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Ref.: Answer to IR‑1.2

Must we understand from your answer to our IR‑1.2 that Gazifère was neither requesting nor expecting or seeking acquiescence, official position nor objections to the proposed direction, at this purely informational meeting?

Ref.: Answer to IR‑1.2.1

a) Are we to understand from your answer to our IR‑1.2.1 that nothing in the discussions between Gazifère’s representatives and interveners present at the meeting was brought up that may have required any change to the initial plan, that is, no suggestion, adjustment, adaptation, compromise or anything of the sort?

b) Does Gazifère deny that it was suggested and discussed that the showerhead program ought to be extended to all clients instead of being limited to about 2000 clients?

c) Does Gazifère deny that it was suggested and discussed that the program for low income families ought to be extended to all clients and to provide for client contributions (in the case of middle and high income families) that would make the program meet the profitability criteria?

d) Does Gazifère deny that it was suggested and discussed that the programmable thermostat program be promoted through “mail‑in rebates” instead of limiting the sales to Gazifère’s counter?

e) Does Gazifère deny that it was suggested and discussed that the 3rd generation hot air generator program ought to include formally the manufacturers’ own incentives?

f) Should the answers to 2b), c), d), e) above be negative, please explain why none of the suggestions were retained?

Ref.: Answer to IR‑2.1

Please answer the question by informing us of the date (“when”) of the change of policy, particularly whether the policy change occurred before or after Gazifère’s testimony on the subject during last year’s hearings concerning the rate case.

Ref.: Answer to IR‑4.1, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2

Must we understand from your answers to the above IRs that any factual information given at the “Consultation” meeting is automatically excluded from the evidence that may be presented to the Régie, or is it the distributor’s contention that this information is not relevant for the purpose of the Régie’s approval of the plan?

Ref.: Answer to IR‑6.1

Please provide the detailed lost/benefit results of Enbridge Consumer Gas’ measures as presented to the OEB and inform us of the year of presentation/appproval as well as the hypotheses (especially gas prices) used by this Ontario distributor for its presentation.

Ref.: Answer to IR‑6.3

Please provide the relevant portions of the report that brought about the decision of the parent company and of the OEB to exclude such greater input boilers.

Note:
These findings of the research commissioned by the parent company are referred to in Gazifères evidence, they must be provided by the witness.

Ref.: Answer to IR‑6.4

g) Must we understand that Gazifère uses the very same criteria as its parent company?

h) If so, please provide these ECG criteria as presented to and approved by the OEB.

Ref.: Answer to IR‑11.1

i) Are we to understand from your answer to our IR‑11.1 that Gazifère does not project nor presume any gas price in the elaboration of its rate case?

j) Is it Gazifère’s position that gas prices have no bearing on the reaction of the clients to various energy efficiency initiatives, no bearing on the competitive position of natural gas in the franchise, or no bearing on the financial planning of the prospective year submitted to the Régie de l’énergie?

Ref.: Answer to IR‑11.2

We understand that Gazifère does not want to limit itself to making Novoclimat the sole and mandatory requirement since Novoclimat entails an additional cost for the client.

The question was, however, if Novoclimat is only optional, how could its mere mention as an option jeopardize Gazifère’s market share?
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