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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Pre-filed Testimony has been prepared by Mr. Dale Friesen of InterGroup Consultants Inc. for the
Industrial Gas User’s Association (IGU) of Manitoba. This testimony reviews and assesses Centra Gas
Manitoba’s (“Centra”) 2024/25 General Rate Application ("GRA" or “Application”), filed with the Manitoba

Public Utilities Board (“"PUB” or “Board”) on October 7, 2024, as well as related materials.

With respect to the testimony contained herein, Mr. Friesen notes the following:

e Mr. Friesen is serving as an independent witness, and his Resume is provided in Appendix A.

e Mr. Friesen’s scope on this assignment was to review and assess the cost allocations, rate design,
rate setting, rate impacts, and balancing fees relevant to this Application, considering relevant

regulatory principles for natural gas utilities.

e Mr. Friesen acknowledges his role is to provide opinion evidence to the Board that is fair, objective

and non-partisan.

e Mr. Friesen has endeavoured to ensure all factual assumptions and specific information relied upon

are expressly cited in the testimony that follows.

This is the first Centra Gas proceeding in which Mr. Friesen has participated as an independent witness.
Mr. Friesen participated, but did not provide testimony, in the 2021/22 Board review of Centra’s Cost-of-
Service Study Methodology.

As set out in Appendix A, Mr. Friesen has been involved directly in utility operations from 1991 through
2017. Since leaving his employment at Manitoba Hydro in 2017, Mr. Friesen has remained actively engaged
in utility matters including regulation through client consultation and testimony. Mr. Friesen has participated
in regulatory proceedings and reviews since 2013/14 while employed at Manitoba Hydro and son behalf of
clients since 2019 in Manitoba, Ontario, and Alberta, preparing expert evidence and testifying on several
occasions. Mr. Friesen’s regulatory and rate-setting experience includes work for utilities; large industrial
customers; and consumer advocates for residential, small agricultural, commercial and industrial customers
and wholesale customers. Mr. Friesen has extensive experience with assessments of behind-the-meter
consumption behavior, energy utilization and energy efficiency, inclusive of rate impacts, and alternative

rates.

The focus of this testimony is on rate design for the recovery of revenue requirements expressed through
COSS cost allocations and billing determinants used for setting base rates and rate riders applicable to non-

gas commodity costs and non-gas costs generally.

Page 1



Pre-Filed Testimony of Dale Friesen March 26, 2025

In this proceeding, Mr. Friesen’s involvement was scoped to include: “load forecasts, cost allocation, rate
design, rate setting, rate impacts, and balancing fees.”* Mr. Friesen was directed to coordinate with Mr.
Bowman in respect of avoiding duplication, particularly concerning issues of Centra’s operations strategy

and risk.

The present hearing excludes extensive consideration of the energy transition and decarbonization issues,
which were ruled out of scope in combination with a ruling on the intervention status of Environmental

Defence and the Manitoba Eco-Network, as follows:?

While the Board agrees with the coalition’s submission that energy transition issues will
have a major effect on natural gas utilities, and that utilities must plan for the transition,
the Board also agrees with Centra that it is premature to address those issues in Centra’s

current one-year general rate application.

This pre-filed testimony is submitted in coordination with the evidence of Mr. Patrick Bowman of Bowman

Economic Consulting Inc. in support of the IGU intervention.

In accordance with the Board’s direction in Order 127/24, Mr. Friesen has reviewed areas of testimony with

Mr. Bowman and limits this submission to avoid the areas of duplication.

1.1 APPROACH TO ANALYSIS

The Centra GRA provides significant detailed backward-looking analysis covering the period from 2019/20
(and, in some cases, earlier) as well as projections for the 2024/25 test year. As a utility focused on gas
commodity delivery with a pass-through function for gas commodity acquisition and transportation to
Manitoba, Centra differs materially from Manitoba Hydro’s electricity operations. The evidence of Mr.
Friesen emphasizes matters related to predominantly non-gas cost recovery through transportation and

distribution rates, with additional considerations for rate riders arising from deferral accounts.

Centra’s position was assessed using the principles of cost-based rates that represent fair and equitable
allocations of costs for an efficiently operated utility seeking to provide stable and predictable rates in the

short and long-term. Assessments of rate impacts are inclusive to the application of these principles.

Unlike electricity infrastructure, which is widely recognized to be in a position of growth and increasingly
critical role in decarbonization, Centra’s natural gas infrastructure is in a position where stranded assets

are a potential threat for both the utility and customers. While the energy transition is appropriately

1 PUB Order 127/24, page 11, approved at page 13.
2 Order 127/24, page 15.
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considered to be out-of-scope for the current one-year natural gas GRA, it presents a real concern to the
IGU clients.
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2.0 IMPLICATIONS FOR DELAYS IN THE REVIEW AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
COSS METHODOLOGY

The filing of Centra Gas Manitoba’s (“Centra”) General Rate Application ("GRA"”) on October 7, 2024,
followed a period of nearly five years since the Manitoba Public Utility Board's ("Board”) last review of a
natural gas GRA. That review concluded with Final Order 152/19 and subsequent Order 161/19, approving
non-gas rates that have remained in effect since October 2019. Over the ensuing five years since that
ruling, eighteen Board Orders involving procedural matters, review and vary applications, cost-of-service
matters, rate design, and other GRA-related matters have been issued, which eventually resulted in several
Orders directing Centra to file an application for review of its general rates. The extent of this list recognizes
the Board's efforts to move processes forward and address matters of crucial importance to both Centra

and ratepayers.
The Board Orders noted above are listed in chronological order below for reference purposes.

e 152/19 (October 11, 2019) - Final Order with Respect to Centra 2019/20 General Rate
Application

e 161/19 (October 31, 2019) — 2019/20 General Rate Application Approval of Rate Schedules
Effective November 1, 2019

e 49/20 (April 2, 2020) - Review and Vary Directive 29 of Order 152/19 — Filing Date for
Application to Review COSS Methodology

e 130/20 (October 29, 2020) — Review and Vary Directive 2 of Order 49/20 — Filing Date for
Application to Review COSS Methodology

e 135/20 (November 19, 2020) - Review and Vary Directive 4 of Order 130-20 — Pre-Filing
Workshop for Review of COSS Methodology

e 51/21 (April 29, 2021) — Review and Vary Direct 2 of Order 130/20 — Filing Date for Application
to Review COSS Methodology

e Centra COSS Methodology Filed on June 15, 2021

e 80/21 (July 26, 2021) - Procedural Order in Respect of Centra Application to Review COSS
Methodology

e 36/22 (April 7, 2022) - Procedural Order in Respect of Centra Application to Review COSS
Methodology
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58/22 (May 31, 2022) — Motion to Gain Access to Confidential Information and Computer Models
in Centra Application for Review of COSS Methodology

e 78/22 (July 22, 2022) — Procedural Order in Respect of Centra Application to Review COSS
Methodology

e 109/22 (October 31, 2022) - Order in Respect of a Review of Centra Application to Review
COSS Methodology

e 106/23 (September 13, 2023) - Order to Review and Vary Directive 7 of Order 109/22 to

Extend Interim Rate Relief for the Special Contract Class

e 6/24 (January 8, 2024) — Procedural Order in Respect of Centra 2024/25 General Rate
Application

e 92/24 (July 29, 2024) - Order Directing Centra to File a 2024/25 General Rate Application

e 96/24 (August 13, 2024) - Order Approving Centra Application to Review and Vary Order 92/24
with Extension to September 30, 2024)

e 111/24 (September 27, 2024) — Order Denying Centra Application to Revoke Requirements to
File a General Rate Application by September 30, 2024

e Centra 2024/25 General Rate Application Filed on October 7, 2024

e 125/24 (October 29, 2024) - Order Approving 4.5% Interim General Revenue Increase and
Interim Quarterly Gas Commodity Rates Effective November 1, 2024

e 127/24 (October 30, 2024) — Procedural Order in Respect of Centra 2024/25 General Rate
Application

e 129/24 (November 4, 2024) - Order Approving Interim Rate Schedule Effective November 1,
2024

e 140/24 (December 2, 2024) — Order in Respect of Industrial Gas Users Motion for Access to

Commercially Sensitive Information

The opinion of this witness is that the Board has been gracious in recognizing the various delays and
impediments cited by Centra during this time, including externalities related to the COVID pandemic, and
to a lesser degree, actions undertaken by Government in respect of energy policy influencing the current

and future consumption of natural gas.
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As this evidence will note, there have been consequences to ratepayers for these ongoing delays that

have not been generally recognized until this hearing. These consequences include the:

e Weakened financial status of Centra due to ongoing losses associated with rates that have not

maintained pace with revenue requirements

o Inability for ratepayers in certain rate classes to obtain relief following Board approved changes in
COS methodology in 2022, and

o Rate unpredictability and potential rate shock arising from proposed rate riders within the current
Application associated with aggregated deferral balances that have been accumulating since
2019/20.

The matter of Centra’s declining financial state is addressed in the evidence presented by Mr. Patrick
Bowman, and as such will not be addressed further in this evidence. This evidence will address
consequences related to the delayed implementation of the Post-2021 COSS Methodology and rate

predictability arising from the proposed rate riders.

2.1 2021/22 COST-OF-SERVICE METHODOLOGY REVIEW

Initial concerns about potential relief owing to certain rate classes rose out of persistent delays in the filing
of Centra’s Cost of Service Study Methodology Application by May 1, 2020, as outlined in Directive 29 of
Order 152-19. This Order found that Centra’s Pre-2021 COSS methodology had not been the subject of a
comprehensive review by the Board since 1996. During the Board'’s review of the 2019/20 GRA, Interveners
filed evidence identifying aspects of the COSS methodology, approved by Order 107/96, that required
review and ultimately, a different methodological approach.® A key aspect of this concern related to the

allocation of transmission costs.

In its findings, the Board agreed that a full cost of service study methodology review should be held prior
to the next Centra GRA and directed Centra to file its Cost-of-Service Study Methodology for review by no
later than May 1, 2020.*

Concerns about potential relief owning certain rate classes became more prominent when Centra requested
delays for filing its COSS Methodology through a series of Review and Vary Applications filed between April
2, 2020, and April 29, 2021. An application for the review of Centra’s COSS Methodology was eventually
filed by the revised Board deadline of June 15, 2021, more than one year later than directed in Order

152/19. Further delays resulted in the review hearing being delayed until the spring of 2022, with Final

3 Order 152/19, Section 5.0 — Cost of Service Study and Bill Mitigation, p.82
4 Order 152-19, Section 5.1 Cost of Service Methodology Review, p. 83-84
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Order 109/22 approving changes to the COSS Methodology being released on October 12, 2022, nearly
two and a half years after the original May 1, 2020, filing date specified in Directive 29 in Order 152/19.°

The findings of Order 109/22, issued by the Board following the conclusion of its COSS Methodology review,
confirmed concerns raised by interveners in the 2019/20 GRA review regarding allocation of transmission
and distribution costs to high volume customers. As part of its application, Centra included illustrative
results obtained with its proposed revisions to the COSS methodology based on Board Approved Revenue
Requirements from the 2019/20 GRA review.®

Figure 1: Illustrative Cost of Service Allocation Results’

Board Order 109/22 following the conclusion of the COSS review largely accepted and approved the
proposed COSS Methodology changes proposed by Centra, which were anticipated to result in material

revisions to cost allocations for all rate classes served by the Crown utility.

2.2 IMPACTS ARISING FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF APPROVED COSS
METHODOLOGY

Based on the assumption that rates are intended to recovery fairly and reasonably allocated costs, it could

be asserted that the implementation of the approved methodology in 2019/20 would have resulted in

5> Order 152-19, Directive 29, p.137

6 Centra Gas Manitoba, Cost of Service Methodology Review Application, , Figure 10, p. 38

7 Centra Gas Manitoba, Cost of Service Methodology Review Application, Section 5.1 — Illustrative Results of the
Proposed Methodology, Figure 10 (p. 38)
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substantially different rates if that methodology had been in place at the time that 2019/20 base rates were
set.

The illustrative results in Figure 1 from the COSS Methodology application were based on the Board-
approved revenue requirement for the 2019/20 Test Year from the prior 2019/20 GRA review. The net
effect of changes in cost allocations noted in Figure 1 indicate that adjusted rates could have been
substantial in some rate classes. An unredacted copy of the 2021 COSS, used to qualify the impacts noted
in Figure 1, was not available to all interveners during the COSS review limiting their understanding of the
details supporting cost allocations. However, this information was made available to approved experts in
the review of the current 2024/25 GRA.8

While it is recognized that minor differences existed between the proposed changes to the COSS
methodology and the changes approved by the Board in Order 109/22, it can be asserted that the 2021
COSS results were indicative of probable changes to 2019/20 base rates had those COSS changes been
implemented in 2019/20 using the 2019/20 Test Year.

Order 109/22 noted that interim rate measures (or adjustments) were not consistent with the Board’s
general approach of separating cost-of-service reviews from ratemaking. The Board acknowledged CAC's
submission that elevating an illustrative result into an interim rate reduction was extraordinary.® However,
the Board determined that an exception was warranted in respect of the Special Contract class due to
several circumstances, including the magnitude of the rate increase that the rate class received following
the 2019/20 GRA review, followed by a three year delay in the filing of the COSS application due to COVID
and other factors.!® This evidence submits that this delay had negative consequences for other high volume
rate classes as well. While it was not unreasonable for the Board to make the decisions it made in Order
109/22 regarding interim relief for other rate classes, the lack of test year data for the 2021/22 Test Year
during the COSS review meant that changes in Centra’s revenue requirement could not be considered,
giving weight to the CAC concern about elevating an illustrative result into an interim rate reduction. It is
reasonable to consider that the Board could not have predicted the subsequent events that further delayed
the filing of Centra’s next GRA. However, these considerations, while reasonable, unfortunately do not

mitigate the resulting financial costs that were raised as a concern in the 2019/20 GRA review.

Table 1 illustrates the expected magnitude of potential changes in class rates using the allocated costs and
determinants from the 2021 COSS based on the 2019/20 Test Year. The results noted in Table 1, indicate
that redistribution of allocated costs under the implementation of the approved post-2021 COSS

methodology would impact all rate classes, with resulting rate changes anticipated based on the results of

8 IGU/Centra II-4a, Attachment 1
9 Order 109/22, Section 10.3 — Board Findings, p. 82
10 Order 109/22, Section 10.3 — Board Findings, p. 82
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the 2021 COSS review. Table 1 is a re-creation of Figure 1 (p. 7) of this submission with a column for

percentage differences added.

Table 1: Changes in Allocated Costs Used for Rate Setting Purposes

Allocated Costs 2019/20 2021 Difference | Difference
PCOSS COSS ($) (%)

SGS 128,542 130,239 1,697 1.32%
LGS 54,398 55,132 734 1.35%
HVF 13,050 11,587 - 1,463 -11.21%
COOP 18 15(- 3] -19.03%
MLF 2,225 1,738] - 487 -21.87%
SC 2,299 1,069 - 1,229 -53.48%
PS 280 851 571| 204.27%
INT 1,599 1,779 180 11.24%
Total 202,411 202,411 0

Table 2 provides an overview of the anticipated changes to approved 2019/20 component rates as

indicated by the results of the 2021 COSS using the approach for determining rates outlined in MFR 74

from this Application. While the results listed in Table 2 are based on the allocation results of the 2021

COSS, Centra has not confirmed that the anticipated changes noted in the table are representative of

their rate setting process. This witness would welcome confirmation of indicative rates using the process

outlined above if Centra so chooses.

Table 2: Changes in 2019/20 Component Rates due to Post-2021 COSS Methodology

Rate Class Montlhy Transportation (SS, WTS) Distribution (SS, WTS) Distribution (TS)
Basic Charge| Demand Volumes Demand Volumes Demand Volumes
SGS 0.0% NA 3.5% NA 1.1% NA NA
LGS 0.0% NA 0.9% NA 2.3% NA NA
HVF 0.0% -15.4% -12.1% -11.6% -8.1% -11.6% -8.1%
MLF 0.0% -41.4% 0.0% -25.7% 0.0% -25.7% 0.0%
SC -54.6% NA NA NA NA NA 0.0%
PS 0.0% NA NA NA NA 1561.1% 0.0%
INT 0.0% -49.0% -31.2% 118.9% 56.7% 118.9% 56.7%

The COOP rate class was dissolved in response to the Directive 6 from Order 109/22 and is therefore
omitted from Table 2.1t

11 Order 109-22, Directive 6, p. 93
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The results noted in Table 2 indicate that anticipated rate relief was likely forthcoming with the
implementation of the Board approved Post-2021 COSS Methodology, recognizing that variations in
allocated costs from future test years may change the degree and magnitude of such relief for individual

rate classes.

2.3 PARTIAL RELIEF FOR SPECIAL CONTRACT RATE CLASS

To date, relief arising from the 2021/22 COSS review has been limited to partial relief for the Special
Contract ("SC") class approved in Order 109/22, Directive 7. Order 109/22 reverted rates for the SC class
to those in effect prior to the November 1, 2019, with the resulting revenue deficiency being charged to
the PS class.'? Restoring rates for the SC class that were in effect prior to November 1, 2019, resulted in
a 37.2% reduction from rates approved for November 1, 2019, following the 2019/20 GRA review. On that
basis, Directive 7 provided limited relief to the SC class amounting to about 68% of the anticipated relief
that implementation of the Post-2021 COSS Methodology was anticipated to provide to the SC class.
Furthermore, per Directive 7b), PS class rates increased by about 1,100% when the revenue deficiency
was recovered through PS rate adjustments. The rate adjustments remained in place following the October
31, 2023, deadline in Directive 7 when Board Order 106/23 was issued on September 12, 2023, extending
the interim rate measure until the Board issues a final order in the Centra’s next GRA.!3

Based on the COSS Methodology review in 2021/22, the SC class paid amounts exceeding fairly allocated
costs totaling approximately $3.8 million between November 1, 2019, and November 1, 2022. Additional
amounts paid following partial relief received starting November 1, 2022, amounted to a further $875,000
in costs between November 1, 2022, and November 1, 2024.

This outcome does not appear aligned with the basic principle of cost-based rates that are fair and
reasonable. The Special Contract class incurred an estimated $4.7 Million in excess costs because of a
process that set rates for five years based on a GRA application referencing a single test year and a
contested COSS study. It appears unreasonable that this should happen once, let alone twice, within a
single decade. Notably, the natural gas GRA prior to the 2019/20 review occurred in 2013/14, six years
prior to the 2019/20 review, while the current 2024/25 process commenced five years after the 2019/20
GRA review concluded.

2.4 TIMELINE FOR FILING GENERAL RATE APPLICATION

While the Board did provide a measure of relief to the Special Contract rate class with mitigating rate

adjustments for the Power Station rate class through Directive 7 of Order 109/22, this partial relief was

12 Order 109-22, Directive 7 p.94
13 Order 106/23, p. 5
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only provided on an interim basis, with rates reverting to rates approved in Order 161/19 on November 1,
2023, unless the Board approved otherwise.'* This simple limitation, coupled with the fact that rates for
other rate classes were not adjusted to reflect the findings of Order 109/22, indicates that the Board likely
anticipated the filing of a GRA with an updated COSS in a reasonable period of time that would not impose

excess hardship on those rate classes anticipating relief.

Directive 11 also directed Centra to file with the Board, together with its next GRA or by March 31, 2023,
a proposal on how an electronic version of its COS model may be shared with interveners for the purposes
of the next GRA.'®> This directive appears to indicate a desire on the part of the Board to prepare for a

pending general rate application that will be filed within a reasonable period of time.

Based on this view of the evidence and timelines, it could be suggested that both the Board and Interveners
anticipated that Centra would file its next GRA incorporating the approved post-2022 COSS Methodology
in short order following the release of Order 2019/22. Although not explicitly stated on the record, it appears
reasonable that the participants anticipated that Centra would file such a GRA in advance of the 2023/24

Gas Year, allowing the Board to review the GRA in advance of the November 1, 2023, start to the gas year.

The Board'’s directive to provide interim relief to the SC with related adjustments to PS rates could be
reasonably attributed to an expectation that projections for future costs attributable to the SC and PS
appeared reasonably stable and predictable based on the findings of the 2021/22 COSS Methodology
review. Based on the approved post-2021 COSS methodology, those costs have in fact increased by
approximately 22% in the six years between the 2019/20 and 2024/25 test years based on the latest COSS

results.1®

While the Board was correct in its desire to maintain separation between the cost-of-service review and
ratemaking, it may have chosen a more cautious route had it known the lengthy timespan between GRA
and COSS reviews in prior years. It is the view of this evidence that the lengthy delays in the filing of cost-
of-service and general rate applications have resulted in rates that do not adhere to the basic principles of
cost-based rates for recovering fair and reasonable allocated costs. As such, the stability and predictability
of rates is also suffering due to an extended period of financial losses, rapidly increasing costs, and an

uncertain future driven by climate action and government policy.

2.5 RELIEF FOR OTHER RATE CLASSES

Other rate classes served by Centra, with a noted exception for the PS rate class, have not seen relief or

adjustments to rates following Order 109/22. The Board determined in Order 109/22 that rate adjustments

14 Order 109-22, Directive 7, p. 94
15 Order 109-22, Directive 11, p.94
16 2019/20 and 2024/25 COSS Results
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arising from approved changes to the post-2021 COSS Methodology would be addressed with the filing of
a GRA, which would include updated revenue requirements and cost-of-service studies.!” Without speaking
for the Board, it may be suggested that most parties in the COSS proceeding anticipated Centra would file
an updated general rate application shortly after the conclusion of the COSS Methodology review. With the
passage of time, there was growing uncertainty about the equity and fairness of rates based on the 2019/20
COSS review using the pre-2021 COSS methodology.

Determining over or under-payment of actual costs through approved 2019/20 base rates is a challenging
task without a full record of actual class allocations of costs and revenues during each of the gas years
extending from 2019/20 thru 2023/24. In the current GRA, doing this precisely would require an allocation
of actual costs for each rate class based on both pre-2021 COSS and post-2021 COSS methodologies.
However, class allocations of actual non-gas costs and revenues for 2019/20 thru 2023/24 are unclear or

absent from the Application, which provides:

e A historical record of annual gas cost allocations based on the pre-2021 COSS methodology used
for determining rate riders in Tab 10 - Schedules for the prior 2019/20 GRA coverage period
extending from 2019/20 thru 2022/23.18

It does not however include:

e A record of annual non-gas allocations for this period or the 2023/24 gas year on an annual basis,

neither of which was noted in an examination of the Application, or,
e A record of annual gas and non-gas cost allocations based on the post-2021 COSS methodology.

As such, the information in this Application does not readily lend itself to an examination of over or
underpayment of actual allocated costs. This challenge is made greater by the mid-term change in the
approved COSS methodology.

In the absence of this information, an alternative method was used to establish annual determinants and
estimated revenues that would have been obtained from approved 2019/20 base rates when compared to
base rates developed from the 2021 COSS using the approach outlined in MFR 74. This alternate approach

relied on the following information:

e An estimate of actual customer and volume determinants from the updated Appendix 5.2
provided in Attachment 3 of IGU/Centra II-5a-c??,

17

18 Centra 2024/25 GRA filing, Tab 10, Schedules 10.3.0(a-d), p.12 - 15
19 Round II IR, IGU/Centra II-5a-c, Attachment 3, Figure 1, p.3 and Figure 3, p.5
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e An estimate of billing demand determinants from IGU/Centra I-27a%°,

e Approved base rates from the 2019/20 GRA review?! confirmed using the 2019/20 COSS and the
approach used in MFR 74, and

e Estimated base rates drawn from the 2021 COSS and the approach used in MFR 74.

Determinants from these information sources provide a comparative perspective of how consumption
behavior changed during the period extending from 2019/20 to 2023/24, while also addressing variability
in actual consumption behavior driven by changing weather and other factors. Base rates from the 2019/20
COSS and 2021 COSS provided a comparative perspective of the impact that the post-2021 COSS
methodology would have provided had it been implemented for the 2019/20 GRA.

Table 3: Estimated Cost Impacts of Delays in COSS Review and Implementation

| Total

1,056,336 |

-0.2% |

489,123 |

0.1%

567,212 |

3Years 2Years 5Years
Rate Prior to 2021/22 Prior to 2024/25 Combined
Class COSS Order GRAFiling Total
($) (%) ($ (%) ($) (%)

SGS 4,900,440 -1.3% 3,072,442 -1.2% 7,972,882 -1.3%
LGS 2,292,354 -1.4% 1,536,422 -1.4% 3,828,776 -1.4%
HVF 4,322,770 11.1% 2,818,110 11.0% 7,140,881 11.0%
MLF 1,593,296 22.4% 1,362,868 23.7% 2,956,164 23.0%
INT 526,602 -11.1% 365,377 -11.3% 891,979 -11.2%

-0.1%

Table 3 provides a comparative perspective of the consequences arising from delays in filing an application
for review of COSS methodology as directed in Order 152/19 and subsequent further delays in filing a
general rate application following the COSS Methodology review and issuance of Order 109/22.

In the absence of regular GRA reviews and rate setting, three high-volume rate classes, inclusive of the
HVF, MLF, and SC classes, are estimated to have experienced costs above those identified as reasonable
in the 2021/22 COSS review, exceeding $14.8 Million over the five year period that rates approved in
2019/20 under the pre-2021 COSS methodology remained in effect, representing about 17% of total fees
paid through rates.

20 Round I IR, IGU/Centra I-27c, Figure 7 and Figure 8, p.9-10
21 Board Order 161/19, Appendix A — Rate Schedules, p. 22
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These additional costs were validated by a 2019/20 GRA based eon a single test year and a contested COSS
methodology. Two-thirds of this expense occurred in the period starting with the Board Order directing
Centra to file a COSS application within six months and the conclusion of that COSS review three years
later. The remaining one-third of this expense occurred in the two years following approval of a revised
COSS methodology, which addressed concerns raised by interveners in 2019/20. It is notable that the
decrease in over-payments following the COSS review would not have occurred if the Board had not

intervened by approving an interim relief measure for the SC class.

During this same period, it is estimated that other rate classes, inclusive of the SGS, LGS, INT and PS rate
classes, benefited from under-payment of costs identified as reasonable in the 2021/22 COSS review. Those
amounts exceeded $15 Million over the five-year period, representing approximately 2.5% of total fees

paid through rates by those classes.

Given the lack of information on the public record, it is unclear how year-over-year changes in allocated
costs may have impacted the estimated costs of over-payment, but it appears certain that those changes
would have resulted in different impacts for each rate class depending on the COSS methodology used for

allocating both gas and non-gas costs.

2.6 RECOMMENDATIONS

e That the Board provide strong direction to Centra highlighting the ongoing need for regular multi-
year general rate applications that adequately address the changing landscape of cost escalation
and billing determinants, which materially influence allocation of costs and rate setting. Regular
reviews will maintain rates that are fair and reasonable for both the applicant and the consumer,

ensuring a strong utility with rates that remain stable and predictable.

e That the Board consider relief for excess costs incurred by high-volume customers in the HVF, MLF,
and SC classes when setting final rates for 2024/25. At a minimum, such relief should consider the
costs arising from delays in filing of applications for COSS Methodology and GRA reviews, which

disproportionately harmed high volume classes and benefited General Service rate classes.
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3.0 CUSTOMER RATE EXPERIENCE

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The rate structures used Centra Gas Manitoba’s (“Centra”) are not atypical of rate designs used by natural
gas utilities across North America. In general, Centra rate designs are relatively simple by industry
standards, with component rates addressing commaodity costs and delivery costs in base rates, along with

rate riders used to recovery balances held in deferral accounts.

Centra’s commodity gas rates are set quarterly using a regulator-approved arithmetic methodology where
acquisition costs are passed through to customers at cost. While the final order issued by the Manitoba
Public Utilities Board ("Board”) in the proceeding to review Centra’s Fiscal 2025 General Rate Application
("2024/25 GRA") is expected to provide final approval for annual gas commodity costs from November 1,
2018, through October 31, 2023, these costs are not a primary focus of this proceeding.?> The evidence
presented in this submission relates to rates for the recovery of non-commodity gas costs and non-gas
costs for transportation and distribution of commodity gas volumes to customers. Additionally, it addresses
rate riders for disposing of prior period Supplemental Gas, Transportation and Distribution PGVA deferral

balances for the gas years spanning from November 1, 2019, through October 31, 2023.

Rate setting requires an understanding of cost allocations and billing determinants for the recovery of fair
and reasonable costs incurred by Centra. The billing determinants used for rate setting in this GRA were
derived using load forecasts prepared by Centra. Two load forecasts were provided during the initial phases
of this proceeding, including the 2021 Natural Gas Volume Forecast? filed with the Application, and the
2024 Natural Gas Volume Forecast provided through responses to information requests (“IR"). This
submission relies primarily on the most recent 2024 forecast.?* Cost allocations under consideration in this
GRA are dealt with through comprehensive cost-of-service ("COSS”) studies prepared by Centra using a
revised COSS methodology (“post-2021 COSS methodology”) that was approved by the Board during a
COSS review in 2021/22.%°> The results from two COSS were provided during the initial phases of this
Application: the original 2024/25 COSS,?¢ which used the 2021 forecast, and the updated 2024/25 COSS,

22 2024/25 GRA Application, Tab 1 — Letter of Application, Bullets 6 - 11, p. 4 of 5

23 2024/25 GRA Application, Tab 5.0, Appendix 5.1

24 2024/25 GRA Round II IR, PUB/Centra II-32a, Attachment 1, 2024 Natural Gas Volume Forecast

25 Board Order 109-22, Order in Respect of a Review of Centra Application to Review COSS Methodology, October 31,
2022

26 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10, Appendix 10.1 — 2024-25 Cost of Service

Page 15



Pre-Filed Testimony of Dale Friesen March 26, 2025

which used the 2024 forecast. This submission relies primarily on the results from the updated 2024/25
COSS?” and accompanying updates to MFR-74%8 and Appendix 5.2.%°

Consumer rate classes are typically created by grouping customers with similar characteristics related to
consumption behavior, supply needs, industry sectors, and other factors that are deemed important for
aggregating customers in classification. Aggregated system costs for supply and delivery of natural gas
volumes are allocated to each rate class using cost-of-service methodologies that first functionalize, then
classify, and finally allocate costs for providing service to each rate class. Allocated costs are then used to
determine component rates using billing determinants that address customer counts, capacity
requirements, and consumption volumes for each rate class. These billing determinants create an average
customer profile for each rate class used to develop rates that are generally best suited to an average

customer.

The structure of rates designs varies between rate classes due to considerations for customer behavior,
metering costs, bill presentation, price signals, and other considerations. Rates for smaller residential,
commercial, and industrial classes with large customer counts often trend towards rates based on
volumetric determinants and basic monthly service charges, while larger commercial and industrial rate
classes trend towards rates with separate components for demand, volume, and basic monthly service

charges.

3.2 RATE EXPERIENCE

The information presented in this evidence will demonstrate how key components of the rate structure
influence the customer rate experience, helping to illustrate how rate structures used by Centra can lead
to significant variations in the customer rate experience between and within rate classes. The use of a
customer(s) or rate class(es) load factor often reveals a great deal about the interactions between a natural
gas load and its corresponding natural gas supply and delivery system. An understanding of load factor
behaviour can support assumptions related to cost allocations in a COSS used to provide cost allocations

that underpin rate design and rate setting.

3.2.1 Load Factor

Consumption load factors are an important consideration for understanding the rate experience as it
combines key considerations for capacity (demand) and consumption (energy) within a single metric. At its

core, load factor represents the relationship between demand and energy over a defined period, referred

27.2024/25, Round II IR, IGU/Centra II-5a-b, Attachment 1
28 2024/25, Round II IR, IGU/Centra II-5a-b, Attachment 2
29 2024/25, Round II IR, IGU/Centra II-5a-b, Attachment 3

Page 16



Pre-Filed Testimony of Dale Friesen March 26, 2025

to as a billing period (monthly) or gas year (annual) within this evidence. For purposes of this GRA
proceeding, demand is defined by the peak daily consumption over a single day within a billing period or
gas year indicated in cubic metres per day (m3/day). Energy is defined by the gas commodity volumes

consumed over a billing period or gas year, expressed in cubic metres (m3).

A typical gas year has 365 days with one system peak coincident demand day, which may or may not
coincide with the peak annual coincident demand day for an individual rate class or consumer. A monthly
billing period may vary from 26 — 33 days (or more), depending on meter reading cycles, with one monthly
peak coincident demand day for customers subject to a billing demand charge. For the purposes of this

evidence submission, a typical billing period will be defined as having 30 days.

The Annual Load Factor for a natural gas system, rate class, or individual consumer can be determined

using the following equation:

e Annual Load Factor = Annual Volume / (Annual Peak Demand x 365 Days)

The concept of an Annual Load Factor can be further broken down into four different values, each providing
a different understanding of consumer behaviour using different definitions of demand with the same

Annual Volumes.
The following definitions for demand will be used in this submission:

e Annual Billing Demand refers to the annual sum of all monthly billing demand determinants
for consumer(s) within a rate class. The Peak Annual Billing Demand refers to the highest
customer demand day during a billing period over the past 12 months. Billing demand definitions

are generally set by rate policies, which establish the demand value for billing purposes.3°

e Annual Recorded Demand refers to the annual sum of all monthly recorded demand
determinants for a consumer(s) within a rate class. Peak Annual Recorded Demand refers to the
highest customer demand day during a billing period over the past 12 months. Recorded demand
reflects the actual peak demand that rate class(es) or consumer(s) place on the natural gas

delivery system during a gas year.

e Annual Coincident Peak System Demand refers to the peak daily demand on the natural gas
system within a gas year, which is comprised of the actual coincident demand from every

consumer and rate class connected to the natural gas system on the peak day of consumption.

30 Terms and Conditions
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o Peak Design Day Demand refers to the projected peak coincident system demand on the
natural gas system during the coldest anticipated winter day with a design temperature

designated by Centra as being the coldest Design Day.3!

In most cases, “"Annual” can be replace with “Period” to identify the load factor for a season or month
within a gas year. This Period is defined by a referenced number of days over which consumption and

peak demand are recorded.

A demand customer’s recorded demand and billing demand within a given billing period may not be the
same. The recorded demand equates to the peak demand day for each customer during a billing period.
The billing demand for each billing period is set at the highest demand in the previous 12 months. For this
reason, load factors determined using recorded demand are often lower than load factors determined using
billing factor, which is an important consideration for how a demand customer operates their facility relative
to that customer is billed. Billing demand can be somewhat less useful for assisting a customer in their

understanding of their operations and related natural gas consumption.

Each of these demand definitions, when used with corresponding values for energy (consumption) will yield
a different story of how customer(s) or rate class(s) interact with the natural gas supply and delivery
system. The approved post-2021 COSS methodology places a great deal of emphasis on Design Day
Demand. Considerations for the Design Day Demand ensure that the natural gas system has adequate
capacity to serve customer load on the coldest day and is therefore a useful metric for allocation of capacity
(or demand) costs. It is therefore important to understand how weather and other factors influence the
contribution that each rate class makes to the Design Day Demand. Comparisons of Design Day Demand
and Peak Coincident Demand in concert with annual load factors assist Centra, the Board, and Interveners
in understanding consumption behaviours that may lead to higher system capacity requirements and

resulting allocations of capacity costs.

Centra uses a theoretical Peak Design Day representing the system peak coincident demand on the coldest
day of the year to determine system capacity requirements and allocating capacity costs. The methodology
used for developing the Peak Design Day uses weather-adjusted data from the actual system peak
coincident day in the prior three years to determine the contribution share for each rate class, which may

or may not coincide with the peak coincident demand for that rate class.

The importance of load factor for understanding the rate experience of demand customers will be

highlighted within this submission.

31 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 - Appendix 10.1, Section 5.3.1 — Design Day, p.19
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3.2.2 Variability in Rate Experience

Discussions about rate setting sometimes fail to recognize that not every customer is an average customer.
In doing so, conclusions drawn from average customer profiles can fail to consider consumption behaviours
within a rate class that can lead to very different rate experiences for customers within the same class. The

nature of that rate experience has a profound impact on each customer’s perception of rate impacts.

3.2.3 Rate Impacts

Average unit costs, which combine customer costs associated with basic monthly charges and components
rates for demand, volumes, and commodity rates (including rate riders) into an average unit cost ($/m3),
can serve as a useful way to inform customers about the relationship between their consumption behaviour
and their average cost for natural gas service provided by Centra. The factors influencing differences in
unit costs between customers can often be explained using references to differences in volumetric
consumption, demand, and load factor. The testimony included with this evidence submission will rely on
this “all-in unit cost” method for illustrating bill impacts as an alternative to the approach used by Centra

in Tab 10 Schedules contained within the application and Board approvals of rates.3?

Centra comparisons of rate impacts in Tab 10 Schedules typically show a range of consumer behaviors with
associated rate impacts arising from proposed rate increases. These impacts are generally provided using
base rates, reflecting allocations of non-commodity gas and non-gas costs, and rate riders, reflecting the
disposal of balances in various Purchase Gas Variance Accounts ("PGVA”).33 While useful, the rate impact
presentations can provide a distorted picture for ratepayers attempting to understand the impacts of rate

changes approved within the context of a GRA.

A key feature Centra rate impact comparisons relates to the treatment of commodity gas rates, which are
not a core subject of this proceeding.3* Set quarterly using gas supply forecasts and other information,
commodity rates can fluctuate significantly based on market conditions. Charges through gas commodity
rates also form a significant portion of the total monthly gas bill for most customers, dampening or offsetting
the perceived impact of changes in component rates recovering non-commodity gas costs and non-gas
costs. This is particularly evident when commodity rates change in periods surrounding a natural gas GRA

approving component rates for these costs.

Changes in commodity rates during the filing of this GRA provide a clear example of the potential distortion

that can exist when the $0.0991 per cubic meter commodity costs shown in the May 2024 reference base

32 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, p. 2 - 3
33 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10, p. 5, lines 10 - 23
34 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10, p.5, lines 24 - 28
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rates®® ae compared with the $0.0779 commodity cost shown in the Schedule of Rates attached to Order
129-24 approving interim rates on November 4, 2024.3¢ These differences reflect a 21% reduction in base
rate commodity costs between the Application filed on October 7, 2024 and approved interim rates
approved one month later. The inclusion of rate riders also decreased commaodity costs effective November
1, 2024, to $0.0614% representing a 33% decrease from May 2024 reference base rates with riders shown

in the Application.3®

Commodity costs are a reality for all natural gas consumers, whether those volumes are procured from
Centra (by Sales Service customers) or alternate sources (by Western Transportation Service or
Transportation Service customers). However, it becomes apparent that their inclusion in the determination
of rate impacts may distract from the basic task of considering whether proposed allocations of non-

commodity costs and rate changes arising from those allocations are transparent and visible.

3.2.4 Recommendation

That rate impact comparisons for non-commodity rate increases being considered in general rate

applications be based on reference rates and proposed rates absent of commodity costs.

3.3 RATE DESIGN

The design of a rate structure, combined with year-over-year changes to the component rates within that

structure, strongly influence the customer rate experience and perceptions of rate impacts.

3.3.1 SGS and LGS Rate Classes

Variability in rate classes that rely on basic monthly charges and volumetric component rates is generally
linked to basic monthly charges that remain fixed irrespective of variability in volumes. As result, average
unit costs ($/m?3) for delivery increase with lower volumes and decrease with higher volumes. The absence
of demand component rates results in average unit costs that do not vary with certain consumption
behaviors, eliminating the potential for a demand price signal to encourage behavior that reduces system
capacity needs. As a result, customers in these classes are often unaware (or poorly informed) about how

their consumption behavior may impact system costs and the allocation of demand costs.

Figure 1 illustrates how variability in volumes influences all-in unit costs for delivery to Small General Service

- Residential Sales Service Customers under base rates proposed to become effective November 1, 2024.

352024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Appendix 10 Schedules, Rate Schedules (Base Rates — No Riders), p. 4
36 Board Order 129/22, Appendix A, Attachment 1 — Rate Schedules, (Base Rates Only — No Riders) p. 6
37 Board Order 129/22, Appendix A, Attachment 1 — Rate Schedules, (Base Rates Only — No Riders) p.8
38 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Appendix 10 Schedules, Rate Schedules (Base Rates — No Riders), p. 6
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Figure 2: Variability Impacts for Transportation and Delivery to SGS-Res SS Customers3°

Variability Impacts
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——SGS-55, Nov-24 Propased Base, 2021 Forecast, 2,600 m3  ——SGS-SS, Mov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 3,120 m3

Figure 1 illustrates the influence of relatively small basic monthly charges on the average unit cost of energy
for SGS Residential customers. These changes can be experienced seasonally within the same gas year as
heating needs fluctuate (primary use of natural gas in Manitoba homes). They also indicate that larger
homes with higher heating demands will have lower unit costs than smaller comparable homes of similar

construction.

Figure 3: Rate Impacts for Transportation and Delivery to SGS-Res SS Customers*®

Impacts of Rate Changes
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39 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
40 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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Figure 2 illustrates the percentage change in rate impacts anticipated for delivery to General Service Small
— Residential Sales Service customers due to changes in basic monthly charges and volumetric component
rates for base rates and base rates with riders proposed to become effective November 1, 2024, based on
average annual consumption. The illustration indicates rate impacts of about 7% for proposed changes to
base rates and base rates with riders.

The variability impacts noted in Figure 1 indicate that lower volume customers may see rate impacts for
changes in delivery rates ranging from 20% — 30%.

3.3.2 HVF and MLF Rate Classes

Customers in rate classes subject to demand charges have another variable to content with when
considering variability in their average unit costs for delivery of natural gas volumes. The load factor
relationship between capacity requirements (demand) and consumption volumes (energy) becomes an
important consideration for communicating and understanding the impact of their consumption behavior

on average unit costs.

Figure 4: Variability Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to HVF-SS Customers*!

Variability Impacts
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——HVF-55, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 2,275,387 m3

Figure 3 illustrates how variability in volumes and load factor are anticipated to influence all-in unit costs
for delivery to High Volume Firm - Sales Service Customers under base rates proposed to become effective
November 1, 2024.

This HVF-SS example illustrates that demand component rates are less sensitive than volumetric rates to

variability in consumption volumes, showing lesser increase or decrease in unit cost impacts for lower load

41 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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factor customers as consumption volumes vary. Conversely, higher load factor customers place a greater
emphasis on volumetric rates with changes in unit costs showing a greater increase and decrease in
response to changes in volumetric component rates.

Figure 5: Rate Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to HVF-SS Customers*?

Impacts of Rate Changes
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Figure 4 illustrates the rate impacts anticipated for delivery to High Volume Firm - Sales Service customers
due to changes in basic monthly charges, demand and volumetric component rates for base rates and base

rates with riders proposed to become effective November 1, 2024.

The anticipated rate impacts for proposed November 2024 rates with riders show the impacts of very large
incremental changes to the demand and volumetric components of rates arising from the disposal of four
years of accrued PGVA deferrals. The proposed rate riders include a 106% increase to transportation
demand rates, and a 172% decrease to volumetric rates, while distribution demand rates are reduced by
34% and volumetric rates increased 122% from May 2024 base rates. Figure highlight the opposing impacts
to high and low load factor customers, where higher load factor customers experience a decreasing rate
impact and lower load factor customers experience a sharply increasing rate impact due to the
proportionally large increase to demand component rates.

Consideration for the class average load factor is important to this discussion. A review of the information
provided in response to Round 1 IR, IGU/Centra 1-27b-d indicates a class average billing demand load
factor of 0.43 for this rate class. When compared against Figure 4, it shows a substantial rate impact arising

from the application of rate riders to base rates.*

42 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
43 2024/25 GRA, Round 1 IR, IGU/Centra I-27a-d
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The resulting rate impacts are substantive and complex for customers to understand. They also
demonstrate the risks associated with recovering multiple years of accrued PGVA deferral balances over a
single year. The Board noted this risk in varying the period for disposal of prior period gas cost deferrals
and non-commodity PGVA balances from 12 months to 24 months in Order 125-24 approving interim rates
on October 29, 2024.%

Figure 5 provides an illustrative comparison to Figure 4 for the MLF rate class, highlighting the significant
impact of rate riders to rate impacts for delivery of natural gas supplies to this class. This illustration
supports actions taken by the Board in Order 125/24 to reduce rate shock for MLF customers when

approving interim rate riders for the disposal of PGVA deferral balances.

Figure 6: Rate Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to HVF-SS Customers

Impacts of Rate Changes

100%

Rate Impacts (%)
5

0.15 020 025 0.30 035 0.40 0.45 0.50 055 0.60 065 070 075 0.80 085 090 095 1.00
Billing Period Load Factor
——MLF-SS, May-24 Reference Base, 2019 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3 MLF-SS, May-24 Reference Base, 2019 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3
——MLF-S8, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Farecast, 1,516,625 m3 ——MLF-58, May-24 Reference Riders, 2018 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3
—— MLF-S8, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3

3.3.3 Recommendation

That the Board consider directing Centra to make applications related to rate riders for the disposal of
PGVA balances on an annual basis to minimize the risk of rate shock as deferral balances accrue during
extended periods between GRA proceedings.

3.4 RATE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS FOR HIGH VOLUME RATE CLASSES

On average, high-volume SS and WTS customers in the HVF and MLF rate classes exhibit consumption

behavior that is distinct from TS customers. In general, as illustrated by Table 2, SS and WTS customers

44 Board Order 125/24, Directive 6a), p. 45
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appear to have lower average load factors while consuming smaller annual volumes, while TS customers

appear to have considerably higher average load factors and consumer much higher volumes.

Despite these distinct variations in behavior, which include differences in both average load factor and
annual volumes consumed, distribution rates for recovery of both demand and energy are set based on the
blended average for both all three levels of service.

As a result, HVF-TS customers, accounting for about 10% of the distribution volume determinants and 7%
of the billing demand determinants pay rates that are largely based on the load factors and average volumes
consumed by HVF-SS and -WTS customers. Given the relative differences in load factors and contributions
to design day demand, this approach dictates that HVF-TS are paying rates that are generally higher than
the costs they impose on the Centra system.

Similarly, MLF-SS and WTS customers accounting for about 17% of the volume billing determinants and
14% of billing demand determinants pay rates that are largely based on the higher load factors and greater

volumes consumed by MLF-TS customers, with inverse impacts to those impose on the HVF rate class.

It appears reasonable to raise awareness to these challenges and consider how these concerns may be
explored in an efficient and productive manner. Such a discussion may provide solutions that could be
presented at a subsequent GRA review. Providing rates that are fair and reasonable based on appropriately
allocated cost for both groups of customers reduces cross subsidization within a rate category consisting
of different classes of service. At first glance, this does not appear to be an issue of cross-subsidization
between high volume customers and smaller general service customers in the Small General Service and

Large General Service rate classes.

This matter may not be a topic that is necessarily suitable for general discussion in this GRA proceeding,
but it highlights the value and importance of ongoing consultation and engagement by Centra on rate
design and rate classifications, which may then be presented in future GRA proceedings if deemed to be

of value.

3.4.1 Recommendation

That the PUB direct Centra to consult with high volume rates classes to review the rate impacts arising
from significant disparity in the consumption behaviour of Sales Service, Western Transportation Service,
and Transportation Service customers influencing fair and reasonable rates for customers in the same rate

class obtaining different levels of service.
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4.0 DISPOSAL OF PGVA DEFERRALS

The Centra 2024/25 Natural Gas GRA filing and accompanying IR responses indicate that Centra’s is
proposing to implement rate riders to refund to customers $5.1 million in net non-commodity PGVAs that
accumulated between November 1, 2019, and October 31, 2023 (with carrying costs to October 31, 2024).
This characterization may be well received by rate classes with refundable allocation balances that offset
significant Supplemental Firm PGVA balances owing to Centra. Several high- volume rate classes and service

types may not share that same view.

There are several challenges to Centra’s proposal for rate riders that have been discussed in other sections

of this submission, including:

e Centra’s proposal to dispose of PGVA deferral balances that have accrued over the five years
following the 2019/20 GRA, including carrying costs to October 2023, in one year through rate
riders is challenging to HVF and MLF SS and WTS rate classes due to the prospect of rate shock,

and

e Delays in the timeline for filing, review, and implementation of the Board-approved post-2021
COSS methodology have resulted in Centra continuing to allocate deferral balances using the pre-
2021 COSS methodology, which was generally unfavourable towards the HVF, MLF, and SC with

respect to the allocation of fixed (or demand) costs.

PGVA deferral balance allocations to HVF and MLF include significant cumulative balances owing to Centra
that include, prior unrecovered balances entering the 2019/20 gas year, along with balances from
subsequent 2019/20, 2020/21, 2021/22, and 2022/23 gas years. The rate impacts for disposing these

balances in a single year are material, bordering on rate shock for SS and WTS customers.

4.1 RATE RIDER IMPACTS

Figures 1 to 4 illustrate the nature of these impacts when comparing proposed base rates to base rates

with rate riders intended for effect on November 1, 2024, provided in the Application.*

The rate rider impacts illustrated in Figures 1 — 4 are substantive and complex at all levels of service, while
being counter to rate impacts arising from base rates. This presents a challenging landscape for customers
to understand. Rates will also revert to base rates when the rate riders expire, resulting in unexpected rate

increases for TS customers. The application of rate riders in this Application challenges the definition of

452024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedule 10.2.0, p. 4 - 11
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stable and predictable rates, while highlighting the risks associated with recovery for multiple years of

accrued PGVA deferral balances over a single year.

The anticipated rate impacts for proposed November 2024 rates with riders show the impacts of incremental
changes to the demand and volumetric components of base rates arising from the disposal of four years
of accrued PGVA deferrals. The proposed rate rider adjustments shown in Table 4 for HVF and MLF are

based on an analysis of component rates provided in Tab 10, Schedule 10.2.1.%6

Table 4: Rate Rider Impacts to Base Rates (effective November 1, 2024)

Component HVF MLF
Rates Base | Riders $ % Base | Riders $ %

Transportation Demand 0.2379 | 0.5465 | 0.3086 | 129.7% 0.3005 | 0.6057 [ 0.3052 | 101.6%

Transportation Volume 0.0127 | 0.0102 |- 0.0025 | -19.7% 0.0034 | 0.0150 | 0.0116 | 341.2%
Distribtion Demand 0.2400 | 0.2410 | 0.0010 | 0.4% 0.1987 | 0.1985 |- 0.0002 | -0.1%

Distribution Volume 0.0128 | 0.0220 | 0.0092 | 71.9% 0.0037 | 0.0126 | 0.0126 | 340.5%
Distribution Demand -TS | 0.2400 | 0.2410 | 0.0010 [ 0.4% 0.1987 | 0.1985 |- 0.0002 | -0.1%
Distribution Volume - TS 0.0128 | 0.0114 |- 0.0014 | -10.9% 0.0037 | 0.0019 |- 0.0018 | -48.6%

Figure 7: Rate Rider Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to HVF-SS/WTS
Customers?’

Impacts of Rate Changes

A0%
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N
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Billing Period Load Factor

——HVF-SS, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3 HVF-S5, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3

46 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedule 10.2.0, p. 4 - 11
47.2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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Figure 8: Rate Rider Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to HVF-TS Customers?®

Impacts of Rate Changes

Rate Impacts (%)
&
&

——HVF-TS, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3
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Billing Period Load Factor

HVF-TS, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 1,516,925 m3

Figure 9: Rate Rider Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to MLF-SS/WTS

Customers?*?

Impacts of Rate Changes
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——MLF-SS, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 5,688,000 m3
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Billing Period Load Factor

MLF-55, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 5,688,000 m3

48 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
49 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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Figure 10: Rate Rider Impacts for Transportation to HVF-TS Customers>°

Impacts of Rate Changes

Rate Impacts (%)
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Billing Period Load Factor

——MLF-TS, Nov-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3 MLF-TS, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3

The Board noted this risk in varying the period for disposal of prior period gas cost deferrals and non-
commodity PGVA balances from 12 months to 24 months in Order 125-24 approving interim rates on
October 29, 2024.°! Figure 5 and Figure 6 indicate the impact of the Board Order.

Figure 11: Interim Rate Rider Impacts for Transportation and Distribution to MLF-SS/WTS
Customers>2

Impacts of Rate Changes
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B0%
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Rate Impacts (%)

—— MLF-S5, Nov-24 Praposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3 ——MLF-SS, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3

—— MLF-5S, Nov-24 Approved Interim Riders, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3

50 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
51 Board Order 125/24, Directive 6a), p. 45
52 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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Figure 12: Interim Rate Rider Impacts for Distribution to HVF-TS Customers®3

Impacts of Rate Changes

Rate Impacts (%)
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Billing Period Load Factor

——MLF-TS, Now-24 Proposed Base, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3 MLF-TS, Nov-24 Proposed Riders, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3

——MLF-TS, Now-24 Approved Interim Riders, 2021 Forecast, 20,125,625 m3

It should be recognized that the rate rider impacts presented in this evidence are not based on rate riders
determined from the results of the 2024/25 COSS using the 2024 Forecast. There will be some changes
in determinants for calculating rate riders using the updated 2024/25 billing determinants. This updated
information was not accessible through second round IRs due to the timing of their release for the
update 2024/25 COSS and 2024 Forecast. It is anticipated that Centra will provide this information in due

course for the Board’s consideration in approving final rates.

4.2 RECOMMENDATION

That the Board consider directing Centra to make applications related to rate riders for the disposal of
PGVA balances on an annual basis to minimize the risk of rate shock as deferral balances accrue during

extended periods between GRA proceedings.

Round II IR response to IGU/Centra I-26a-b provides a clear indication of the major contributors to rate
rider impacts for HVF and ML customers in the SS and WTS service categories. The IR response provides
an example for the calculation for the net rate rider inclusive of the Distribution Commodity rate rider,
Supplemental Gas rate rider, and Commodity Cost Balancing Deferral ("CCBD). The response indicates
that the Supplemental Gas rate rider and CCBD rider represent the entirety of the rate rider for both HVF-
SS/WTS and MLF-SS/WTS.

33 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10 — Schedules, based on Proposed Rates Effective November 1, 2024, p.8
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The influence of Supplemental Gas deferrals is illustrated in Figure 10.8 from Tab 10°* of the application,
which shows the amounts owing for the HVF and MLF rate classes after the inclusion of Supplemental
Gas PGVA balances.

Figure 10.8  Prior Periods, 2019/20, 2020/21, 2021/22, 2022/23 Gas Year Deferral
Balances by Rate Class

5G5 LGS HVF Mainline Interr.

Prior Period Deferrals $(1,708,726) $(1,276,428) $ (438,035) § (304,758) § (283,114
2019/20 Gas Year Deferrals S (350,828) § (639,825) S (286,295) § (170,788) § (124,191 le,
2020721 Gas Year Deferrals H 679 § 33350 § 229,832 § 39,404 $ (100,439
2021/22 Gas Year Deferrals S 658770 § 352,808 $1,512,993 $1,566,157 §$ 1,046,236 2d
2022/23 Gas Year Deferrals $(4,181,082) S (993,558) $(2,854,942) § 155372 § (52,565) $ (157,083

Total $(5,073,147) 5(2,393,662) 5(4,385036) 51,173,867 51077449 § 381,410

An examination of the Application indicates that the Supplemental Gas deferral balance amounts owing to
Centra are primarily due to the 2021/22 gas year> because of weather fluctuations and lower than
anticipated consumption. This raises the question of mitigating actions that could have been taken to

minimize the variance experienced in that year.

4 2024/25 GRA, Tab 10, Figure 10.8, p.24
352024/25 GRA, Tab 10, p.24, lines 17 - 26
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5.0 DEMAND COST RECOVERY THROUGH DEMAND CHARGES

Three(3) high volume rate classes, inclusive of the High-Volume Firm, Main Line Firm, and Interruptible
rate classes, are subject to both upstream and downstream demand charges. Demand component rates
are typically used by utilities to recover fixed costs for infrastructure and other activities that provide the
capacity to transport and delivery gas volumes to consumers under all types of load and system conditions.
Given their greater consumption, high-volume customers are generally subject to a combination of demand

and volume-based charges for transportation and delivery of natural gas volumes to their location.

A review of MFR 74 indicates that the demand component rates for each high-volume rate class are
determined using a similar approach with one notable difference related to the share of allocated demand
costs that are recovered through the demand component rate. Under the current rate format, only 65%
of allocated demand costs are recovered through the demand component rate for the High-Volume Firm

and Interruptible rate classes versus 100% for the Main Line Firm rate class.

As noted earlier in Section 3.2 of this submission, the average all-in unit cost ($/m?3) for transportation and
delivery of gas volumes will vary with load factor under a demand rate scenario. The average all-in cost for
a lower load factor consumer will generally place greater emphasis on the demand rate components, while
a higher load factor will place greater emphasis on volumetric rate components. As a result, lower load
factors generally result in higher average all-in unit costs as the fixed portion of the consumer gas bill
(including the monthly basic charge and demand charge) are recovered over the lesser comparative gas

volumes.

Figure 13 provides cost curves that illustrates the relationship between all-in unit costs and load factor for
High-Volume Firm (HVF), Main Line Firm (MLF), and Interruptible (INT) customers at base rates (not
including rate riders) for Sales Service (SS) and Western Transportation Service (WTS). Figure 2 provides
similar cost curves for Transportation Service (TS) customers. The information used to create these cost
curves was derived from the 2024/25 PCOSS®® and 2024 Load Forecast® using the format provided in MFR
74°8. These cost curves are representative of non-commodity rates paid by Sales Service customers in these
rate classes, allowing for reasonable and meaningful comparisons of impacts related to demand and

volume-based rates for transportation and delivery services.

Table 5 provides the unit rates and commaodity volumes used to create the costs curves in Figures 13 and

14 applicable to the HVF, MLF, and INT rate class. This approach may be used for commodity rates

%6 Round II IR response, IGU/Centra II-5a-c, Attachment 1
57 Round II IR response, PUB/Centra II-32a-b, Attachment 1
38 Round II IR, response, IGU/Centra II-5a-c, Attachment 2
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applicable to any rate class but is used most often when comparing rate structures that have fixed and

variable rate components related to demand capacity and consumption volumes.

Table 5: Component Rates and Determinants

Component Rates

Annual Volumes HVF MLF INT
Basic Monthly Charge ($) $1,208.80 $1,209.59 $1,296.88
Transportation Demand ($/m*/day) $0.2268 $0.2804 $0.0748
Transportation Volume ($/m®) $0.0134 $0.0033 $0.0065
Distribution Demand $0.2288 $0.2155 $0.2212
Distribution Volume $0.0136 $0.0032 $0.0146
Billing Period (days) 30 30 30
Annual Volumes (m3) 2,500,000 2,500,000 2,500,000

Demand Recovery (%)

65%

100%

65%

The prospective rates in Table 5 are not included in Centra’s rate application, as they are based on a new

version of the 2024/25 PCOSS using a recently released 2024 version of Centra’s load forecast scenario for

which Centra has not yet provided proposed base rates or rider rates.

For ease of comparison, Figure 13 and Figure 14 use all-in unit cost curves that were created using monthly

(30 day) billing periods and similar annual volumes for each rate class and type of transportation and

distribution service. In practice, different levels of service typically require delivery of different annual

volumes that can be used to differentiate between SS, WTS, and TS levels of service. Volume impacts to

the respective all-in unit costs for each rate class are not insignificant and were dealt with earlier in this

evidence. A constant annual consumption volume was maintained for this comparison to allow for a

reasonable presentation of results.
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Figure 13: Effective All-In Unit Rates vs Load Factor (SS and WTS)

While the method of derivation is similar for all three(3) rate classes, changes in the percentage of demand
costs recovered through demand charges become more visible in the SS and WTS rate classes due to their
higher combined transportation and distribution demand charges. Figure 13 illustrates this clearly as the
shape of the all-in unit cost curve becomes more pronounced for the MLF rate class using 100% recovery
through demand charges. The impacts in Figure 14 are less visible since TS levels of service only incur a
distribution demand charge.
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Figure 14: Effective All-In Unit Rates vs Load Factor (TS)

The cost curves in Figure 13 and Figure 14 illustrate the changes in all-in unit costs as load factor declines,
resulting in higher unit costs at lower load factors. Moving recovery of allocated demand cost from demand
charges to volumetric charges decreases the weight of the demand price signal provided to customers,
dampening this price signal. This decreased weight is favourable to lower load factor SS and WTS customers
who use the transportation and distribution system less efficiently in proportion to the peak demands they
place on the system. Conversely, this effect also increases all-in unit costs for higher load factor TS
customers that use the distribution system more efficiently due to their closer proximity to transmission

and more consistent monthly volumes.

Table 2 provides information detailing the average monthly load factor for HVF, MLF, and INT customers
under each level of service based on information provided in IGU/Centra 1-27a-d and 2024/25 PCOSS®>°
using the 2024 Load Forecast Scenario. This information is useful for understanding the impact of current
practice and potential changes that may be considered when evaluating appropriate levels of cost recovery

through demand rates.

39 Round II IR response, IGU/Centra II-5a-c, Attachment 1

Page 35



Pre-Filed Testimony of Dale Friesen March 26, 2025

Table 6: Load Factors

Rate Classes HVF MLF INT
Sales Service' 0.431 0.604 0.415
Western Transportation Service® 0.480 0.594
Transportation Service® 0.703 0.718
Transportation Combined (upstream)? 0.422 0.577 0.454
Distribution Combined (upstream)? 0.440 0.688 0.454

1) Based on 2023/24 Annual Volumes provided in IGU/Centra 1-27

2) Based on Billing Determinants provided in 2024/25 PCOSS, Schedule C6

5.1 CHANGES TO PERCENTAGES FOR DEMAND COST RECOVERY

Under the current rate format, 65% of allocated demand costs are recovered through demand charges,
with the remaining 35% recovered through volumetric charges. This policy reduces demand charges and
increases volumetric charges to the benefit of lower power factor customers. Since the 65% approach is a

long-standing practice at Centra, it is somewhat unclear on what basis this policy was implemented.

In its response to Round 1 IR, IGU/Centra I-23a, Centra stated that the “65% level of demand recovery
through the demand rate has been in place since 2004” while also indicating that “having 35% of demand
costs recovered in the commaodity rate is an equity consideration that ensures that all customers in these
classes pay some portion of capacity costs.” Further to these points, Centra indicated that “capacity-related
costs are largely recovered through monthly demand and in light of the seasonal customer circumstances,
Centra is satisfied that the current rate design reflects a reasonable balance between the nature of the
costs and their recovery with practical realities of its system and has no plans at this time to recommend a

change in this methodology.”

Centra also stated that “increasing the recovery of demand costs via the demand charge to something
higher than 65% would not change the overall revenue requirement requested for the HVF or Interruptible
classes.” The response suggested that using a higher recovery percentage will have the same impact on
an average customer as additional revenue obtained through a higher demand charge would be offset by
a decrease in the commodity charge. Centra acknowledged that higher load factor customers would
experience a decrease in overall costs, while lower load factor customers would see an increase in average

costs if the percentage of demand recovery through demand charges was raised.”

In Round 2 IRs, Centra responded to IGU/Centra II-7a-e indicating that “seasonal customers not paying
demand charges are all in the interruptible class”. Centra also indicated that customers exhibiting seasons

usage behavior (but not taking seasonal rates) continued to contribute to system peak and in doing so paid
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demand charges, “contributing to recovery of capacity costs.” Its response to IGU/Centra II-7a-c, Centra

state that the utility “has not considered an alternative rate structure for seasonal interruptible customers.”

Centra also provided information in IGU/Centra II-7e detailing the annual load factor based on maximum
annual billed demand for each high-volume rate class and level of transportation and distribution service.
This information generally indicated that HVF commercial customers have similar load factors to industrial
customers in the SS and WTS categories, while TS customers (mostly industrial) have considerably higher
load factors. The interruptible category had no WTS or TS customers, with commercial customers having
significantly lower load factors than industrial customers.

5.1.1 Recommendation

Centra should consider implementing an alternate rate structure for seasonal customers in the INT rate
class that do not pay demand charges. An alternative rate design that does not drive fairness and equity
concerns within the existing HVF and INT rate classes would be preferable.

5.2 IMPACTS FROM INCREASED DEMAND COST RECOVERY THROUGH DEMAND
RATES

Figure 15 and Figure 16 provide a comparison of the cost curves using 65% and 100% recovery of allocated
demand costs through demand charges for the HVF and INT rate classes.

Figure 15: Average All-In Unit Cost Curves - 65% and 100% Demand Recovery (SS, WTS)

All-In Unit Rates vs Load Factor - 65% vs 100%

SS and WTS - Avg All-In Unit Costs ($/m3)
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Billing Period Load Factor

—— HVF-SS, Mar-25 Analysis Base, 2024 Forecast, 2,000,000 m3 HVF-100%-SS, Mar-25 Analysis Base, 2024 Forecast, 2,000,000 m3

—— INT-SS, Mar-25 Analysis Base, 2024 Forecast, 2,000,000 m3 —— INT-100%-SS, Mar-25 Analysis Base, 2024 Forecast, 2,000,000 m3
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Not unexpectedly, the resulting higher demand charges and lower volumetric charges arising from 100%
recovery of allocated demand costs will result in lower average all-in unit cost rates for higher load factor
customers and a corresponding increase in all-in costs for lower load factor customers. Load factor
information from IGU/Centra II-7e indicates that commercial and industrial load factors for HVF and INT
customers in the SS or WTS categories have a load in the range of 0.35 — 0.37 (HVF) and 0.30 — 0.97
(INT). These noted load factors are somewhat lower than the class average load factor determined using
billing determinants provided in the 2024/25 COSS or annual volumes and billing demand information
provided in IGU/Centra I-27a-d shown in Table 5, but they are broadly representative of customer behavior

in these rate classes.

IGU/Centra II-7e and Table 5 also indicate that HVF - TS customers have considerably higher load factors
ranging from 0.60 - 0.70 while consuming significantly greater volumes annually than SS and WTS

customers.

Figure 16: Average All-In Unit Cost Curves - 65% and 100% Demand Recovery (TS)

5.2.1 Recommendation

The Board should approve higher percentages of recovery for allocated demand costs through demand
charges, providing a more relevant and effective price signal to demand customers in the HVF rate class,
providing customers that make efficient use of the system with lower effective all-in unit costs for

transportation and distribution charges than current rates using 65% recovery are able to provide.
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Figure 16 shows the percentage impact to all-in unit costs of increasing demand recovery through demand
charges from 65% (current) to 100%. Lower volume HVF SS and WTS customers with load factors ranging
from 0.35 to 0.40 are expected to experience an effective increase to the all-in unit cost of transportation
and distribution charges of about 2.5% to 5.0%. SS and WTS customers with higher load factors ranging
from 0.50 to 0.65 are expected to see an effective decrease in the all-in unit costs ranging from -0.5% to
-10%.

Figure 17: Percentage Change in Effective All-In Unit Costs (SS, WTS)

Figure 17 provides a similar view of the impacts to HVF-TS customers that pay demand and volumetric
charges for distribution service, but do not utilize transportation services procured by Centra. Figure 17
illustrates that higher load factor HVF-TS customers are expected to achieve greater unit cost savings on a
percentage basis, more accurately representing the costs that they impose on the Centra distribution

system.

Distribution rates for TS are based on the aggregated volumes and billing demand determinants for SS,
WTS, and TS customers, despite HVF-TS customers only accounting for about 10% of distribution
determinants for volume and 7% of determinants for billing demand (reference). TS rates based on a lower
aggregated load factor do represent the distribution system cost impact for a typical TS customer with an
average load factor of 0.60 to 0.70. Based on these observations, it appears reasonable to expect unit cost

reductions for distribution charges ranging from 5% to 15% for these higher load factor, higher volume TS

Page 39



Pre-Filed Testimony of Dale Friesen March 26, 2025

customers. This issue does not exist with INT customers, since all customers in this rate class are presently

SS customers, who pay both transportation and distribution rates.

5.3 REVENUE-COST NEUTRALITY

The response to IGU/Centra I-23c indicates that Centra is not concerned about a higher percentage of cost
recovery through demand rates, as the “increased cost recovery through the demand charge will be exactly

offset by a decrease in the commodity charge.
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6.0 BALANCING FEES
6.1 BACKGROUND

In its 2019/20 General Rate Application (GRA), Centra proposed the implementation of a balancing fee
structure for Transportation Service (TS) customers. The objective of this proposal was to incentivize TS
customers to address imbalances in their gas deliveries to Centra’s system.® Centra sought to establish a
consistent balancing fee structure for all TS customers, modeled on the balancing fee formula used by the
TransCanada PipeLines Limited (TCPL) Mainline, but applied at 50% of the TCPL Mainline balancing fee

rates.b!

Order 161/19 approved a revised version of Centra’s Schedules of Sales and Transportation Services and
Rates, which introduced a new balancing fee structure for TS customers. This revised fee structure took

effect on November 1, 2019,

Since the introduction of the balancing fees in 2019/20, Centra has reported improved balancing
performance,®? with performance remaining stable through the 2022/23 period.®® While TS customers are
contractually obligated to balance their load, Centra acknowledges that the complete elimination of
balancing fees is not a realistic expectation.®* Rather, balancing fees are intended to serve as an incentive
for TS customers to reduce their imbalances and minimize their associated fees to the greatest extent

possible.5>

6.2 INCREMENTAL COSTS INCURRED BY T-SERVICE CUSTOMERS

The introduction of the new balancing fee structure has consistently resulted in TS customers incurring
fees that exceed those paid by Centra.®® During the 2019/20 to 2022/23 fiscal years, TS customers, on
average, paid balancing fees amounting to twice the amount Centra remitted to TCPL. According to Centra,
these fees help to counteract increased incremental costs for Sales Service customers®” due to the

A\

operational buffer required to manage TS imbalances. This buffer leads to “... foregone capacity

management revenue and higher commodity costs associated with delayed transactions”.58

60 2019/20 GRA, Tab 12. Page 1.

61 2019/20 GRA, Tab 12. Page 5 Lines 32-33; Page 6, Line 1.
62 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 3.

63 Tab 12, MFR 92. Page 2.

64 JGU/Centra II-3b

652019/20 GRA, PUB/CENTRA I-147b

6 Tab 12, MFR 92. Page 1.

67 1GU/Centra 1I-2a

68 JGU/Centra II-1d
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Centra has estimated that the incremental costs associated with accommodating TS imbalances exceed the
balancing fees charged to TS customers.®® However, Centra has admitted that it cannot determine the
extent to which weather conditions, TS imbalances, and market fluctuations each contribute to these
opportunity costs.”? Centra further contends that quantifying the specific impact of TS imbalances is

infeasible due to the challenge of valuing hypothetical transactions that did not occur.”

Centra has stated that “TS balancing fees are not designed to be cost-based but are intended to incent
improved balancing performance.””? However, Centra’s inability to provide an estimate of the incremental
costs associated with accommodating TS imbalances raises questions regarding the fairness of the
balancing fees charged. Specifically, it is unclear how Centra can assert that these incremental costs surpass

the fees charged to TS customers without providing substantiated estimates to support this claim.

Given this lack of detailed cost estimation, this submission recommends that Centra's claims regarding the
incremental costs associated with accommodating TS imbalances be disregarded until clear and
substantiated cost estimates are provided. This witness contends that requiring TS customers to pay fees
exceeding twice the amount Centra remitted to TCPL is both unreasonable and punitive. On this basis, it is
recommended that the Board consider applying imbalances at a rate lower than the current 50% charged

under the Transportation Service Balancing Fee Structure.”?

6.3 BALANCING FEE STRUCTURE

The Transportation Service Balancing Fee Structure, approved in Order 161/19, comprises two distinct fees:
the Daily Fee and the Cumulative Fee. These fees are modeled after those levied by TCPL on Centra but
are applied at a reduced rate of 50%. The Transportation Service Balancing Fee Structure specifies the
percentage levels of imbalance for each tier. Table 7 details the minimum and maximum quantities
applicable at each tier, as well as the standard fees charged by TS Customers for both Daily and Cumulative

Balancing Fees.

69 JGU/Centra II-2a

70 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 7.
71 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 7.
72 IGU/Centra 1I-2a

73 PUB/Centra II-15-f Attachment 1
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Table 7: Transportation Service Balancing Fee Structure’

Type of Fee Tier Level of Imbalance Standard Fee | Current FTD
($CAD /
GJ)7s
Less than 2% 0
0.2 times FTD,
Tier 1 2% up to 4%
times 50%
0.5 times FTD,
Daily Balancing Tier 2 4% up to 8%
times 50%
Fee
0.75 times FTD,
Tier 3 8% up to 10% )
times 50% $1.3896
1.0 times FTD,
Tier 4 10% or Greater
times 50%
Less than 4% 0
0.15 times FTD,
Cumulative Tier 1 4% up to 6%
times 50%
Balancing Fee
0.25 times FTD,
Tier 2 6% or Greater

times 50%

6.4 BALANCING TOLERANCE STRUCTURE

The Transportation Service Balancing Tolerance structure, also approved in Order 161/19, defines the
minimum imbalance—or "tolerance"—necessary to trigger the application of the Daily Fee and Cumulative
Fee. The Schedule of Sales and Transportation Services and Rates identifies five levels of Absolute Daily
Tolerance and Absolute Cumulative Tolerance, which vary based on average customer consumption.’®

Table 8 outlines the tolerances applied to TS customers based on their average daily consumption.

74 pUB/Centra II-15-f Attachment 1
75 (January 1, 2022 — December 31, 2026) IGU/Centra II-1b
76 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 8.
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Table 8: Transportation Service Balancing Tolerances””

Average Daily Absolute Daily Tolerance Absolute Cumulative
Consumption Tolerance
(Gl/day)

Less than 1,000 +/- 100 GJ +/- 200 GJ

1,000 to less than 1,700 +/- 200 GJ +/- 400 GJ

1,700 to less than 2,500 +/- 300 GJ +/- 600 GJ

2,500 to less than 5,000 +/- 500 GJ +/- 1,00 G]
5,000 or more +/- 1,000 GJ] +/- 2,000 GJ

Tolerances are determined by customers’ average daily consumption, expressed in gigajoules (GJ) per day.
These tolerances determine the level of imbalance at which customers incur balancing fees. For example,
an Absolute Daily Tolerance that corresponds to level of imbalance of 10% will result in Daily Balancing

Fees being charged at Tier 4.

Centra has stated that it assigns Absolute Daily and Cumulative Tolerances annually, reassessing them
based on actual consumption data from the most recently completed gas year.”® Customers may be

reassigned to different tolerance levels depending on their historical consumption patterns.”

According to Centra, this approach ensures relative consistency among the majority of TS customers.8°
Centra states that these tolerances result in average daily tolerances of approximately 14% for TS

customers.8!

6.4.1 Balancing Tolerance Structure Considerations

Under the current structure, certain customers may receive significantly larger tolerances, expressed as
percentages, depending on their placement within average daily consumption groupings. Table 9 illustrates
this disparity.

77 pUB/Centra II-15-f Attachment 1

78 2019/20 GRA, PUB/CENTRA II-57a-c.

79 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 8.
80 2019/20 GRA, PUB/CENTRA II-57a.

81 Tab 12, MFR 92 — Attachment 1. Page 4.
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Table 9: Average Daily Tolerances for Balancing Tolerance Levels®2

Average Daily Absolute Minimum Maximum
Consumption Daily
Levels (GJ/day) | Tolerance Average Average Average Average Daily
Daily Daily Daily Tolerance
Consumption | Tolerance | Consumption (%)
(%)
Less than 1,000 | +/- 100 GJ 200 GJ 50% 999 GJ 10%
1,000 to less than | +/- 200 GJ 1,000 GJ 20% 1,699 GJ 12%
1,700
1,700 to less than | +/- 300 GJ 1,700 GJ 18% 2,499 GJ 12%
2,500
2,500 to less than | +/- 500 GJ] 2,500 GJ 20% 4,999 GJ 10%
5,000
5,000 or more +/- 1,000 5,000 GJ 20% 25,000 GJ83 4%
GJ]

This analysis that the current balancing tolerance structure is not consistent among the majority of TS
customers, raising concerns that customers at the higher ends of the average daily consumption levels may

face disproportionately punitive balancing tolerance thresholds.

This analysis shows particular concern about the impact on customers in the “less than 1,000” average
daily consumption category whose daily usage reaches or exceeds 1,000 GJ, and those in the “2,500 to
less than 5,000 category whose daily consumption reaches or exceeds 5,000 GJ. These customers are

subject to tolerance levels that are significantly lower compared to other TS customers.

Figure 19 illustrates the Daily Tolerances for customers with the current Balancing Tolerance Structure
compared to a 15% Daily Tolerance standard. Customers positioned below the grey line have an average

daily tolerance below 15%, while those above the grey line exceed the 15% tolerance level.

82 Based on Transportation Service Balancing Fees Effective November 1, 2019. PUB/Centra II-15-f Attachment 1.
83 The actual maximum for the 5,000 or more level is oo, 25,000 GJ is shown as an illustrative example.
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Figure 18: Transportation Service Balancing Tolerance Structure
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This submission, in alignment with Centra, recognizes that the complete elimination of balancing fees is
not a realistic expectation with the current Balancing Fee and Balancing Tolerance structure. Balancing fees
are intended to serve as an incentive for TS customers to reduce their imbalances and minimize their
associated fees to the greatest extent possible. The proposed path is in alignment with Centra’s objective
of implementing a balancing fee structure that is both consistent across all TS customers and effective at
incentivizing improved balancing performance, Daily and Cumulative Tolerances must be applied uniformly

to customers with similar daily consumption levels.

To address concerns around fairness, Mr. Friesen respectfully requests that the Board direct Centra to
engage with TS customers in exploring potential alternatives to the current Balancing Tolerance structure.

The submission identifies the following possible measures for Centra’s consideration:

¢ Increasing the number of discrete daily consumption levels between 200 GJ/day and

5000 GJ/day average daily consumption; or
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« Implementing a 15% tolerance level based on daily consumption, while maintaining

the minimum tolerance of +/- 100 GJ and maximum tolerance of +/- 1000 GJ.

6.5 RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of the analysis provided in this submission, the following recommendations are provided for

the Board'’s consideration:

e That the Board direct Centra to engage with TS customers in exploring potential alternative to the
current Balancing Tolerance structure. The following possible measures are presented for the

Board'’s consideration.

o Increasing the number of discrete daily consumption levels between 200 GJ/day and 5000

GJ/day average daily consumption, or

o Implementing a 15% tolerance level based on daily consumption, while maintaining the

minimum tolerance of +/- 100 GJ and maximum tolerance of +/- 1000 GJ.

e That the Board disregard Centra's claims related to the incremental costs associated with

accommodating TS imbalances until it provides clear and substantiated cost estimates.

e That the Board consider applying imbalances at a rate lower than the current 50% charged under
the Transportation Service Balancing Fee Structure to levelized revenues from TS customers with
fees paid to TCPL.%*

84 pUB/Centra II-15-f Attachment 1
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Appendix A:

RESUME




@ InterGroup

CONSULTANTS

DALE FRIESEN, P.Eng.

SENIOR CONSULTANT

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE:

e Energy Rate Design and Customer Bill Impacts

e Account Management and Utility Engagement

¢ Demand-Side Management Programming

e Efficient Energy Utilization and Rate Optimization

e Energy Performance Standards Development

PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS:

e Registered Professional Engineer (P.Eng.) — Province of Manitoba (since 1993)

EDUCATION:

e Bachelor of Science (Mechanical Engineering) — University of Manitoba (Graduated 1986)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

INTERGROUP CONSULTANTS LTD., WINNIPEG, MB
Senior Consultant (2019 - Present)

RECENT PROJECTS AND ONGOING WORK

Manitoba Industrial Power Users Group (MIPUG) (2019-Present): Analysis and review of utility
rates, intervention in regulatory proceedings, review of integrated resource plans to establish key factors
influencing short- and long-term rate trajectories, costs to serve, cost allocations, load forecasts, rate
design, and considerations for bill impacts arising from proposed rates, alternative rate programs, and
energy efficiency programming. Analysis and review of public policy initiatives and legislation for
assessments to establish relevance to supply adequacy, reliability, and rate impacts. Provision of
independent expert analysis and feedback regarding client energy needs and supply options. Undertake
engagements with clients, utilities, government, municipalities, economic development agencies, energy
efficiency agencies, and utility rate regulators. Large industrial sector client base accounts for
approximately 20% of Manitoba’s domestic electric and natural gas consumption.

Energy Efficiency Advisory Group (EEAG) for Efficiency Manitoba (2020 - Present): Member of
Energy Efficiency Advisory Group (EEAG) at Efficiency Manitoba, Crown Corporation responsible for the
delivery of energy efficiency programming to all sectors of the Manitoba economy. Provides independent
expert review and feedback related to corporate mandate, energy efficiency program design and delivery
for commercial and industrial sectors, incorporation of codes and standards for all sectors, industrial
sector initiatives, and independent savings assessment and validation.
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Canadian Nuclear Laboratories — SMR Energy Take-Off Rate Development (2024): Project
manager and lead technical resource for assessments of electric and natural gas usage by Chalk River
Laboratory and related capabilities for displacement of grid purchases of electricity and natural gas using
a planned behind-the-meter demonstration of a small modular reactor (SMR). Development of a market-
based energy take-off rate for SMR electric and thermal power outputs to support economic viability
and understanding of SMR demonstrations in Canada, including supplementary optional take-off rates
for associated environmental, social, and economic benefits. Projections for market rates between 2030
and 2070 and key factors determining displacement valuation.

Polar River First Nation Solar Pre-Feasibility Study (2024): Assessment and analysis of
opportunities for community-based solar project in a remote grid-connected Indigenous First Nations
community located in north-eastern Manitoba. Project work includes assessment of community load
requirements, solar opportunities, and optimization of solar generation capacity and energy storage
systems, including opportunities for export to grid.

Industrial Hydrogen By-Product Opportunities Assessment (2021 - 2023): Exploration of
market opportunities for “green” by-product hydrogen in Manitoba. Engagement of Manitoba
Government to explore incentives for growing domestic consumption of “green” by-product hydrogen.
High level assessments of by-product hydrogen output and potential for climate change mitigation,
examination of Manitoba domestic hydrogen consumption, preliminary identification of opportunities for
“green” hydrogen uses as a replacement for natural gas or other fossil fuels in Manitoba, discussions
with potential industry partners, engagement with Government policymakers and decision-makers.

Manitoba Government Energy Policy Framework Development (2022 - 2023): Subcontractor
for third-party independent consultation and technical assessments of government-led energy policy
opportunities in Manitoba aimed at supporting climate change targets and net-zero goals. Primary focus
on assessments of energy policy frameworks applicable to the industrial and large commercial sectors,
including energy efficiency, fuel-switching, demand control, etc. Facilitated engagement with industrial
enterprises located in Manitoba.

REGULATORY EXPERIENCE

Manitoba Hydro / Centra Gas Manitoba 2024 /25 Natural Gas General Rate Application (GRA)
Review (2024/25): Provision of independent consulting services for a third-party industrial client
intervention during a Manitoba Public Utilities Board review of Manitoba Hydro/Centra Gas Manitoba
general rate application respecting natural gas rates (in progress). Services included project
management, technical investigation, review, and analysis of utility application, preparation of
information requests, detailed analysis for preparation of expert evidence, responses to information
requests, preparation of written submissions and materials for evidence, support for legal counsel in
cross-examination and oral argument, coordination and support for preparation of client presentations
related to cost of service allocations, rate design, cost recovery, rate impacts, rate classifications, load
forecasting, and energy efficiency impacts, etc.

Manitoba Hydro 2023/24 & 2024/25 Electric General Rate Application (GRA) Review
(2022/23): Provision of independent consulting services for a third-party industrial client intervention
during a Manitoba Public Utilities Board review of Manitoba Hydro general rate application respecting
electric rates. Services included project management, technical investigation, review, and analysis of
utility application, preparation of information requests, detailed analysis for preparation of expert
evidence, responses to information requests, preparation of written submissions and materials for
evidence, support for legal counsel in cross-examination and oral argument, coordination and support
for preparation of client presentations related to cost of service, cost allocation, rate design, cost
recovery, rate impacts, time-of-use rate structures, rate classifications, load forecasting, energy
efficiency impacts, etc.
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Manitoba Hydro 2021 Natural Gas Cost of Service Review (2021/22): Provision of independent
consulting services for a third-party industrial client intervention during a Manitoba Public Utilities Board
review of Manitoba Hydro cost of service methodology review respecting costs to serve and cost
allocation for rate setting purposes. Services included project management, technical investigation,
review, and analysis of utility COSS application, technical review of proposed changes to cost of service
methodology and allocation of costs, preparation of information requests, detailed analysis for
preparation of expert evidence, responses to information requests, preparation of written submissions
and materials for evidence, support for legal counsel in cross-examination and oral argument.

Manitoba Hydro Interim Electric Rate Application Review (2021/22): Provision of independent
consulting services for a third-party industrial client intervention during a Manitoba Public Utilities Board
review of Manitoba Hydro interim rate application respecting electric rates. Services included project
management, technical investigation, review, and analysis of utility application, preparation of
information requests, preparation of expert evidence, responses to information requests, preparation of
written submissions and evidence, oral testimony, support for legal counsel in cross-examination and
oral argument, coordination and support for preparation of client presentations related to cost of service,
cost allocation, rate design, cost recovery, rate impacts, time-of-use rate structures, rate classifications,
load forecasting, energy efficiency impacts, etc. Appeared as an expert witness in the proceeding to
testify on matters related to proposed rate design, cost coverage, bill impacts, and alternative rate
opportunities.

Intervenor Application - Manitoba Hydro Status Update (2021): Provision of independent
consulting services for a third-party industrial client intervention during a Manitoba Public Utilities Board
review of independent third-party application requesting a Board review of Manitoba Hydro’s financial
status and change in circumstances. Services including provision of technical expertise and analysis,
case management, and development of a prospective intervention during a Manitoba Public Utilities
Board review of independent third-party application. Tasks included investigation and review of
application, collaboration with other third-party interventions, responses to PUB requests for information
and comment, preparation of written submissions, and support for legal counsel.

Alberta Utilities Commission - 2021 Distribution Generation Credits: Provided technical
expertise and support to the Utilities Consumer Advocate (UCA) for participation in an Alberta Utilities
Commission review of the distribution credits for distributed generation to evaluate scope and rationale
for credit mechanism. Analysis to establish whether credit mechanism supported key regulatory
principles for establishing benefits to ratepayers. Scope of work included a review of historic distribution
credit payments, review of methodology for determination of credit payments, cost-of-service
methodology review, preparation of information requests, preparation of written submissions and
evidence, briefing of legal counsel for client and preparation for oral testimony.

Alberta Utilities Commission — 2020 Distribution Inquiry — Modules Two and Three: Provided
technical expertise and support to the Utilities Consumer Advocate (UCA) for participation in a
Commission-led distribution inquiry related to impacts rising from the adoption of distributed energy
resources (DER) in Alberta. Reviewed associated technical requirements for integrating emerging DER
resources into the structure and operation of electric and natural gas distribution networks, along with
potential implications for the safe, reliable, and quality delivery of energy. Examined considerations for
rate structure design, costs of service, and risks for cross-subsidization. Responsibilities included
preparation of submission, materials, and presentation of materials for technical conferences and review
of submissions by participating parties. Appearance as an expert witness during remote oral hearings
before the commission.

Efficiency Manitoba 2020/21 - 2022/23 Three-Year Efficiency Plan Review: Provision of
independent consulting services for a third-party industrial client intervention during a Manitoba Public
Utilities Board review of Efficiency Manitoba’s inaugural three-year efficiency plan. Services included
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project management, technical investigation, review, and analysis of utility application, preparation of
information requests, preparation of expert evidence, responses to information requests, preparation of
written submissions and evidence, oral testimony, support for legal counsel in cross-examination and
oral argument. Efficiency Manitoba was formed as a Crown Corporation responsible for delivery of
efficiency programming under the Efficiency Manitoba Act and related regulations. Appeared as an
expert witness in the proceeding to testify on matters related to efficiency plan scope, deliverability,
cost-effectiveness, savings assessments, and rate impacts.

Alberta Utilities Commission - 2019 Distribution Inquiry — Module One: Provided technical
expertise and support to the Utilities Consumer Advocate (UCA) for participation in a Commission-led
distribution inquiry related to the timelines and impacts rising from the adoption of distributed energy
resources (DER) in Alberta. Reviewed associated technical requirements for integrating emerging DER
resources into the structure and operation of electric and natural gas distribution networks, along with
potential implications for the safe, reliable and quality delivery of energy. Examined considerations for
rate structure design, costs of service, and risks for cross-subsidization. Responsibilities included
preparation of information requests, responses to information requests, written evidence, and
presentation of materials at technical conferences for review by participating parties.

MERIDIUM ENERGY, WINNIPEG, MB
Sole Proprietor and President (2017 - Present)

Professional Engineer, Technical Consultant, and Advisor providing independent guidance and services
related to the efficient and sustainable, productive, and economic, utilization of energy resources within
commercial and industrial businesses and communities for provincial, national and international clients.

Prior experience includes a well-recognized 30-year background in Energy Efficiency, Demand-Side
Management (DSM), Economic Development, and Utility Management consisting of planning,
development, delivery, and promotion activities supported the efficient deployment of customer account
management, economic assessments, utility rate analysis, energy policy, codes and standards
development, energy efficiency regulation, and integration of customer-sited renewable energy projects
and distributed generation. This extensive experience anchors expertise in the technical and commercial
aspects of product development and business growth for new and emerging energy technologies.

Summary of Ongoing and Completed Work:

e Current - Vice-President of Technology for startup enterprise developing innovate solutions for rapid
charging of electric vehicles in locations facing electric grid constraint and lack of convenient access
to three-phase utility infrastructure.

e Current - Vice-Chair and Past Chair of CSA Group’s Strategic Committee for Performance, Energy
Efficiency and Renewables (SCOPEER), which oversees the development of nationally accredited
energy performance standards for energy-consuming equipment (all sectors), energy-consuming
systems and buildings. As an internationally recognized Standards Development Organization, CSA
Group standards are referenced as National Standards of Canada with accreditation by the
Standards Council of Canada (SCC).

e Current - Technical and advisory guidance for work undertaken by Red River College in respect to
the College’s National Sciences and Engineer Research Council (NSERC) funded Building Envelope
Technology Access Centre (BETAC).

¢ Completed (2024/25) - Facilitation for Community of Practice engagement with fifteen(15) post-
secondary experts on construction training with member colleges and polytechnics from across
Canada. The engagement supported the development of a private third-party funding proposal to
support a three to five-year program for development of accredited training programs supporting
up-skilling and reskilling of apprenticed and non-apprenticed workforce participants for retrofit
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construction of existing homes and buildings in Canada with a goal for providing improved energy
performance and reduce emissions in a framework for enhanced sustainability, and resilience in
existing buildings that will form more than 70% of Canada’s building infrastructure by 2030.

¢ Completed (2020) - Technical and management support for development and commercialization
of new motive power technologies providing higher horsepower single-phase ratings for expanding
commercial and agricultural applications in rural locations lacking access to three-phase
infrastructure.

e Completed (2018/19) - Assessments of performance benchmarking tools for the measurement
and reporting of energy performance in commercial buildings from concept/design through to post-
construction occupancy, supporting growth in the adoption of performance-based decision-making
among building professionals.

¢ Completed (2018/19) - Business case development for a user-friendly, cloud-based energy
modelling software tool to simulate energy performance and validate energy code compliance in
less complex, small to medium-sized commercial buildings.

e Completed (2017/2018) - Evaluation of infrastructure requirements for battery-powered, all-
electric transit bus fleets being considered by North American and international transit authorities
as a response to business and climate change mandates.

MANITOBA HYDRO, INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL SOLUTIONS, WINNIPEG, MB
Division Manager/Director - Industrial & Commercial Solutions (2010 - 2017)

Senior management position with director level responsibility for Manitoba Hydro’s commercial and
technical relationship with the largest 400-plus electric and natural gas accounts in Manitoba. Provided
strategic guidance for economic development initiatives aimed at attracting and retaining commercial
and industrial customers, including examination of alternative rate structures, renewable supply options
and demand-side management programming intended to enhance the competitiveness of Manitoba’s
commercial and industrial customers.

Senior level responsibility for customer service-focused division consisting of 25 - 30 account managers,
economic development specialists, and administrative staff, along with 35 - 40 engineers, technicians
and energy-utilization specialists supporting residential, commercial and industrial DSM programming,
renewable energy resources, electric and natural gas service inquiries, contractual commercial business
relationships, demand-side management activities, power quality analysis, and renewable customer-
sited, distributed generation.

Specific areas of accountability included:

e Divisional operations and fiscal responsibility related to management of key and major account
relationships, commercial and technical agreements, customer service policies, service reliability,
power quality, customer service extensions and upgrades, alternative rate structures, energy
efficiency, emerging technologies, and customer-focused residential, commercial, and industrial
demand-side management programs.

e Additional duties encompassed consultation and support for in-house load forecasting, resource
planning, rate design, and customer policy review, along with provision of technical support and
expert witness testimony for public rate hearings and coordination of government interaction on
energy policy, energy conservation, and climate change initiatives.

e Provided strategic leadership and oversight for Manitoba Hydro’s collaboration with CSA Group and
other industry associations on initiatives supporting Federal and Provincial objectives for
sustainability and climate change action, such as the Pan Canadian Framework on Clean Growth and
Climate Change.
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MANITOBA HYDRO, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOLUTIONS, WINNIPEG, MB
Business Initiatives Manager (2008 - 2010)

Development and delivery of non-regulated, for-profit, initiatives designed to provide specialized
energy-related services for large commercial and industrial customers using Manitoba Hydro’s in-house
technical and project management expertise. Service offerings emphasized services related to the
installation and maintenance of high voltage customer-owned equipment, high-voltage distribution, and
switchgear maintenance, backup power systems, including generators and uninterruptible power
supplies, etc.

Development of alternative utility rate structures in response to Manitoba Public Utilities Board directives
and adverse negative impacts of traditional rate structures on industry during the 2008/09 global
recession. Managed the development of alternative rates structures specific to rapid growth in energy
intensive industry consumption in 2012 - 2015, supporting initial efforts at implementing curtailable
demand rates and surplus energy rates for large industrial consumers.

MERIDIUM POWER INC (MANITOBA HYDRO SUBSIDIARY), WINNIPEG, MANITOBA
General Manager (1997 - 2007)

Developed and implemented business plan for the formation and operation of a wholly owned Canadian
subsidiary of Manitoba Hydro dedicated to the development and commercialization of innovative electric
motor and generator technologies targeting agricultural, commercial and industrial applications.

Overall responsibility for operation and fiscal management of engineering, marketing/sales, service and
support functions for a Canada-wide network of distributors and agents targeting markets requiring
motive power for higher horsepower agricultural applications, such as irrigation, and battery-free power
protection for critical commercial/industrial applications requiring high quality uninterruptible service.

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS/DEVELOPMENT:

Registered Professional Engineer - Association of Professional Engineers and Geologists of the
Province of Manitoba (APEGM). Professional member in good standing since 1993.

CSA Committee Vice-Chair - Strategic Committee on Performance, Energy Efficiency and Renewables
(SCOPEER), CSA Group (Toronto, Ontario).

Current vice-chair and past chair for national standards development committee facilitated by CSA
Group, an internationally recognized Standards Development Organization (SDO) accredited by the
Standards Council of Canada. Strategic Committee for Performance Energy Efficiency and Renewables
(SCOPEER) facilitates the development of national energy performance standards specifying test
methods for determination of energy performance in energy-consuming equipment and systems that
support the implementation of Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPS) within energy efficiency
initiatives, conservation and demand management programs, energy codes, and energy efficiency
regulations. Standards developed by SCOPEER technical and technical subcommittees are accredited by
the Standards Council of Canada (SCC) as national standards of Canada. The work of SCOPEER actively
supports the harmonization of both North American and global energy performance standards for
residential, commercial. and industrial equipment and energy consuming systems (www.csagroup.org).

Energy Efficiency Advisory Group Member - Efficiency Manitoba, Crown Corporation of Manitoba
Government (Winnipeg, MB).

The Energy Efficiency Advisory Group (EEAG) at Efficiency Manitoba is comprised of industry experts
and community members with expertise and insight into energy efficiency programming and delivery.
The EEAG meets regularly with Efficiency Manitoba to review the energy efficiency entity’s over-arching
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goals and objectives, mandate, and programming, providing independent feedback and guidance in
support of the Crown Corporation’s plans and actions for delivery of energy efficiency programming to
all sectors of the Manitoba economy, including agricultural, commercial, industrial, indigenous,
municipal, and residential sectors.

Advisory Board Member - Building Envelope Technology Access Centre (BETAC), Red River College
Polytechnic (Winnipeg, MB)

BETAC is a Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council (NSERC) funded Technology Access
Centre that provides a multi-disciplinary environment to facilitate advancements in building envelope
technology that provide greater resilience and superior energy efficiency for the intended occupancy,
service life, and climatic conditions for residential and commercial buildings in Canada. The Technology
Access Centre is intended to enhance the capability of local and national companies, particularly small
and medium-sized enterprises seeking to become more productive and innovative (www.rrc.ca/betac).

Construction Strategic Council Member - School of Construction and Engineering Technologies, Red
River College (RRC) Polytechnic (Winnipeg, MB)

The Construction Strategic Council works with the RRC Polytech School of Construction and Engineering
Technologies to identify the needs of the construction industry and support the development of
accredited programming to facilitate the necessary skills and trades training required by the construction
industry.

President / Executive Board Member - Winnipeg South End United Soccer Club (Winnipeg,
Manitoba).

Elected volunteer board and managing executive position responsible for oversight of technical and
administrative staff supporting youth soccer program development and delivery within the community.
With an annual budget approaching $1.0 Million, WSEU is the primary coordinator and facilitator for the
development and delivery of soccer programming for more than 5,000 recreational and competitive
youth soccer players from ages 4 to 17 in South Winnipeg. The District association works closely with
member Community Centres, youth leagues and other regional and provincial associations to champion
youth soccer and provide accredited and sanctioning programming for youth and their families
(www.wseu.ca).
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