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June 25, 2025 
 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES BOARD OF MANITOBA 
400-330 Portage Avenue 
Winnipeg, Manitoba  
R3C 0C4 
 
ATTENTION: Dr. D. Christle, Board Secretary and Executive Director 
 
Dear Dr. Christle:  
 
RE:  Centra Gas Manitoba Inc. (“Centra”) Fiscal 2025 General Rate Application – Final 

Argument Reply Submission 
 

Centra submits the following reply submission in response to the Intervener Final Arguments 
of CAC and IGU on June 23, 2025.  
 
1. Corporate Allocation and Sinking Fund Treatment  

In its Final Argument, IGU suggests that Centra’s GRA proceeding is not “the appropriate 
venue to make any sort of approval of material reallocations at the parent level”1 and provides 
legal framework with respect to the disposition of the funds.2 IGU refers to the consolidated 
financial information provided in Manitoba Hydro’s Debt Management Strategy and response 
to Minimum Filing Requirement providing subsidiary financial statements as part of an Electric 
General Rate Application as evidence that the PUB is making decisions with respect to 
Manitoba Hydro’s consolidated operations as part of the related GRA proceeding and should 
therefore defer its decision.3 IGU also suggests that the definition of “debt-to-capitalization 
ratio” in The Manitoba Hydro Act (which was repealed by The Budget Implementation and Tax 
Statutes Amendment Act, 2024, S.M. 2024, c. 35, Sch. C, s. 5(1)) reflected that subsidiaries 
were part of electricity rate setting. The now repealed “debt-to-capitalization ratio” was 
specific in application for electricity rates and did not encompass the consolidated operations 
of Manitoba Hydro. 
 

 
1 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, page 1-5, line 13 
2 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, Attachment 1 
3 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, pages 1-6 – 1-7 
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While Manitoba Hydro files its consolidated Debt Management Strategy and subsidiary 
financial statements as part of its electric GRAs as requested by the PUB, the financial forecast 
filed to support proposed rate increases in Manitoba Hydro’s electric GRAs are for its electric 
operations only. The PUB’s jurisdiction in electric GRAs is limited to setting electric rates. The 
PUB’s jurisdiction does not extend to the unregulated subsidiaries of Manitoba Hydro 
including to any transfer of funds from an unregulated subsidiary for debt repayment 
purposes at the consolidated level. 

As noted in Centra’s response to Undertaking 30,4 the Manitoba Hydro-Electric Board 
approved the transfer of funds from Manitoba Hydro International Ltd. to Manitoba Hydro for 
the purpose of establishing the sinking fund pursuant to subsection 37(2.1) of The Manitoba 
Hydro Act. Subsections 15(1.3) and 16(1) have no application to these circumstances. 

2. Implications of the $5 Million Disallowance

In its final argument, CAC submits that approximately $5M in Administrative Support Costs 
should be disallowed for the test year(s),5  based on what is characterized as “…an obvious 
and glaring lack of prudence…”6 

Any such arbitrary disallowance is not warranted or justified and would be punitive in nature 
given that the costs were prudently incurred by the corporation. If the PUB ordered such an 
extraordinary disallowance specifically to Centra, it would only serve to exacerbate 
Centra’s poor financial health on a standalone basis. Consequently, the suggested 
disallowance should be rejected by the PUB. 

3. Clarification of the 15% Reduction under the Voluntary Departure Program (“VDP”)

In April 2017, Manitoba Hydro announced the VDP, which was seeking to reduce its workforce 
by 15%. This followed the reduction in executive management positions two months earlier, 
in February 2017. Mr. Rainkie’s employment at Manitoba Hydro concluded two months before 
the VDP was launched, so he could not have been intimately familiar with the execution of the 
VDP or how management saw the need for it to evolve with time based upon the staffing needs 
of the corporation. 

4 CENTRA-31, page 2 
5 CAC-20, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – CAC Written Argument – June 23, 2025, page 44, line 25 
6 CAC-20, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – CAC Written Argument – June 23, 2025, page 5, line 30 
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In planning for that workforce reduction, it was very clear that the major projects were ongoing 
and that the company was focusing on that work, but there was never an intention to reduce 
the workforce further beyond the 15% through the VDP as alluded to by Mr. Rainkie. The major 
projects had term positions created, which were in place for the projects and eliminated 
following the completion of the projects. 

In COALITION/MH I-78a-d from the 2023/24 & 2024/25 General Rate Application, it was 
identified that there was never more than 517 positions associated with the major projects.  It 
is not clear how Mr. Rainkie chose to “normalize” FTE, but it needs to be pointed out again 
that there was never an intention to reduce FTE beyond the VDP reduction. As also indicated 
in the 2023/24 & 2024/25 General Rate Application and highlighted by Ms. Amorim Dew in 
direct testimony of this proceeding, operations and maintenance saw a reduction in work 
during the major projects and there is a need to maintain business operations capital as well. 
It cannot be assumed that FTEs could continually be reduced beyond the VDP without further 
impacting operations: 

MR. BRIAN MERONEK: Yeah. Okay. In the rebuttal evidence of Centra, which 
is Exhibit Centra 15, page 15, in response to Mr. Rainkie's assertion about 
controllable activity charged volume increases, at line 9, whoever was the 
author pointed out that there was a 13 percent decrease in Manitoba 
Hydro's FTEs from the pre-VDP level of 6,411 to the forecast test year of 
5,587. That's -- that's where you get the 13 percent, correct?  

MS. SANDRA AMORIM DEW: That is correct.  

MR. BRIAN MERONEK: Okay. And so, that -- that -- the VDP -- sorry. And I 
don't want to conflate things. There were FTEs dedicated to larger projects 
in and around that time, Keeyask and Bipole 3, correct?  

MS. SANDRA AMORIM DEW: Yes, there were.  

MR. BRIAN MERONEK: Yeah. And the FTEs subscribed to that would -- as I 
read the Manitoba Hydro GRA, was 748 FTE the last GRA?  

MS. SANDRA AMORIM DEW: So, I don't have that in front of me. If memory 
serves me correct, I believe that was at the peak of the Project.  And in that 
same either Information Request or where we provided information on that, 
we talked about how that was the peak of our internal resources. And then 
we gradually reduced either through terms terminating and individuals 
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leaving the employment of Manitoba Hydro or people were successfully put 
into new positions that they bid into.7  

--------- 

MR. BRIAN MERONEK: So, if you take those away from the 6,411, you're 
down to 5,663 FTEs?  

MS. SANDRA AMORIM DEW: So, Mr. Meronek, sorry, I'm just going to stop 
you there. You can (sic)8 take them away. A lot of our employees that went 
onto the Project went from other roles, and so their base positions were held. 
Unfortunately, a lot of that came from operations and maintenance, which 
we've talked about in our electric filings. We've seen an impact on our 
maintenance work. So, a lot of those positions came from those types of 
roles. They came from finance roles. They came through across the 
Company. Some of those were external hires for new requirements, but not 
all of them. And I don't even think -- not even half of them.9 

 
4. ICAM Allocation Methodology & Independent Review 

Centra was criticized for not responding to discussion of the Massachusetts three-factor 
allocation method.10 However, Centra relied on the independent expert review conducted by 
Deloitte, which was commissioned directly by the PUB, which found the ICAM to be 
reasonable and appropriate. The PUB did not require Deloitte to provide oral testimony in this 
proceeding, and therefore Centra did not see the need to revisit the issue in the absence of 
new expert evidence or specific direction from the PUB.  
 
5. Classification of Distribution Mains 

In its Final Argument, IGU implies that because Centra did not cross examine Mr. Bowman 
regarding his approach on how to treat steel in the minimum system approach and that it did 
not review and vary the Board’s finding from 109/22 to use a minimum system, that it must 
now accept an alternative approach recommended by Mr. Bowman that completely reverses 
the classification of distribution mains that have been in place for more than 30 years: 

 
7 Transcript, May 14, 2025, pages 640-642 
8 Transcript should have read “can’t” instead of “can” 
9 Transcript May 14, 2025, page 643 
10 CAC-20, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – CAC Written Argument – June 23, 2025, page 10, line 1-3 
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“Mr. Bowman was not cross-examined or challenged by Centra on any of his 
evidence related to the minimum system study. One would've expected that, 
if Mr. Bowman was being challenged and somehow there was a view that 
his approach was unreasonable, he would be tested on that. But there was 
no such testing of Mr. Bowman's evidence.”11 

and  

“No review and vary application, or other appeal, has been made of the 
Board’s findings that an MSS was the most frequently used method in the 
industry, and would be the most appropriate for Centra. In this proceeding, 
other than data input and other minor refinements, and updates 
necessitated by new situations (e.g., how to deal with a net loss), the scope 
of the proceeding did not, and should not, include overturning Board findings 
from the immediately preceding Cost of Service study hearing. As such, an 
MSS is an appropriate method for implementation.”12  

Centra’s position at the 2021 COSMR was that the existing 65% Demand / 35% customer split 
of Distribution Mains remained reasonable for its system. There was no plausible reason at 
the time Order 109/22 was issued to expect that a Minimum System Study (“MSS”) would 
produce a result as extremely weighted to customer as the approach Mr. Bowman is 
recommending. Mr. Hacault went on to say that Centra is just “not comfortable with the 
results.”13  
 
Centra’s discomfort with Mr. Bowman’s proposal is not because the reasoning or the math 
seems flawed. Rather, it’s the premise of flipping the classification of a large portion of 
Centra’s system based on a revised version of the MSS that was produced through the IR 
process to incorporate refinements recently implemented in another jurisdiction. It is 
unknown if FEI would have made the change had their results moved beyond the 50 / 50 split 
in their updated study. IGU’s suggestion that Centra (and the PUB) must blindly accept the 
results of Mr. Bowman’s study because it didn’t cross-examine Mr. Bowman is misleading and 
unfair.  
 

 
11 Transcript June 23, 2025, page 2182 
12 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, page 5-2 
13 Transcript June 23, 2025, page 2182 
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As noted by Ms. Van Hussen, there are more considerations for this issue than just whether 
Mr. Bowman’s concepts are reasonable:  
 

MS. MARNIE VAN HUSSEN: So, unfortunately, I don't think there is one right 
answer, and it is a challenge. I think certainly when we think about -- you 
know, we -- we have rates that have been historically set on 67:33. And I -- 
and I think certainly that gives us some comfort that has been an acceptable, 
reasonable approach. And I don't want to suggest that that means 
methodologies can't change. That's certainly not what I'm saying. But we do 
have something that has, you know, sort of been in that range and it is built 
into customers' rates. So, from a predictability stability perspective, that at 
least gives some comfort in that level, that that's been something that's, you 
know, traditionally been acceptable to customers, to sort of have that type 
of split. 

So, I think that certainly needs to be -- to be weighed in to a certain extent, 
is, you know, where have we been? I also reflect on, you know, when we -- 
when we think of how we were talking about how we're expanding our 
system and what's driving costs. And we heard a lot about peak demand. 
And so just from the perspective of what are the capacity drivers that are 
coming in, so conceptually flipping something to be so customer focused, I 
think, you know, that comes to mind as well.14 

 
6. T-Service Balancing Fees  

On page 8-1 of IGU’s final argument, it recommends “Centra should be directed to collect and 
report data on the following: 

• Days on which Centra incurs balancing fees for the MDA and SSDA and the overall 
imbalance; 

• Days when imbalances are caused by Centra’s own Sales Service customers and the 
amount of their imbalance; and 

• Days when T-Service customers exceed their assigned imbalance thresholds and the 
amount of their imbalance” 

 
14 Transcript June 10, 2025, pages 1306-1307 
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This recommendation would be challenging, administratively burdensome and provide no 
relevant information to the issue of balancing fees. As Centra put on the record in the hearing: 

MR. JONATHON TRENCHARD: “we could show which days Centra was overall 
within our 2 percent tolerance or which days we were out of tolerance, but 
it -- it wouldn't be something that we could provide in terms of what were 
all the -- the driving factors each day.”15   

In short, the factors that are taken into consideration when balancing are not black and white 
and are not discernible from the data because Centra needs to balance the delivery area as a 
whole, including both Sales Service and T-Service consumption and nominations of supply, 
which is a dynamic and uncertain process that evolves throughout a gas day.  

Centra again confirms the second request is not something that can be provided. The 
remainder of the request would be unduly burdensome and would provide no useful 
information as IGU is justifying the request on the mistaken premise that these actual 
imbalances relate to Centra’s estimate of opportunity costs, which they do not. Opportunity 
costs are related to Centra’s operational buffer, which exists due to the uncertainty associated 
with T-Service balancing behaviour. This data request is a distraction from the contractual 
obligation to balance. Accordingly, Centra strongly opposes this proposal. 

IGU argues that “Balancing Tolerances Should Not Be Based on Annual Averages” they 
“…should be calculated using daily consumption...”16 This recommendation introduces 
unnecessary administrative and software system complexity and is entirely inappropriate 
given the wide tolerances provided to T-Service customers today, averaging 14%. As Centra 
stated in rebuttal evidence, a fixed 14% tolerance for customers could be handled with minimal 
administrative effort if it is calculated annually.17  

Daily calculations would add undue complexity, creating systems issues and would require 
Centra to incur external costs to develop software systems to report daily tolerances to T-
Service customers. Given that T-Service customers are already afforded tolerances roughly 
seven times that of Centra, this added complexity, and cost, is neither justified nor practical 

 
15 Transcript June 10, 2025, page 1487 
16 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, page 8-5, lines 20-21 
17 Centra-15, Centra Rebuttal – May 2, 2025, pages 75-76 
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especially considering these additional administrative costs to the relatively minimal amount 
of the total balancing costs incurred by all T-Service customers. 

7. Clarification of PGVA Disposals 

In support of IGU’s recommendation that the Board direct Centra to dispose of PGVA balances 
through annual applications, IGU states:  

Per IGU/Centra I-26a-b, the disposal of these deferral balances including 
approximately $2.0 million in carrying costs account for $0.1067 per cubic meter 
of the proposed volumetric distribution rate rider. Additional carrying costs of 
$610,000 are associated with other deferral balances that have accrued since 
2019/20.18 

Centra notes that this number of $0.1067 erroneously added two riders that are included in 
Distribution Commodity billed rate for HVF. It appears as though the Supplemental Rider of 
$0.00837/m3 and the CCBD rider of $0.00230/m3 (as of May 2024) were attempted to be 
combined by IGU however the problems with that are twofold:  

1) Adding the Supplemental Rider and CCBD rider together is misleading as the CCBD 
rider represents the current rider related to Gas Commodity (updated 
quarterly) and it is not part of the PGVA disposition calculation for this GRA.  

2) The addition was done incorrectly – the correct math should be ($/m3): 0.00837 + 
0.00230 = 0.01067 and not 0.1067 

To accurately depict the riders for this application the correct reference to HVF riders would 
be to the following:  

• Distribution commodity rider of ($0.00144)/m3 - refund to customers 

• Supplemental Gas Rider of $0.00837/m3 -collection from customers 

• CCBD rider of $0.00230/m3 (May 2024 quarterly application) – collection from 
customers not part of this GRA 

The combined relevant total is ($0.00837/m3 - $0.00144/m3) = $0.00693/m3.  

 
18 IGU-16, Centra 2025 Fiscal GRA – IGU Written Final Argument – June 23, 2025, page 7-2 
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Centra further notes that methodology changes from the COSMR and the additional proposed 
changes in this application have no bearing on these riders. The distribution rider is related to 
UFG, which is not being modified in this application, and Supplemental Gas which is 
volumetrically driven and not impacted by methodology changes, has been noted throughout 
this process as not being a concern going forward.  

Centra thanks the PUB for the opportunity to provide these written reply comments for the 
Board’s consideration.  

If you have any questions or require clarification with respect to the foregoing, please contact 
the writer at (204) 360-3257 or Ashley Jansen (204) 360-5247. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
MANITOBA HYDRO LEGAL SERVICES DIVISION 
Per: 
 
 
BRENT A. CZARNECKI 
Associate General Counsel and Assistant Corporate Secretary 
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