Is that a proper understanding of that figure?



A.
Yes, it is.


30
Q.
Could you please explain to me why large volume customers pay so much later than residential customers?



A.
I have to take an undertaking on that one, I cannot exactly recall. It reflects the pertinent terms of when the bill was issued and the amount of time that they have taken to pay. I presume it is usually on the very last day that they need to pay, because that is good business practice. That would be the reason why it is happening, but beyond that, I do not have...


31
Q.
May I request Ms. Vandal-Parent's help on this one to have an answer. Avez-vous une raison pour laquelle ils paient plus tard, substantiellement plus tard?




Mme LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Je peux juste confirmer ce que madame Giridhar vient de dire, puis de dire que c'est une bonne gestion de l'encaisse qu'ils font. Ils doivent payer la dernière journée que leur facture est due. Mais on va vérifier ça.


32
Q.
Mais, en fait, ma question suivante, vous allez comprendre. Qu'est-ce que Gazifère peut faire pour améliorer cette situation-là?



R.
Vous voulez dire pour améliorer le fait que les




clients à grand débit prennent plus de temps à payer?


33
Q.
C'est ça, pour amener le * collection lag + de ces grands clients-là à quelque chose qui est un peu plus proche et qui, donc, diminue le fonds de roulement requis pour l'entreprise?



R.
D'abord, il va falloir retourner pour voir la raison pour laquelle ça prend tellement de temps à payer pour les gros clients. Et puis, si vraiment les clients, tout ce qu'ils font, c'est de payer à la dernière journée, il n'y a pas grand chose qu'on puisse faire, parce que pour eux, de leur côté, c'est une bonne gestion de l'encaisse. Donc, s'ils ont quinze (15) jours pour payer, ils prennent quinze (15) jours pour payer.


34
Q.
Oui, mais comme on est rendu à trente-cinq (35) en fait, peut-être qu'il y a d'autres facteurs?



R.
Oui, exactement. Alors, il va falloir qu'on regarde un peu plus quelle est la cause de ça, puis ensuite, on pourra peut-être y remédier.


35
Q.
Parfait, alors donc, je comprends l'engagement comme étant l'explication et, dans la mesure du possible, les éléments de * remédiation + à votre disposition.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Eh bien, ce serait l'engagement 14.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




14 ou 15?




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Moi, je suis rendu à 14. Et, en fait, vous allez expliquer aussi c'est quoi les périodes de collection que chacun a et pourquoi... est-ce que le trente-quatre (34) jours est sur une période de trente (30) jours et, effectivement, ils étirent à trente-quatre (34) pour donner une image complète, ou si c'est simplement qu'ils ont chacun quarante (40) jours pour payer, mais il y en a qui sont plus comptables que d'autres, O.K.




ENGAGEMENT 14 :
Donner les raisons pour lesquelles les clients à grand débit paient plus tardivement que les clients à faible débit et, si possible, fournir des éléments pouvant remédier à cette situation.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


36
Q.
Returning to the working cash analysis, I understand that the current cash working capital requirement is three hundred and seventy-three thousand dollars ($373,000) that was requested by Gazifère in this case. Can you at least confirm my basic understanding of that?



A.
That is only with respect to O&M.


37
Q.
O.K., with respect to O&M. The total being -- sorry,




I have just lost where I have taken a note of that...



A.
I have a total of six hundred and seventy-four point five thousand (674,500) and this is as a result of the update. So I do not believe we updated the original numbers.


38
Q.
So, six hundred and seventy-four thousand five hundred dollars ($674,500)?



A.
Yes.


39
Q.
Now, what are the principal sources of working capital for Gazifère?



A.
I am sorry, what are the principal sources?


40
Q.
Yes?



A.
That cause a working cash requirement?


41
Q.
No, that allow you to have a positive cash flow, allowing you to manage the company?



A.
Well, revenues is one, clearly. We also might have a net position in terms of remittances to the government with respect to GST and QST. And that is basically it, the other causes of working cash requirement to happen, in terms of O&M and taxes and all the other payables.


42
Q.
And with these different revenues and sometimes when you can pay late, some bills like the government GST and PST invoices...



A.
Oh we would not pay late...


43
Q.
O.K., later than other expenses that you must meet on a more short term basis. I did not mean to imply that you are late payers. That allows you to pay for all




of Gazifère's obligations? This is not a cash working capital required just to pay a portion of your obligations, am I correct?



A.
We have a net requirement of six hundred and seventy-five thousand dollars ($675,000) which is in addition to rate base, so...


44
Q.
And that includes all of what Gazifère has to pay?



A.
Yes.


45
Q.
Do we always agree that the purpose of the cash working capital studies to establish the minimum amount that a regulated company like Gazifère requires to meet its obligations?



A.
I think it is... I do not know about the minimum, I think it is a realistic forecast of what the requirement will be for the test year, based on forecast expenses and based on the most recent payment patterns that we have observed for the most recent fiscal year.


46
Q.
But do you agree that, while assessing...
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47
Q.
Are we in agreement that what you are trying to do is to try to see what is the least possible amount of money that Gazifère requires, you want to make sure that you have enough, but you want to make sure that you don't have too much?



A.
That's correct, we want to make sure we have the right amount.


48
Q.
And the purpose of adding the cash working capital to




the cash requirement or the rate base of the company is to make sure that the shareholders are made whole, that is that they don't make any contribution to the working capital of the company, that would reduce their rate of return?



A.
The intent is to reflect the operation of the cash requirements of the company in rate base, yes, so that, it's a valid cost of service item, in that sense, so I agree with what you said.


49
Q.
And when you have your revenues and that you collect the different revenues of Gazifère, out of this, you don't only pay O&M expenses, you pay also for the gas...



A.
Yes.


50
Q.
... the commodity, the taxes?



A.
Yes.


51
Q.
But you also pay the shareholders, what is the interest on loans, what is the payment of dividends and the rate of return to the shareholders and other creditors of Gazifère?



A.
At this point, that is not included as a requirement for working cash, so in other words, the study does not reflect those payments.


52
Q.
When you say that the study doesn't reflect those payments, do you mean that -- well, let me take a step back, making sure that we understand each other. My question was, out of the different revenues of Gazifère, these are sufficient to pay for O&M




expenses, gas, taxes, et cetera, which are the operating expenses of the company?



A.
Yes.


53
Q.
But these are also sufficient to pay for the debt of the company, interest on bonds, dividends, and rate of return to the shareholders?



A.
I guess what I am saying is that the working cash requirement is not estimated in order to include the debt and return to shareholders, so, it's exclusive of that element.


54
Q.
Most certainly, but my question was, revenues were sufficient to pay for all of this?



A.
The revenues, the revenue requirement for the company, yes, it must be sufficient to pay for those.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Si je pouvais peut-être juste rajouter un petit peu. Dans le processus réglementaire, o.k., on établit une structure du capital à l'intérieur de laquelle la Régie approuve des emprunts, elle approuve la dette à court terme, la dette à long terme, puis en même temps, avec la structure qui est approuvée, elle nous approuve un niveau de coûts d'intérêts, si vous voulez. Alors ça, c'est tout partie du processus budgétaire et du processus réglementaire. Alors, à l'intérieur de ça, on a des dettes qui sont approuvées aussi.


55
Q.
Oui.



R.
Et puis le montant d'intérêts qui est autorisé par la Régie.


56
Q.
Oui. Maintenant -- I guess it's easier to ask for it in English so that both witnesses could follow -- just before turning to the payment of interest on debt, I just want to know what is the current, what is the requirement, revenue requirement to pay interest on debt for Gazifère, just so that we have a number in mind? And if I may, I will bring to your attention GI-9, Document 3.2, would the revenue requirement to pay interest on debt be the amount of three million fifty-nine thousand and three hundred dollars ($3,059,300) found at the bottom of Column 2 of that exhibit?



MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Est-ce que vous êtes à GI-9, document 2?


57
Q.
3.2.



R.
Oui, ça, ça se trouve à être le calcul sur une moyenne de treize mois.


58
Q.
D'accord. Et ça, c'est-à-dire que c'est une moyenne basée sur treize mois mais c'est un paiement d'intérêts pour douze mois, ça?



R.
Exactement. C'est juste le, c'est...


59
Q.
C'est votre dépense sur douze mois pour Gazifère de votre dette à long terme?



R.
Non.


60
Q.
Les intérêts payables sur la dette à long terme?



R.
Ça, ça se trouve à être le calcul pour calculer le taux que l'on peut, que vous retrouvez à la GI-9, document 2. Si vous retournez à GI-9, document 2...


61
Q.
Oui.



R.
... à la ligne 1, colonne 3...


62
Q.
Oui.



R.
Alors ça, ça nous permet de calculer le taux qui va nous être autorisé, o.k.?


63
Q.
Oui.



R.
Alors si vous voulez savoir qu'est-ce qui va nous être autorisé pour le paiement de la dette, c'est la ligne 1 et 2 de la colonne 5. Si on prend pour acquis, là, que cette structure-là est acceptée, vous savez, parce qu'elle n'a pas été mise à jour pour les, pour l'ajout de volume puis tout ça qu'on a fait la semaine dernière.


64
Q.
Donc le coût, ou les revenus nécessaires pour Gazifère pour payer sa dette à long terme, disons qu'on va simplifier l'exemple, qu'on prend juste la dette à long terme, c'est d'environ deux point cinq (2.5) millions?



R.
Parfait, c'est ça.


65
Q.
Bon, o.k. 



R.
Ça se trouve à être ce qui va nous être autorisé. Alors, quand on va calculer, comme par exemple notre impôt sur le revenu, c'est ce montant-là qu'on va déduire comme dépense d'intérêts.


66
Q.
Et c'est aussi le montant de deux point cinq (2.5)




millions que vous allez percevoir de la part des abonnés pour, comme revenu pour payer cette obligation-là?



R.
Si vous voulez, parce qu'en fait, là, ce que vous avez à la ligne 5, colonne 5, le quatre millions sept vingt et un (4,721,000), ça se trouve à être le rendement autorisé sur la base de tarification. Donc...


67
Q.
Oui.



R.
... ça, ça vous donne le calcul en détail, mais qu'est-ce qui est autorisé, c'est le rendement autorisé, au montant de quatre millions sept vingt et un (4,721,000).


68
Q.
Oui, et là-dessus, il n'y a pas quatre millions sept vingt et un (4,721,000) qui va retourner à l'actionnaire de Gazifère parce que vous allez avoir un certain nombre d'intérêts, vous allez avoir des paiements d'intérêts à faire dont environ, vous estimez deux millions et demi (2,5), à vos créanciers, qui n'iront pas dans la poche de l'actionnaire de Gazifère?



R.
Bien, le retour, si vous voulez, là, pour l'actionnaire de Gazifère, c'est la ligne 4, colonne 3, le neuf point soixante-quinze (9,75) qui est maintenant dix point treize (10,13).


69
Q.
Oui. Donc, juste pour être toujours sûr qu'on se comprenne bien, c'est juste ça, ce petit fait-là, que je veux établir, c'est que ce que vous percevez de




vos clients pour payer votre charge d'intérêts, qui ne va à votre actionnaire, qui va à votre créancier de dette à long terme, c'est environ deux point cinq (2,5) millions?



R.
C'est ça.


70
Q.
Donc vous percevez deux point cinq (2,5) millions de vos clients, que vous allez ensuite, après ça, redonner à un créancier ─ on se suit toujours?



R.
Oui, oui, si vous voulez.


71
Q.
Parfait. Now I would like to know how many times a year do you pay these creditors? A bond holder, is it paid once a year, twice a year, the semi-annually interest-bearing bonds?



R.
Deux fois par année.


72
Q.
Ce qui est assez traditionnel, disons. And if I was to transform a bond or an interest payment on a long-term bond paid twice a year, integrating that in a working cash analysis, that's equivalent to a net lag, or lead, rather, of ninety-one point five (99,1) days, is my calculation correct?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
I couldn't answer that question right now, I am not sure.


73
Q.
Well, you have prepared, you are the author of the Cash Working...



A.
Yes.


74
Q.
... the Working Cash Analysis?



A.
Yes, I don't understand the number you mentioned -- ninety-one...




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
J'aimerais ça juste dire que l'intérêt n'est pas inclus dans l'étude de madame Giridhar; alors...


75
Q.
Obviously.



R.
Obviously, oui.


76
Q.
That's also my assumption, but that's why I am trying to go through these questions, to see what would be the impact of including it. When you calculate the revenue lag -- it's done at Page 8 of your analysis?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
Yes.


77
Q.
You're thinking, I have a whole year, three hundred and sixty-six (366) days, I have twelve months, twelve billing cycles?



A.
Yes.


78
Q.
And I estimate that I receive my revenues, on average, in the middle, therefore you divide it by two again, and that comes to fifteen point two (15.2) days, that's the calculation that is made to calculate the revenue lag?



A.
Yes.


79
Q.
Now, I am asking you...



A.
The service lag.


80
Q.
Yes.



A.
Yes.


81
Q.
If I were to calculate the lag on the payment of interest on long-term debt, I would take three hundred and sixty-six (366), if it's paid semi-annually, I'll divide it by two (2)?



A.
Yes.


82
Q.
And I'll divide it by two again on the assumption that it's, on average, it could be anywhere in that period and I estimate that it falls just right in the middle.



A.
Okay.


83
Q.
And if I were to do that, wouldn't I come to a lag of ninety-one point five (91.5) days? Basically, three hundred and sixty-six (366) divided by four (4), or two (2), and by two (2) again?



A.
Well, the maths does make sense.


84
Q.
Yes, but would you also agree with the reasoning?



A.
I couldn't comment on that because that's not the methodology we have in place now, and I couldn't agree to something without actually examining...


85
Q.
No, you're not including it in the study, but I'm trying, since you've been qualified to testify on behalf of the company on that topic, that you would sort of play the game with me and tell me, if you were to include it, couldn't you include it that way?



A.
I couldn't say that, I would really need to do an analysis before I could...


86
Q.
Well, j'argumenterai à la fin, c'est la bonne façon




de le faire là. Now...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Je pense que madame Parent pourrait...




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Non, c'est correct, j'étais tout simplement pour dire que ça, ce n'est pas inclus dans l'étude puis qu'on ne devrait pas exiger de madame Giridhar qu'elle réponde à une question comme ça, ce n'est pas inclus dans l'étude, elle n'a pas fait cette recherche-là, ou cet exercice-là.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Bien, écoutez, je m'excuse, là, je suis en désaccord, mais enfin, ce n'est pas une question qui est nécessaire pour le contre-interrogatoire.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Disons, c'est ça, dans l'argumentation...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est ça.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




... il s'agit de comprendre les connaissances de madame Giridhar.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Oui.


87
Q.
Now your average revenue lag, from your study, I understand to be forty-five point two (45.2) days?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
That is correct.


88
Q.
And if you pay a debt later than what is the amount of time it takes for you to collect revenues, then you have a positive cash flow impact, don't you?



A.
That is correct. I just want to bear in mind here though that the revenue lag you see here reflects the entire revenue requirement of the company, so if you were to compare, take the rated average for all of the items and compare it with just one, I'm not sure that... I'm not sure where we are heading here, but...


89
Q.
Well, just to make sure that we understand your latest comment. You say, I was asking you to validate that the revenue lag was forty-five point two (45.2) days?



A.
That is correct.


90
Q.
Whether you pay interest or you are to add interest payment...



A.
Yes.


91
Q.
... to the study wouldn't change the revenue lag, would it?



A.
It would not change the revenue lag.


92
Q.
Okay. 



A.
Oh, sorry, do you ask me... no, it would not change the revenue lag.


93
Q.
Very good.



A.
No.


94
Q.
Therefore, I could still use that forty-five point two (45.2) days as being my revenue lag to calculate the impact of an expense lag?



A.
That is correct.


95
Q.
Good. Now, you may not agree with my calculation, but bearing in mind that my expense lag is ninety-one point five (91.5) days, if I have a revenue lag of forty-five point two (45.2) days, I would have a net lag of forty-six point three (46.3) days on my long-term debt interest expense?



A.
That would be the method of deriving it, yes.


96
Q.
And to calculate the working cash impact, I would need to have this forty-six point three (46.3) days, which is my net lag, divide it by three hundred and sixty (360) days and multiply it by the total amount of the expense?



A.
Yes.


97
Q.
Therefore, forty-six point three (46.3) days, divided by three hundred and sixty-six (366) days, times two point five (2.5), or two point four seven nine (2.479), I had made a calculation on the assumption it was three million (3,000,000), would you be kind




enough, since you have a calculator, to tell me what that would be?



A.
Forty-six...


98
Q.
Forty-six point three (46.3).



A.
Yes.

99
Q.

Divided by three six six (366)...



A.
Okay.


100
Q.
... times, just to get the correct number, is two million four hundred seventy-nine thousand dollars ($2,479,000).



A.
Four hundred seventy-nine (479). I have a number of three hundred and thirteen point six thousand ($313,600), so it would be a negative.


101
Q.
So that when you say it's a negative, it diminishes the working capital required by Gazifère of three hundred and thirteen thousand dollars ($313,000)?



A.
Yes, it would, except that I would like to reiterate that that's not the methodology in place currently.


102
Q.
That you have used, that's perfectly alright. Now, considering that you do collect the two point five (2.5) million dollars from your clients and that you pay the bond holders much later in the year, twice a year, what do you with the money in the meantime?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
L'argent est tout simplement déposé dans le compte de banque, il reste là jusqu'à ce qu'il soit utilisé.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Je vous remercie, ça arrive à la conclusion à laquelle je voulais en arriver à l'égard du * cash working capital +, puis on argumentera à la fin sur son usage.
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Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Puis, je vous annonce évidemment, ce que je vais suggérer, c'est que Gazifère, comme elle a ce montant-là dans ses coffres, qu'elle s'en serve aux fins de son fonds de roulement.


103
Q.
Now, I will turn to your presentation on, mostly I understand to be within exhibit GI-13 or that section and I will first want to address some of the questions raised by your presentation this morning, the new document that was handed out. Just for the purpose of the transcript, does it have an exhibit number, that presentation? May I suggest that we give it an exhibit number.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Est-ce que vous voulez le coter sur une donnée spéciale ou... c'est ce qui serait le plus facile pour se retrouver, là.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




On peut le coter si le témoin est pour être contre




interrogé dessus, ce serait plus facile pour s'y retrouver. Je ne sais pas où on est rendu au juste.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est vraiment le numéro qui vous plaît, là. On peut le mettre à la fin de GI-13, disons...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui, peut-être.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Peut-être GI-13, document 14.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Madame Giridhar aimerait ça le mettre dans le 14. 




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




D'accord.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :




Parce que c'est surtout de là que la discussion provient.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :


104
Q.
Alors, GI-14, document 10?



A.
Yes, s'il vous plaît.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.K. Donc, GI-14, document 10, serait la présentation faite par madame Giridhar ce matin.




PIÈCE GI-14 :
Document 10. Présentation de madame Malini Giridhar.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


105
Q.
Ms Giridhar, could you please turn to the third page of your presentation, which is "Cost Allocation Proposal", and under the title "Features", you have mentioned that you have made a slight adjustment to the methodology to use "contract demand qualities adjusted for diversity"?



A.
Yes.


106
Q.
Could you please explain to me, in layman terms, what the adjustment for diversity stands for?



A.
A diversity factor basically adjusts for the fact that on peak day, the sum total of the rate class might not be consuming the maximum amount that every customer could consume. So, in other words, if you had a diversity of one, then it would mean that every customer is consuming their contract demand on peak day, but typically that is not the case and therefore, we have a diversity factor that adjusts the contract demand, the sum of the contract demands of individual customers to reflect the rate class occurrence, so the coincident peak if you like.


107
Q.
And what it calculates, is it the variation or where it stands as opposed to the contract demand? So, if you have a level, is it because they are consuming let's say nine (9), eight percent (8%) of what is the nominal contract demand quantity, or is it because it can vary more or less two percent (2%)?



A.
It is...


108
Q.
Is it always in the same direction or...



A.
Well, it cannot be more than one by definition. So, it would be below one or one, if that is your question.


109
Q.
And what you did in that specific case, what was the adjustment made of?



A.
If I can just explain, this methodology was not currently used for Gazifère for rates, for the large volume customers. If they were industrial loads, we would just pick the average of January and February, the average daily volume for January and February. If they were heating loads, then we would add to the base load the use per degree/day times, the number of degree/days to come up with an approximation.




So, what we are proposing here is to use contract demand quantities for the customers in that rate class and the diversity adjustment, at this point, was made based on comparable rates that we have at Enbridge, for which empirical studies were available.




So, if we took rate 3 for instance, you took the commercial customers in rate 3, you would compare -- or we compared them with our rate 100 which is a typical type of application, and we have empirical studies for Enbridge Consumers Gas going back several years which give us the diversity factor. So, we took the number from there and applied it to the contract demand quantities that were derived here.


110
Q.
So, you are telling us that you are not using Gazifère data?



A.
The contract demand quantity is Gazifère data. At this point, we did not have a diversity factor estimated for Gazifère customers on a rate class basis, so we used this as a proxy for the same type of customers.


111
Q.
Is the definition of the rate class in Enbridge exactly similar to the one at Gazifère?



A.
It is not exactly similar. As I said, it was the best approximation that we could use.


112
Q.
But you mentioned in your presentation that this was a more precise allocating factor, didn't you?



A.
Yes. I believe it is a better approach than using just average January or February quantity, because -- let me put it this way. I think, I do not claim that this is the most precise thing that could have been done, but I think it is an improvement on the existing methodology, and therefore, we are proposing to use that. And we took the measures we could to




make sure that we used data that was as similar as possible to the relevant customers for rates 3 and 4.


113
Q.
Have you provided the Régie with a description of what are the different variables between the group of customers surveyed in Enbridge's franchise, as opposed to what it is in Gazifère's franchise, so that we could assess your statement that this is a good proxy?



A.
I have not provided the information.


114
Q.
Because you ought to admit with me that the Régie is bound to rely on your statement before the Régie today it is a better proxy. But there is nothing in the file for us to assess that?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




C'est une question d'opinion d'expertise. Là, l'avocat dit sur quoi on peut se fier. Ça, c'est une experte, puis elle dit que c'est mieux que la méthode qu'on a actuellement. Puis là, il a décidé de ne pas produire d'expertise là-dessus, ça fait qu'il faut qu'il se débatte avec ça, mais c'est les règles du jeu.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Oui, mais là, pour ce qui est de ne pas le savoir avant, là...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




On est en train de poser la question à savoir s'il y a eu des données qui permettent à la Régie de savoir si effectivement le proxy, on peut le qualifier ou non.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Bien, c'est parce que l'information n'a peut-être pas été fournie avec, mais la question n'a pas été posée non plus. Donc, le dossier est dans l'état où il se trouve en ce moment. Mais ça demeure quand même une question d'opinion d'expertise, là. Si on veut que les documents ou qu'il y ait un *backup+ qui soit fourni là-dessus, bien là, on va le mettre dans le dossier, puis après ça, on pourra vérifier, puis comparer tout ça.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Bien, je pense que maître Pepin a fait son point, là, que les données n'étaient pas déposées, permettant à la Régie d'établir la validité ou la précision du "proxy", si je peux prendre l'expression anglaise. C'est dans ce contexte-là. Est-ce que vous voulez avoir les chiffres qui confirment le "proxy" ou si c'était simplement votre point, là?




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Bien, très honnêtement, je veux dire, c'est vraiment




à la Régie de le décider. Moi, je représente une classe de consommateurs qui a à se demander si on va demander à la Régie d'accepter ou non cette modification-là ou si on va demander au distributeur de préciser sa preuve ou peut-être même de bâtir une étude à partir des données spécifiques de Gazifère.




Maintenant, ce n'est pas ma preuve, je n'ai pas besoin d'aller plus loin que ça. Vous comprendrez que, moi, mon intérêt, ce n'est pas de dire à Gazifère ce qu'ils doivent faire ou pas faire. Je veux juste m'assurer que ce qu'ils font va tenir la route.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Démontrer qu'il n'y avait pas de données qui supportent le "proxy".




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Donc, non, je n'ai pas rien à demander de plus, là. Si Gazifère veut en mettre plus, c'est sa prérogative comme distributeur, puis comme entreprise réglementée devant vous.




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
If I could just comment on my understanding of what you said here. We have empirically conducted the study for Consumers or Enbridge Consumers Gas for a




number of years, because that methodology was in place and it is information that we gather on an empirical and an annual basis, so we are adding to our store of data. 




To do such a study for Gazifère, I guess we could start doing it, starting next year, but I cannot state with certainty that we would have had the information going back, let's say, the last five years or ten (10) years, which is in fact how much data we have in the case of Enbridge Consumers Gas.




So, failing that, I mean, you have a number of approximations here and it really is a value judgment as to what you think is the best approach. You have an existing method based on average volumes for the month, you can -- we believe we are improving on that approach by taking contract demand quantities, which is a better approximation than average quantity consumed during the month, and we know that we should adjust that for diversity because not every customer consumes their contract demand on peak day and that is also an empirical observation. 




I believe it will apply to Gazifère as well, it applies most utilities and most customers, simply because the volume that a consumer might consume on peak day is a function of a number of things. If it




is industrial customers, it is a function of the number of shifts they had that day or the level of production. 




So, I guess the point I am trying to make here is that we have a number of approximate approaches and we took what we thought was the best information available at this point in time to make an improvement that we believe we could make to the study. That is why I have called it a refinement.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


115
Q.
That prompted an additional question on my part then to make sure that I understand the proxy that you are suggesting. Is it true to think that in the case of an industrial customer for example, economic cycles would have an impact on that diversity factor?



A.
It could, which is why we have a vast body of information for Consumers. We do not just take the last year's diversity factor, we add it to regression analyses of a significant number of years, so it would smooth out a factor such as that over time.


116
Q.
No, I am trying to assess what impact that factor... now, for example, do you think that economic conditions are similar in Ontario and in Quebec?



A.
I think the point I am making is if you take a ten-year period, you are looking at relativity here, I mean, it is not the level of economic activity that




impacts diversity here, we are talking about movement over time and over a body of information. So, I do not know if, over the last ten (10) years, the cycles have evened out in Quebec the way they have evened out in Ontario. I could not make that comment.


117
Q.
Neither can I. O.K., we will turn to page 4, if you can, of your presentation. In the rate design proposal, you are changing the recovery of compressor fuel cost from -- the delivery charge is now moved to the gas supply charge?



A.
That is correct.


118
Q.
The question might seem very simple, but that would fall within the purview of rate 200, would it not?



A.
I am sorry.


119
Q.
Would the compressor fuel...



A.
Right...


120
Q.
... would it be recuperated through rate 200?



A.
That is correct.


121
Q.
And therefore, it is a pass-on?



A.
Yes.


122
Q.
So, it is moved from one place to the other, it is a pass-on to the customer?



A.
That is right.


123
Q.
Good. Rate Design Process, following page, page 5 of your presentation. Stage three is really what makes a difference between a pure calculation and an expert evaluation, there is an adjustment?



A.
That is right.


124
Q.
As far as rate 2 is concerned, is there a change in the adjustments made, made to the rate design?



A.
There was no adjustment made to rate 2. So, in other words, it picked up the deficiency allocation that was allocated based on rate base. So, it was a pure calculation in the case of rate 2.


125
Q.
O.K. In document GI-14, document 1, page 5 to be specific, there is an adjustment to rate 2 of sixteen thousand dollars ($16,000); would that not be such ad adjustment?



A.
That has since changed. That was the adjustment made as part of the original filing and the numbers I was talking about as part of this presentation relate to the update. There has been a significant update of the volumes and a few other changes as well, so that no longer holds true.


126
Q.
Now, there is no longer a sixteen thousand seven hundred dollars ($16,700) added to rate 2, but would I find zeros in all the different columns or...



A.
No. If you turn to the adjustments that I mentioned on a rate class basis...


127
Q.
Yes?



A.
Well, in the case of rate 1, just let me turn to the page, sorry, it is not numbered at this point. I did not realize it was going to become an exhibit.


128
Q.
You are mentioning...



A.
But the title is "Adjustments and Rate Impacts to Individual Rate Classes"...


129
Q.
O.K., the three last pages?



A.
The three last pages, that is right.


130
Q.
And I will find them under the title "Adjustments" under each...



A.
That is right, that is where you will find it.


131
Q.
O.K. The presentation that you have made and the different exhibits that you have filed as this new document GI-14, document 10, are they the ones that are -- how can I phrased that correctly -- that sustain the tariffs that you filed, that is exhibit GI-14, document 9? These were the numbers that were used to produce the latest tariffs that were filed last Friday?



A.
That is right, the update, yes.




(13 h 55)


132
Q.
The last page of your document, when you look at rate 9, the interruptible service, the revenue to cost ratio has moved from point ninety-two (0.92) to point ninety-five (0.95)...



A.
Yes.


133
Q.
... and you have mentioned, therefore, that there is a deficiency, that is that rate 9 does not provide Gazifère with just enough revenue to pay for what Gazifère has to pay to offer the service, is it not?



A.
Yes. The revenues under rate 9 do not recover all of the allocated costs to the rate class, that is correct.


134
Q.
Now, in terms of allocated costs to rate 9, are they




all or mostly on a marginal cost basis?



A.
No, they are not, they are on a fully allocated cost basis.


135
Q.
The question is probably more -- should probably be addressed to Ms. Vandal-Parent, so I will ask it in French. Madame Parent, on a noté de la présentation que la demande de Gazifère a été favorablement influencée par la décision de Papier Masson de recourir, là, de reconsommer du gaz, n'est-ce pas, et ce que je veux savoir, c'est qu'on constate donc la volatilité des données de Gazifère à l'égard d'un certain nombre de ses larges consommateurs-là, et je me demandais, est-ce que Gazifère se penche ou fait des efforts pour tenter de minimiser cette volatilité-là à l'égard d'un certain de clients-clé?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Oui, dans l'an passé, il y a eu aucune augmentation au tarif 9, dû justement au fait qu'on reconnaît qu'il y a une grande compétitivité entre les sources d'énergie. Alors, pour essayer d'aller chercher le plus de clients possibles, on essaie de maintenir notre tarif interruptible à un minimum. Parce qu'en fin de compte, si on a des clients, ça bénéficie à l'ensemble des clients.


136
Q.
Mais dans votre approche, lorsque vous démarchez des clients, est-ce que vous avez un plan d'action qui vous permet de minimiser cet impact-là ou cette




dépendance?



R.
Bien, vous savez comme moi que cette année ça a été très difficile parce que le coût du gaz, la fourniture gaz comme telle, a augmenté considérablement durant toute l'année. Il y a juste vers la fin de l'année où on a vu un petit peu les prix d'huile augmenter. C'est bien sûr que dans ce contexte-là, Gazifère perd un petit peu le contrôle, là.


137
Q.
Oui. Non, je comprends que ce n'est pas l'année la plus facile, disons, mais ce que je voulais, c'est avoir votre vue là-dessus. Since the following questions are going to be addressed to both witnesses, I will revert to English. The rate increase, now, I understand that at the -- perhaps to help you, I am referring to document GI-14, document 5, which is a summary of the proposed rate changes by rate class. 




I see that from the current rates -- and I am looking at volume 14, which is the lowest level of fees that a residential customer pays when his consumption exceeds a thousand (1,000) cubic meters, moved upward from fifteen point seven (15.7), which should be cents per cubic meter, to sixteen point thirteen cents (16.13 4) in a year, and that, in itself, is an increase of two point seventy-four percent (2.74%) of the distribution, the cost of distribution service?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
Sorry, were you comparing the fifteen point seven (15.7) to sixteen point three (16.3)?


138
Q.
Thirteen (13)



A.
Thirteen (13), O.K.


139
Q.
The last column, the proposed rates.



A.
Alright.


140
Q.
Therefore, the bill of the residential customer increases by up to two point seven four percent (2.74%)?



A.
On just the delivery -- well, I think we cannot just isolate the delivery component here, because as I mentioned, there is a transfer of fuel costs...


141
Q.
Yes



A.
... from the delivery charge to the gas supply charge.


142
Q.
So, the two point seven percent (2.7%) is only on the delivery charge, but in fact, you should incorporate on a sales basis.


143
Q.
Yes. When you mention the delivery charge, can you please describe the services that you include within that term, so that I am sure to follow?



A.
Yes. Delivery charge includes load balancing and storage which are pass-ons from rate 200, the company's contract on rate 200...


144
Q.
Yes.



A.
... and it also includes Gazifère's operating cost in terms of the services it provides.


145
Q.
And O&M?



A.
I am sorry?


146
Q.
Operation and maintenance, O&M costs?



A.
That is right... well, O&M rate base, that is why I said operating costs which include all of the cost of service elements.


147
Q.
The commodity itself?



A.
The commodity itself was in the gas supply charge.


148
Q.
Yes, which is line 15?



A.
Yes...


149
Q.
And it moved from nine dollars forty ($9.40) to eleven dollars seventy ($11.70)?



A.
Yes, those are in cents per cubic meter.


150
Q.
Yes...



A.
Yes.


151
Q.
Sorry, yes, nine point forty cents (9.40 4), not dollar.



A.
I should add here that it is not pure commodity. We also have some of Gazifère's costs that are classified to that category, predominantly the working cash requirement related to gas costs. So, there is some Gazifère operating cost element in the gas supply charge as well, in addition to the rate 200 gas cost.


152
Q.
And it includes also the compressor fuel?



A.
That is correct.


153
Q.
And therefore, this increase of two point three cents (2.3 4) per cubic meter adds up to the point forty




three cents (0.43 4) and comes up to a two point seven three cents (2.73 4) per cubic meter increase.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Personally, I lost you with the last figures. Could you just go back...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


154
Q.
Yes, I was still on GI-14, document 5, page 1. I was adding the two increases, one is for the operating load balancing and storage cost, there is an increase of point forty-three cents (0.43 4), and that is from line 10 to line 14 in fact...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.K.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


155
Q.
And at line 15, there is an increase of two point three cents (2.3 4), which means that for a cubic meter consumed by a residential customer would be at two point seventy-three cents (2.73 4) per cubic meter increase.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Thank you.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
J'aimerais ça faire remarquer que vous incluez dans ça le pass-on aussi, là?




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :

156
Q.
Yes, I am, I am. And my understanding of how it translates to the total bill paid by the clients that we represent, I would find the information of that calculation at exhibit GI-14, document 9.2, save that I would need to use both revisions. The bill of a customer, if I am to take GI-14, document 9.2, page 1, but the original document, I will find in column 3 his average bill, which is seven hundred forty-six dollars and eighty cents ($746.80), that is my understanding of what that figure is for?



R.
Le sept cent quarante-six et quatre-vingts (746,80)?


157
Q.
C'est ça?



R.
Ça, ça se trouve à être les anciens tarifs sans le pass-on.


158
Q.
C'est ça. So, this year, a residential customer would pay seven hundred and forty-six dollars and eighty cents ($746.80), his average bill?


R.
Jusqu'au trente (30) septembre quatre-vingt-dix-neuf (99), c'est ça.


159
Q.
Yes, O.K. From October first (1st) of this year, what that same customer would have to pay is now eight hundred and twelve dollars and ninety-two cents ($812.92) which is found in that same exhibit, but in




the revised version of last Friday or last Wednesday?



R.
Ça, ça prend en considération que la Régie approuve en totalité toutes les demandes que Gazifère fait?


160
Q.
Yes, obviously. And therefore, that same customer paying the total bill will see an increase of sixty-six dollars and twelve cents ($66.12) from September thirtieth (30th) to October first (1st) this year. And that, I will suggest to you, is about a nine percent (9%) increase. Do you agree with that?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
Yes, that is correct, yes.


161
Q.
O.K. And you have mentioned, Ms. Giridhar, in your presentation, that the current rate of inflation is about two percent (2%)?



A.
Yes. I should, I believe, Ms. Vandal-Parent mentioned that this includes the pass-on...


162
Q.
It does...



A.
... so it is predominantly commodity-related cost.


163
Q.
It does. 




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Et ça, ça veut dire que ce sont des coûts sur lesquels Gazifère n'a aucun contrôle.


164
Q.
Obviously, but I am just trying to show you the point of view of our client. 




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Juste pour être clair dans le contexte quand vous dites ça, là, ce huit cent douze dollars et quatre-vingt-douze (812,92 $) inclut ou reflète, c'est-à-dire...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




La facture totale...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




... la proposition actuelle de Gazifère incluant tous les coûts de ser... - tous les coûts d'opération, la formule, etc., tel que le... avant le débat, disons, avant la discussion de GI-4, appelons ça comme ça.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT
:



R.
Ça inclut aussi GI-4.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Oui, mais tel que présenté par Gazifère?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT
:



R.
Exactement, c'est ça.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :

165
Q.
Perhaps just to make one thing clear about that because I think that is an interesting issue, it includes the pass-on?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
Yes.


166
Q.
It includes the additional revenue requirement suggested in the current rate case, including phase 2. Therefore, it includes the PBR?



A.
Yes.


167
Q.
But does it include the DSM?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
Non, ça n'inclut pas le DSM.


168
Q.
The DSM Plan would be over and above that?



A.
That is right.


169
Q.
O.K. That was an important point I was about to miss.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




En fait, Madame Vandal-Parent, le fait que le DSM n'est pas inclus, c'est parce qu'il est traité sur un compte d'écart?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
C'est exact.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Donc, il n'est pas à l'intérieur du coût de service global, là?




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT ;



R.
Exactement, c'est ça.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :

170
Q.
And just one question that was put to me. In the DSM Plan, there is an employee, an additional employee, at the rate of a hundred thousand dollars ($100,000), is that included or is that all within the DSM budget that is not included?



R.
Ça, ça fait partie du budget du programme d'efficacité énergétique.


171
Q.
C'est ça. Donc, ça fait partie du compte d'écart, ce n'est pas dans les...



R.
Exactement.


172
Q.
Parfait. Can I ask you to turn to GI-14, document 7, page 1, which is the unit rates and revenues by component and rate class...



A.
The revised...


173
Q.
Yes.



A.
O.K.


174
Q.
If you look at line... it would be 2.0, which is underneath 2.3...



A.
Yes.


175
Q.
... total for rate 2...



A.
Yes.


176
Q.
... column 1, thirty-two point zero nine (32.09), what does that thirty-two point zero nine (32.09) include or correspond to? Is it the total, all the different services and commodities included for the delivery of gas?



A.
That is correct. It includes the...


177
Q.
And what is included in line 2.2.3, distribution?



A.
That would be the distribution related portion of deliveries, so, it excludes load balancing. That is itemized separately under 2.2.


178
Q.
And in column 6 of your revised document, as well as column 6 of the previous document, I would find under the different lines "Total", the rate impact per class of users?



A.
Yes.


179
Q.
And therefore, if I look at line 1.0, I find a zero percent (0%) increase for rate 1



A.
Yes.


180
Q.
Two percent (2%) for rate 2?



A.
Yes.


181
Q.
And to that two percent (2%), I must add the four percent (4%) of the previous version to the two percent (2%) of the new version, it comes up to a six percent (6%) increase for the customers?



A.
Not exactly because the previous version did not have approved rate 200 in there. That is based on what we had filed at that point. So, it would not strictly correspond to it. What you should be really taking is the nineteen ninety-nine (1999) decision number...


182
Q.
O.K.



A.
... and then adding...


183
Q.
I notice that there is just one number missing which should be column 6, line 6.0 for rate 9? Should I not find that there is a sixteen percent (16%) decrease?



A.
Well, the reason why I did not have the percentages for rates 4 and 9, I think, you will see that as item -- note number 4 is because for rate 9 and rate 4, because we have T service customers, the percentage is not truly reflected given that, previously, we had fuel costs as part of the delivery charge and now, we do not. And it is really a mixed bag of sales service customers and T service customers. Therefore, percentage comparisons for rate 9 do not work the same way as they do for rate 2. That is why I did not put that number in.
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The best way to do it would be to take the unit rates.


184
Q.
Where do I find those?



A.
Oh, it's on the same...


185
Q.
Yes, the columns 1 and 3?



A.
Yes. Oh, I'm sorry, I have a note here saying that, Note number 2 says, 






Total unit rates in Line 6 are calculated for sales customers, hence they excluse the fuel credits.



So, really, in terms of an impact on Rate 9 customers, I would recommend that you look at Document 9.2, where we show the typicals for rate 9. I think it is shown on a T service basis, but that's




really the best place to... And that is where you see a two percent (2%) reduction, as I mentioned in the presentation. That would be document 9.2, page 2 of 4, tariff 9.


186
Q.
And that reduction would range from fifteen (15%) to -- well, about fourteen (14%) to about fifteen percent (15%)?



A.
I should guide you to the updated numbers.


187
Q.
Sorry.



A.
You'll see a two percent (2%) there, one point seven six (1.76%), one point nine seven (1.97%). The objective in the original filing for rate 9, I believe, was to give them a zero percent (0%) overall impact...


188
Q.
Let me just interrupt you for a minute...



A.
Okay.


189
Q.
... and I am very sorry to have to do that, but I just don't have an updated version for page 4 of document 9.2.



A.
Page 2, do you have page 2?


190
Q.
Yes, page 2, document 9.2?



A.
Yes.


191
Q.
I do not have an updated version. I don't.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




I don't either, I've got page 1.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Yes. It was just page 1 that was...



A.
Oh!




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Page 1 of 4, revised, October twenty-seventh (27th)?




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Yes...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




And then, pages 2, 3, and 4, I don't have any.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :


192
Q.
Are there revisions made to the four pages of that document?



A.
Yes, there were. I apologize, I didn't realize that.


193
Q.
It's perhaps not the standard way to do things, but if I may just have a look at it, perhaps I could ask you to file a copy of it, if your attorney would agree to that, of course?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui. Je m'aperçois que moi non plus, je ne l'ai pas.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Peut-être, si vous l'avez, ce qu'on peut faire, on peut peut-être prendre une pause puis faire des




copies pour tout le monde, si ça va avez vous, Maître Pepin, pour vos questions?




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Oui, c'est ça, puis en fait, ce serait peut-être les trois autres pages du document.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




C'est ça.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Il n'y a que la page 1 qui nous a été distribuée.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




C'est ça, ça fait que si vous avez les pages 2, 3 et 4...




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
No, we only did 1 and 2.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Juste la 2, on a déjà fait la 1...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est ça.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
La 3 et la 4, c'est parce que c'est des comparaisons




avec Gaz Métropolitain; alors, Gaz Métropolitain vient tout juste de le déposer. Nous, on a mis notre cause à jour avec le * pass-on +, donc on n'a pas fait...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Il y a peu d'équivalences, c'est facile à faire.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Il y aurait juste une page à faire.




MME LUCIE VANDAL-PARENT :



R.
C'est ça, il y a juste la page 2 qui manque.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Juste la page 2. Est-ce qu'on prend une pause, ça va avec vous ou vous voulez...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Je ne pense pas que ça vaut la peine, non.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Non? Est-ce que c'est un bon temps pour prendre une pause, d'abord, si je pose ma question plus directe?




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est parce que ça risque d'être une très, très longue pause qui nous amène jusqu'à la phase 2, je




pense qu'il me reste à peu près juste une petite question à poser.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Oui, o.k., allez-y d'abord.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est ça, je vais vous permettre d'avoir une très, très, très longue pause.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Bon, bien, c'est un bon * trade-off +.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




De toute façon, on va demander une photocopie.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




C'est ça, oui, o.k. Merci.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Ce sont toutes mes questions. Je vous remercie beaucoup. I thank you, Ms. Giridhar, Madame Vandal-Parent, ce sont toutes mes questions.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Très bien. Ça fait qu'on va prendre une pause dans ce contexte-là et on va revenir avec les questions de la Régie. Ça fait qu'on va prendre quinze minutes de




pause et ça nous amène à trois heures moins vingt-cinq (14 h 35), ou deux heures trente-cinq (14 h 35). Merci.




SUSPENSION DE L'AUDIENCE


-----------------------




REPRISE DE L'AUDIENCE




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Merci, on va continuer avec maître Rondeau, les questions de la Régie.




CONTRE-INTERROGATOIRE PAR Me PIERRE RONDEAUTE \l2 "


CONTRE-INTERROGATOIRE PAR Me PIERRE RONDEAU :


194
Q.
Good afternoon, Mrs. Giridhar, Madame Vandal-Parent. Ill first refer...




Me MARC-ANDRÉ PATOINE :




C'est le document GI-21?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




C'est indiqué GI-21 mais c'est la deuxième page.


195
Q.
I think the exhibit is marked GI-21 on your, at Page 2 of the exhibit we were talking about earlier on?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
Yes.


196
Q.
And in fact, it should be page 2 to ehibit GI-9, am I




correct, or GI-14?



A.
Oh, I see what you mean. Yes.


197
Q.
Am I correct?



A.
You are correct.


198
Q.
And it would be page 2 of GI-14, Document 9.2?



A.
That's correct.




THE CHAIRMAN :




So, that is minus seven. On va le corriger sur la pièce, on change 21 pour 14. Allez-y, Maître Rondeau.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :


199
Q.
Yes. I refer to section 12, general question, Mrs. Giridhar, is there a relationship between the late payment charges and working cash?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
Late payment charges are part of the revenue stream, so I might need to confirm this, but I think it would be included in the revenues. So, in the calculation of the, it would be part of the revenues that the revenue lag is applied to.


200
Q.
And how would you define the relationship, you know, to an increase or decrease in late payment charges, based on your experience?



A.
Sorry, I don't have the backup here, I might have to get back to you on that question.


201
Q.
Donc, if we can we have an undertaking?



A.
...




THE CHAIRMAN:




It would be number 15.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




Fifteen (15).




LE PRÉSIDENT :




And the undertaking is for?




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




The relationship between the late payment charges and working cash, and also the, basically the impact of an increase or decrease in the late payment charges, as regards working cash.




UNDERTAKING 15 :
To provide backup figures as to the relationship between the late payment charges and working cash and the impact of an increase or decrease in the late payment charges as regards working cash.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




O.k. Merci.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :


202
Q.
You were asked earlier several questions regarding the proposed refinement to cost study...



A.
Yes.


203
Q.
... with respect to estimation of peak day, would you be able to quantify the results of the variation in cost brought about by the refinement in terms of dollars and percentage for rates 3 and 4?



A.
I don't have an analysis here that would quantify precisely the impact, but I can just give you the general direction of the shift. As a result of the refinement to the methodology, the peak, the load factor for the purpose of allocating capacity costs, went down from, I guess it was eighty odd percent (80%) to seventy odd percent (70%) for both rate classes...


204
Q.
Yes...



A.
... as a result of the lowering of the load factor, there would be an increase in the capacity cost allocated to Rates 3 and 4. So, assuming nothing else changed, this would cause the revenue to cost ratio to go down for these two rates. Because the costs allocated to these two rates will not go up.


205
Q.
Could you give us a round figure of the decrease, or increase?



A.
I would have to run that through the cost study to determine precisely what the impact is. So, I could undertake to provide that.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




Please.




THE CHAIRMAN




It will be Number 16, and you will describe the undertaking as?




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




Well, the variation, the result of the variation in cost brought about by refinement in terms of dollars and percentage, for Rates 3 and 4.




UNDERTAKING 16 :
To indicate the result of the variation in cost brought about by the refinement in terms of dollars and percentage, for rates 3 and 4.




THE CHAIRMAN:




It's okay.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :


206
Q.
We learned earlier, from your answers to questions put to you by maître Pepin relating to the proposed refinements of cost again for rates 3 and 4, you indicated that you used a proxy based on Enbridge's data?



A.
Yes.


207
Q.
Could it be possible to give the characteristics of those rates, Enbridge's rates, that you used as a proxy?



A.
Yes. I'll just be a minute here. If I could turn to interrogatory response, it's GI-13, document 1.1, page 3 of 4, and if I could also direct you to GI-13, document 1.1, page 1 of 4. So, I guess, to briefly summarize what's in there, I have stated that, for commercial customers in rate 3, we took the diversity factor that we had for commercial customers on rate 100. Rate 100 for Enbridge Consumers Gas, well, there is about three thousand (3,000) customers on that rate class, or close to it; a lot of them are heating predominant apartment commercial buildings, and we thought that it was appropriate to use for the rate 3 commercial customers.




For the industrial customer on rate 3, we used the corresponding diversity factor for industrial customers under rate 100. So, we went one level below taking just the rate class number, we went to the sector, commercial versus industrial. 




And for rate 4, we applied the industrial diversity factor on rate 110, which has the same load factor requirements as rate 4 in that fifty percent (50%) load factor or more, and rate 4 also has a higher minimum qualifying level than rate 3. Our customers




in rate 110 tend to be somewhat larger than customers in rate 100, so we thought that was an appropriate proxy to use.


208
Q.
Could you, Mrs. Giridhar, file on record copy of Rate 100 and 110 and the specific characteristics for each?



A.
Yes.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




So, that would be undertaking number 17.




UNDERTAKING 17 :
File on record copy of rates 100 and 110 and the specific characteristics for each.




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR :



A.
Could I just clarify that? Did you want just the description of Rate 100 and 110 from my handbook or... would that satisfy you?




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :


209
Q.
Yes, that's right.



A.
Okay.




(14 h 55)


210
Q.
I am now turning to GI-14, document 7.



A.
Yes.


211
Q.
You have three components under each of the rates. Could you tell us which are not part of the pass-on




of tariff 200 from Enbridge?



A.
Which components are not part of the pass-on?


212
Q.
Yes?



A.
The distribution component is not part of the pass-on.


213
Q.
Is that the only one?



A.
Yes.


214
Q.
So, there is only the pass-on under gas supply commodity and gas supply load balancing?



A.
Well, to clarify that, there is -- in addition to the pass-on, there is a small -- well, there is a component of Gazifère's operating cost that might be put in that category. I mentioned earlier that the working cash related to gas cost is recovered from the gas supply commodity charge. There may be return on some assets that are used by the specific group that does the gas supply function that might also be incorporated there. So, there is...


215
Q.
Could it be possible to file the specific components that are not mentioned here and that are proper to Gazifère and are not part of tariff 200 and not the pass-on?



A.
O.K.




THE CHAIRMAN:




It's number 18.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




That would be undertaking number 18, yes, components that are to Gazifère, but not part of the pass-on.




UNDERTAKING 18:
To advise as to the specific components (GI-14, document 7) which are specific to Gazifère, but not part of the pass-on.


216
Q.
And now, I am turning to the initial document filed under GI-14, document 7. Would it be possible to file with la Régie an amended document that would allow us to compare fiscal ninety-nine ('99), inclusive of all pass-on, to fiscal two thousand (2000)?



A.
Fiscal ninety-nine ('99) inclusive of pass-on...


217
Q.
Yes?



A.
O.K.


218
Q.
Like an update of document, of the initial document filed...



A.
Well, the update that you see has fiscal nineteen ninety-nine (1999) rates inclusive of pass-on, as applied to two thousand (2000) volumes.


219
Q.
Yes, but would it be possible to have one without the R-3499 and starting with the actual rates?



A.
I just need that clarified again. Yes, my understanding is you would like to see all three elements on the one page D-99-09 and then the pass-on and then the proposed...


220
Q.
This is correct, on the same document...



A.
Assuming the current -- the updated set of volumes?


221
Q.
Yes?



A.
O.K.


222
Q.
That would be undertaking...



A.
...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




So, that is 19.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




... number 19.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Could you describe it for me again, at least for me?




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




That would be an update to the initial GI-14, document 7, to include all of the changes, including pass-on and volumes...



A.
This might take a fair bit of work updating the original filing for the updated volumes, but excluding pass-on and so on and so forth. I just wanted to mention that.


223
Q.
It is just in order to enable us to make a valuable comparison between...



A.
Fine.




UNDERTAKING 19:
To file an amended version of GI-14, document 7, including all changes, pass-on and volumes.




THE CHAIRMAN:




And when you mention a fair amount of time, are you looking in terms of days or months?




MS. MALINI GIRIDHAR:



A.
Oh no no, days.




Me PIERRE RONDEAU :




Thank you, Mrs Giridhar, Thank you, Mrs Vandal-Parent.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Merci, Maître Rondeau. Maître Patoine. Non? Est-ce que vous avez des commentaires en réplique? Non?




O.K., then, thank you very much, Ms. Giridhar and madame Vandal-Parent, merci beaucoup encore. Et cette section 12, 13, 14 est donc fermée dans ce contexte-là, O.K., parfait. Merci.




Alors, en ce qui concerne la suite des audiences, peut-être deux, trois points en suspens. Il y a encore le calendrier qui va être finalisé avec maître Dubois, les discussions vont continuer. Ça fait qu'on




devrait être en mesure, au courant de cette semaine, je présume, d'aviser tout le monde sur le calendrier pour qu'on puisse s'organiser en conséquence.




Sur la section GI-4 qu'on va faire soit à la fin novembre ou début décembre, est-ce que Gazifère entend faire participer un représentant de Ernst & Young qui a regardé les coûts et endossé?




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




J'ai parlé avec maître Rondeau la semaine passée qui m'a soulevé le point; évidemment, on n'a pas commencé à préparer la cause de ce côté-là. J'ai quand même parlé au téléphone avec les gens qui étaient chargés de recevoir les commentaires de Ernst & Young et on a parlé de façon générale et pas de faire témoigner ces gens-là comme tel, mais c'est sûr que les barèmes d'évaluation vont être importants, puis vont devoir être justifiés, là.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Bien, c'est peut-être juste pour vous sensibiliser à ce point-là...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui oui...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




... surtout qu'à certains endroits...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




La discussion m'a sensibilisé la semaine passée. J'en ai parlé d'ailleurs avec le client, avec les gens de Gazifère, pour voir comment on était pour approcher ça.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




D'accord.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Puis il faut que j'en parle avec les gens d'Enbridge aussi parce que l'information vient d'eux. Mais c'est sûr qu'on va s'adresser au sujet, puis je pourrai recommuniquer avec maître Rondeau...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




D'accord, parce que ça devient une personne-clé dans un sens, qu'un certain témoignage que éventuellement... je ne sais pas si les intervenants vont être intéressés peut-être à le questionner, mais déjà, nous autres, la Régie, on avait des questions, là, qui...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui, je sais que ça intéresse bien...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




C'est pour ça qu'on a envoyé aussi les questions d'avance...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui oui, ce n'est pas une surprise.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




... dans un sens pour vous sensibiliser à l'orientation que ça pourrait prendre parce que c'est réellement un morceau sérieux, là.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Oui, c'est un sujet qu'on a déjà abordé avec les gens d'Enbridge, puis on va continuer à le faire, puis je vais communiquer avec maître Rondeau pour lui dire précisément ce qui en est, puis qui va être là puis on va discuter de ça.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Excellent. Est-ce que vous aviez un point là-dessus, Maître Pepin, ou si c'était un autre point...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Bien, c'est un point d'intendance, disons, qui se lie, là. C'était juste pour essayer de voir aussi avec Gazifère si les présentations qui sont faites en audience, les documents qui ont été remis, si on




pouvait les avoir avant l'audition pour la phase 2, parce que je dois vous avouer qu'on a été à un désavantage assez significatif, à l'égard de suivre les modifications à la preuve, là, je comprends que, bon, il y a des choses qui sont arrivées récemment pour Gazifère aussi, puis ils ont des limites quant aux ressources, là...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




C'est ça, oui.




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




Mais comme on a un peu de temps pour la phase 2, puis qu'on repousse, si on pouvait avoir les documents un peu plus d'avance, la liste de témoins aussi, de façon à ce qu'on puisse céduler notre propre présentation. Moi, ce qui m'intéresse aussi, c'est de pouvoir céduler aussi la visite de John Todd. Plus il le sait d'avance évidemment, moins le billet d'avion coûte cher, puis plus c'est facile aussi de s'assurer qu'il soit là au moment pertinent. 




Alors, c'est juste pour essayer de faciliter la logistique, pour ne pas qu'on ait des documents qu'on est obligé de regarder la fin de semaine.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Peut-être que c'est plus facile dans la phase 2 avec




le temps qu'on a en avant de nous...




Me BENOÎT PEPIN :




C'est ça.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




... justement, on a déjà certains documents qui sont arrivés. Ça fait que si on fait notre possible dans ce contexte-là, ça va faciliter. Surtout je vais vous dire, personnellement, ce qui me préoccupe le plus, c'est que lorsqu'on va arriver dans cette période-là, que ce soit la fin novembre, le début décembre, ou si malheureusement on n'est pas capable de le faire à la fin... mettons, je pense qu'il y avait les dates du vingt-neuf (29) novembre ou un (1), deux (2), trois (3) décembre, si jamais ce n'est pas ces dates-là, quant on tombe dans le dix-sept (17), dix-huit (18), vingt (20) décembre, là...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Moi, ce que j'aimerais qu'on fasse, je vais vous dire ce que j'ai en tête, c'est qu'on a certains empêchements dans cette semaine-là du mois de novembre, mais d'un autre côté, je pense qu'on pourrait avoir deux ou trois jours de disponibles et puis...




LE PRÉSIDENT :




S'avancer...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




S'avancer à la fin novembre, puis quitte à conserver peut-être deux dates quelque part en décembre si on ne pouvait pas compléter, puis s'organiser aussi peut-être pour faire une organisation de l'agencement des témoins pour faire en sorte que si on coupe en novembre, on ait quelque chose de logique à faire en décembre, soit l'argumentation ou les témoins qu'il sera logique de faire à ce moment-là.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Parce qu'au point de vue... on va être obligé probablement d'être très flexible parce que l'alternative est encore pire, la dernière semaine de Noël, je ne sais pas comment vous êtes vous autres, mais il va y avoir les emplettes de Noël qui vont courir aussi... et là, ça va être les partys de Noël aussi, surtout les bureaux d'avocats, là...




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Ça dépend des avocats... les administrateurs de bureaux d'avocats. Mais quant aux documents, je peux assurer mon confrère qu'on va faire le maximum. C'est une cause qui est un peu spéciale. Je sais que tout le monde a été un peu bousculé, Gazifère aussi, puis




je trouve à date que tout le monde y a mis un petit peu du sien. 




C'est sûr qu'on a reçu des documents en retard de part et d'autre, mais je pense que tout le monde y a mis l'effort qu'il fallait pour qu'on puisse au moins compléter cette phase-là, ça fait que vous pouvez être assuré que, dans la proche étape, on va faire ce qu'il faut.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




Et les engagements qui restent, ça devrait arriver dans les jours qui viennent dans ce contexte-là.




Me PIERRE PAQUET :




Voyant la performance de madame Parent, on peut s'attendre à ça d'une minute à l'autre.




LE PRÉSIDENT :




D'une minute à l'autre, c'est ça. Est-ce qu'il y a d'autres points de logistique ou de... Bon, dans ce contexte-là, on va ajourner et on va vous aviser par écrit suite aux discussions concernant le calendrier, puis entre temps, on va vous lire avec beaucoup d'attention, Madame Parent. Très bien, merci beaucoup.
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