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« In this case, it is assumed that the planning horizon is 30 years »

1.1. Please justify the choice of a 30 year planning horizon.

ANSWER:

The 30 year planning horizon is typical for system planning and energy efficiency assessments and is used in other jurisdictions including Ontario.
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« The first approach is to develop detailed projections of natural gas demand – both summer and winter, costs of all the various supply components, including existing and incremental (or decremental) supply and integrate all of this information in a modeling exercise. »

2.1 Please describe more fully the various steps used by Consumers-Enbridge.

ANSWER:

A complete discussion of the avoided cost approach used by Enbridge Consumers Gas, as recommended by Hampton Strategies Inc can be found in Consumers Gas filing to the Ontario Energy Board: "1996 Demand-Side Management Summary" - EBRO 490, Exhibit D2, Tab 6, Schedule 1.  The most recent approved update to the avoided costs, including a description of the approach can be found in Enbridge Consumers Gas filing to the Ontario Energy Board: "2000 Demand-Side Management Plan - RP-1999-0001, Exhibit D2, Tab 3, Schedule 1.

2.2 Please provide the total and disaggregated cost of this approach.

ANSWER:

A rough total cost estimate for a detailed avoided cost study such as that done by Enbridge is $50,000 to $75,000.  Gazifere cannot provide a disaggregated cost estimate.
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« Using Enbridge’s avoided costs has the advantage over the use of Rate 200 since avoided costs are reported for base loads and weather sensitive loads, whereas using Rate 200 implies that the avoided costs are the same regardless of load shape. However, this also implies that Gazifère has a similar load profile and similar unit avoided cost to the Enbridge system in total. This may or may not be the case. »

3.1 Please indicate whether the author of this passage examined Gazifère’s load profile.

ANSWER:

The author did not examine Gazifere's load profile as part of this exercise.

3.2 Please describe any significant differences between Gazifère’s and Enbridge’s load profiles.
ANSWER:

Gazifere has not conducted an analysis of the two system's load shapes. 

3.3 Please describe the advantages and disadvantages of reapportioning Enbridge’s base load and weather sensitive avoided costs to Gazifère’s specific base and weather sensitive sales volumes.
ANSWER:

Since Gazifere has not conducted an analysis of the two system's load shapes, it is not prepared to speculate as to the advantages or disadvantages of reapportioning Enbridge's base and weather sensitive avoided costs. 

3.4 Please provide a copy of the latest version of Enbridge’s disaggregated long-term avoided cost estimates, including specifically the commodity, T&D charges, storage, avoided investments and externalities.

ANSWER:

The requested information can be found in the "2000 Demand-Side Management Plan" - Enbridge Consumers Gas - RP-1999-0001, Exhibit D2, Tab3, Schedule 1.
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« However, the magnitude of the DSM savings projected in the 2000 Plan are not likely to impact any of Gazifère’s facility planning assumptions. »

4.1 Is it Gazifère’s testimony that its DSM programm now and in the future will in no way affect costs associated with peak management? With new line construction and/or upgrades?

ANSWER:

Gazifere has not conducted any analysis related to determining the DSM programs impacts on peak management, line construction or upgrades.  That said, projected first year savings from the program are not expected to significantly impact any of these items.

4.2 If available, please provide both technical and cost projections of Gazifère’s future line construction or upgrade requirements.

ANSWER:
To follow.

4.3 If available, please provide detailed load and capacity data for specific line segments throughout Gazifère’s territory. Please also indicate, to the extent possible, projected overall and location-specific demand growth over the 30-year planning period.

ANSWER:
To follow.
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Table

5.1
Please reproduce this table in Y2000 real dollars, specifying any discounting assumptions.

ANSWER:

GAZIFERE AVOIDED COST ESTIMATES

RATE 200 PROXY

2001 RATE CASE

YEAR
AVOIDED COST IN Y2000 REAL DOLLARS ($/M3)

2001
0.1863

2002
0.1768

2003
0.1708

2004
0.1666

2005
0.1648

2006
0.1642

2007
0.1640

2008
0.1641

2009
0.1637

2010
0.1637

2011
0.1641

2012
0.1645

2013
0.1650

2014
0.1654

2015
0.1658

2016
0.1663

2017
0.1667

2018
0.1671

2019
0.1675

2020
0.1679

2021
0.1679

2022
0.1679

2023
0.1679

2024
0.1679

2025
0.1679

2026
0.1679

2027
0.1679

2028
0.1679

2029
0.1679

2030
0.1679

Source: Statistique Canada
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« The [LRAM] is a rate adjusting mechanism which captures the increase or decrease in a utility’s distribution margin due to the utility either underachieving or overachieving its DSM volumetric savings targets. »

6.1 This description seems to indicate that the LRAM would cover only variances of the initial lost revenue projections, to the exclusion of the forecast lost revenues themselves. Please describe the treatment of projected lost revenues proposed by Gazifère.

ANSWER:

The LRAM as proposed by Gazifere is intended to account for variances in revenue over the course of one year only.  The process would then be repeated the following year(s).  It is not intended to account for a forecast of lost revenues beyond the one year time frame.
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« Gazifère ne peut pas pour l’instant fournir de chiffres exacts mais fera un suivi sur cet élément lors des audiences. »

7.1 Gazifère propose-t-elle d’investir dans ce programme avant la tenue de la prochaine cause tarifaire ?

7.2 Dans l’affirmative, veuillez fournir une description détaillée du programme de même que vos estimations des coûts et des économies, y compris des taux d’opportunistes.

Réponse :

7.1 et 7.2

Voir la réponse à la demande 11 de la Régie à la pièce GI-11, document 1.5
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