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May 12, 2020 
 
Ms. Kimberly D, Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20426 
 
 
    Re: Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP, et al. 
     Prepared Answering Testimony on NGA Section 5 Issues 
     Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al.                                                            
 
Dear Ms. Bose: 
 
 Pursuant to the Presiding Administrative Law Judge’s Order Adopting Procedural 
Schedule issued October 16, 2019, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (“Panhandle”) 
hereby submits for filing the following answering testimony and exhibits on NGA section 5 
issues: 
 

1. Prepared Answering Testimony and Exhibits of Lawrence J. Biediger (Exhibit 
Nos. PE-0085 to PE-0088); 

2. Prepared Answering Testimony and Exhibits of Deborah A. Bradbury (Exhibit 
Nos. PE-0089 to PE-0094); and  

3. Prepared Answering Testimony and Exhibits of Joseph M. Colton (Exhibit Nos. 
PE-0095 to PE-0097). 
  

Panhandle is serving all parties on the Commission’s service lists with copies of the 
filed answering testimony and exhibits.  Panhandle also is serving the Presiding Administrative 
Law Judge and her law clerk with electronic copies of the filed answering testimony and 
exhibits.  Panhandle will provide the Presiding Administrative Law Judge and her law clerk 
with hard copies of the testimony and exhibits as soon as possible after the Commission once 
again permits hard copies to be sent to the Commission’s headquarters. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
PANHANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE COMPANY, LP 

 
 /s/ Michael T. Langston                       
Michael T. Langston 
Vice President, Chief Regulatory Officer 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 

             ) 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP   )    Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, 

)    et al. 
 
 

Summary of 
Prepared Answering Testimony of 

Lawrence J. Biediger  
 

Lawrence J. Biediger is Sr. Director of Rates and Regulatory Affairs for 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (“Panhandle”).  Mr. Biediger has over 

forty years’ experience in the natural gas industry and has previously testified in 

many cases before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.  

Mr. Biediger’s testimony responds to the arguments of (1) Ameren 

Operating Companies’ (Ameren Illinois Company and Union Electric Company 

d/b/a Ameren Missouri) (“Ameren”) witness Vonda K. Seckler with respect to 

miscellaneous fuel usage, and (2) Panhandle Municipal Defense Group (“PMDG”) 

witness Elizabeth Crowe with respect to the proper rate design for Panhandle’s Rate 

Schedule SCT (Small Customer Transportation Service) in this proceeding. 

In its rate case filing, Panhandle proposed to modify its fuel tracking 

mechanism to include all miscellaneous fuel use in the fuel tracker, with the 

definition of “miscellaneous fuel usage” including costs booked to FERC Account 

Nos. 819, 823, 853 and 856.  The Commission held a technical conference on this 

and other non-rate tariff proposals and subsequently approved it as just and 

reasonable in its February 28, 2020 Order on Technical Conference.  Ameren 

i. 
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disagrees with the Commission’s finding and has filed a request for rehearing.  In 

her direct testimony, Ameren witness Seckler argues that the definition of 

“miscellaneous fuel usage” should include only costs booked to Account No. 856.  

Mr. Biediger testifies that two other pipelines have tariff language that is similar, if 

not identical, to the Panhandle Tariff language approved by the Commission.  Mr. 

Biediger explains that items booked to Account No. 853 include expenses incurred 

in operating transmission compressor stations, including, among other things, 

utility services.  The gas costs included in Panhandle’s Account No. 853 for 

recovery under the fuel tracker are related to fuel used in space heaters and auxiliary 

equipment, which is similar to what Panhandle would pay a utility company for gas 

or electric service to run this equipment.   

Mr. Biediger testifies that Ameren witness Seckler’s proposal to exclude 

Account Nos. 819 and 823 is based on her incorrect assertion that Panhandle does 

not operate any underground storage.  In fact, Panhandle operates five storage fields 

for its affiliates and leases underground storage from both its affiliates and third-

parties.  Therefore, it is appropriate to include Account Nos. 819 and 823 in the 

miscellaneous fuel usage for recovery through its separate Commission-approved 

fuel reimbursement tracker related to storage services that Panhandle provides to 

its customers. 

Ameren witness Seckler has not demonstrated that Panhandle’s 

Commission-approved miscellaneous gas cost tariff provisions are unjust and 

unreasonable or that her proposal is just and reasonable.  She has not shown that 

the Commission committed any error in approving these tariff provisions in its 

Order on Technical Conference.  Panhandle should be allowed to continue to 

include these miscellaneous gas costs in its Tariff GT&C Section 24 fuel 

reimbursement tracker filings, as approved by the Commission in its Order on  

ii. 
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Technical Conference. 

Panhandle has historically used Rate Schedule EFT (Enhanced Firm 

Transportation Service) as the basis for designing its Rate Schedule SCT (Small 

Customer Transportation Service) rates.  Panhandle continued to use such existing 

method in its rate case filing in this proceeding.  PMDG witness Crowe argues that 

this method should be changed and that Rate Schedule SCT rates should be derived 

from the Rate Schedule FT (Firm Transportation Service) rates instead of the Rate 

Schedule EFT rates.  Witness Crowe fails to demonstrate that the existing method 

is unjust and unreasonable and that her proposed new method is just and reasonable.   

Panhandle properly used Rate Schedule EFT as the basis for designing Rate 

Schedule SCT rates because service under Rate Schedule SCT has the same 

flexibility as service under Rate Schedule EFT.  Both Rate Schedule SCT and Rate 

Schedule EFT do not require the use of flow control devices at delivery points and 

both allow hourly swings at  delivery points, with such swings limited to 1/16th of 

the shipper’s daily scheduled quantity, or 150% of scheduled hourly quantities 

should Panhandle require such restriction.  Rate Schedule SCT rates are designed 

based on Rate Schedule EFT rates because both rate schedules provide valuable 

flexibility that SCT and EFT shippers use to vary their hourly takes.  Rate Schedule 

FT, however, does not provide that valuable flexibility.  Under PMDG witness 

Crowe’s proposal to use the lower FT rates to design SCT rates, she would retain 

all of the valuable flexibility that the EFT Rate Schedule offers but design SCT 

rates on the lower FT rates that do not provide such flexibility.  Mr. Biediger states  

that if PMDG witness Crowe wants to design SCT rates based on the lower FT 

rates, her proposal should provide that SCT shippers have the same limitations as 

FT shippers and not have the valuable flexibility of EFT shippers with rates 

designed on the basis of lower FT rates. 

iii. 
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 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 
 FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
    
 
 Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP   )   Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000,  
 et al. 
 
 

PREPARED ANSWERING TESTIMONY 
OF 

LAWRENCE J. BIEDIGER 
 
 

Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Lawrence J. Biediger.  My business address is 1300 Main 3 

Street, Houston, Texas. 4 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I have. 6 

Purpose of Testimony 7 

Q. What is the purpose of this testimony? 8 

A. My testimony responds to the arguments of (1) Ameren Operating 9 

Companies’ (Ameren Illinois Company and Union Electric Company d/b/a 10 

Ameren Missouri) (“Ameren”) witness Vonda K. Seckler with respect to 11 

miscellaneous fuel usage, and (2) Panhandle Municipal Defense Group 12 

(“PMDG”) witness Elizabeth Crowe with respect to the proper rate design 13 
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for Panhandle’s Rate Schedule SCT (Small Customer Transportation 1 

Service) in this proceeding.   2 

Q. Have these issues been put forward as Section 5 issues within the 3 

Panhandle Section 4 rate case in Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al? 4 

A. Yes.  PMDG witness Crowe acknowledges that her proposal to modify the 5 

rate design for Rate Schedule SCT using Rate Schedule FT instead of Rate 6 

Schedule EFT as the basis is an issue where Panhandle has proposed no 7 

change.  (Exhibit No. PMDG-0001 at 4, ln. 2-6.)  In addition, in response 8 

to a data request, attached as Exhibit No. PE-0086, Witness Crowe 9 

acknowledged that this is a Natural Gas Act (“NGA”) section 5 issue.  In 10 

Ameren witness Seckler’s direct and answering testimony, Exhibit No. 11 

AOC-0001, she presents in Section V thereof her direct testimony under 12 

NGA section 5 proposing a change to Panhandle’s existing, Commission-13 

approved tariff provision regarding fuel reimbursement.  14 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with this testimony? 15 

A. Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 16 

  Reference    Description 17 

 Exhibit No. PE-0086   Response to Data Request No. 18 
PEPL-PMDG-2.09 19 

 Exhibit No. PE-0087   Other Pipeline Companies’ Tariff 20 
Excerpts – Miscellaneous Fuel 21 

   Exhibit No. PE-0088  Hourly SCT volumes 22 
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Q. Your testimony mentions various Commission orders.  Are you 1 

providing any type of legal opinion in your testimony?   2 

A.  No.  I cite cases merely to indicate the Commission guidance that I am 3 

following. 4 

Miscellaneous Fuel 5 

Q. What is Ameren witness Seckler’s argument regarding “miscellaneous 6 

fuel usage”? 7 

A. She argues that the Commission erred in approving a definition of 8 

“miscellaneous fuel usage” that includes costs booked to FERC Account 9 

Nos. 819, 823, 853 and 856.  She claims that the definition of 10 

“miscellaneous fuel usage” should include only costs booked to Account 11 

No. 856.  (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 34-35.) 12 

Q. What is miscellaneous fuel? 13 

A. Miscellaneous fuel is natural gas fuel used for ancillary services primarily 14 

associated with compressor buildings, such as fuel for heaters providing 15 

heat in the buildings.  In addition, the term miscellaneous fuel also covers 16 

any natural gas fuel that would be used in the operations of Panhandle’s 17 

transmission mains.  It also includes any miscellaneous fuel that might be 18 

billed to Panhandle from its third-party storage providers with which 19 

Panhandle has contracted. 20 

Q. Did Panhandle propose in its rate case filing tariff language to address 21 
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miscellaneous fuel? 1 

A. Yes.  In its rate case filing, Panhandle proposed to modify its fuel tracking 2 

mechanism to include all miscellaneous fuel use in the fuel tracker.  This 3 

proposed tariff language also included a definition of miscellaneous fuel 4 

usage that includes costs booked to FERC Account Nos. 819, 823, 853 and 5 

856. 6 

Q.  Has the Commission ruled on these tariff changes? 7 

A. Yes.  The Commission set Panhandle’s proposed non-rate tariff changes, 8 

including the provisions which allow recovery of miscellaneous fuel in the 9 

fuel tracker, for a technical conference which was held on October 30, 10 

2019.  Following the technical conference, and initial and reply comments 11 

addressing various non-rate tariff changes, the Commission issued its 12 

Order on Technical Conference on February 28, 2020.  (170 FERC ¶ 13 

61,172 (2020).)  Such order approved Panhandle’s proposed language 14 

regarding miscellaneous fuel, including costs booked to FERC Account 15 

Nos. 819, 823, 853 and 856, as shown in Section 24, Fuel Reimbursement 16 

Adjustment, of the General Terms and Conditions (“GT&C”) of 17 

Panhandle’s FERC NGA Gas Tariff, Fourth Revised Volume No. 1 18 

(“Tariff”).  (Id. at P 98.) 19 

Q. Did Ameren file comments on the miscellaneous fuel issue following 20 

the technical conference? 21 
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A. No.  Ameren filed initial and reply comments after the technical 1 

conference, but did not address the miscellaneous fuel issue.  Ameren 2 

disagrees with the Commission’s approval of Panhandle’s tariff language 3 

regarding miscellaneous fuel.  Ameren filed a request for rehearing that 4 

addressed this issue on March 30, 2020.  In addition, Ameren is now 5 

raising the Commission-approved miscellaneous fuel tariff language as a 6 

Section 5 issue in its testimony in this Section 4 rate proceeding. 7 

Q. Did Ameren have the opportunity to raise its arguments regarding 8 

miscellaneous fuel through the Commission’s technical conference 9 

procedures? 10 

A. Yes.  Ameren participated in the technical conference and filed initial and 11 

reply comments but did not raise any arguments opposing the 12 

miscellaneous fuel tariff language. 13 

Q. Does Ameren’s testimony demonstrate that the Commission-approved 14 

tariff language on miscellaneous fuel is unjust and unreasonable and 15 

that its proposed language is just and reasonable? 16 

A. No.  The Commission already has reviewed the miscellaneous fuel tariff 17 

language, including the reference to costs booked to FERC Account Nos. 18 

819, 823, 853 and 856, and found it to be just and reasonable.  Ameren has 19 

not shown any error by the Commission. 20 

Q. With which statements discussed by Ameren witness Seckler do you 21 
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take exception?  1 

A. Specifically, I disagree with Ms. Seckler’s statement that the Commission 2 

did not specifically rule on Panhandle’s proposed definition of 3 

“miscellaneous fuel usage” in the introduction to Section 24 of the GT&C 4 

of Panhandle’s Tariff.  Secondly, I disagree with her statement that fuel 5 

reimbursement related to third-party storage contracted by Panhandle 6 

should not be recovered in its fuel reimbursement tracker.  Finally, I take 7 

exception to Ms. Seckler’s mischaracterization of Panhandle’s approved 8 

Tariff which provides for the inclusion of the miscellaneous fuel costs 9 

reflected in FERC Account Nos. 819, 823, 853, and 856.  10 

Q. Are you aware of other FERC-regulated interstate pipelines that have 11 

tariff provisions that include “miscellaneous fuel” in their fuel 12 

reimbursement trackers? 13 

A. Yes. One is Panhandle’s affiliate, Trunkline Gas Company, LLC, and the 14 

other is Guardian Pipeline, LLC.  Both of these pipelines have tariff 15 

language similar, if not identical, to the language proposed by Panhandle 16 

and approved by the Commission.  I have included as my Exhibit No. PE-17 

0087, copies of the respective tariff sheets detailing their definition of 18 

miscellaneous fuel. 19 

Q. Do these two pipelines define “miscellaneous fuel” as consisting of the 20 

same FERC account numbers as Panhandle’s definition? 21 
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A. For Trunkline’s tariff, yes, the same FERC account numbers 819, 823, 1 

853, and 856 are used in the definition.  Guardian also uses the same 2 

account numbers except for storage-related account numbers 819 and 823, 3 

which are not applicable to Guardian because it does not have storage, 4 

either owned or leased and, therefore, there is no basis for it to include the 5 

storage-related account numbers 819 and 823.   6 

Q. What portion of the costs associated with these FERC accounts did 7 

Panhandle propose to include in its GT&C Section 24 fuel 8 

reimbursement tracker? 9 

A. Panhandle proposed to include only those costs associated with gas costs, 10 

not the entire costs booked to those accounts. 11 

Q. Please explain. 12 

A. FERC Account Nos. 853 and 856 both reflect labor, supplies and expenses, 13 

and gas costs, as shown in Schedule H-1 of Panhandle’s Exhibit No. PE-14 

0001.  However, under the Commission-approved tariff language, 15 

Panhandle only would include those costs attributable to gas costs in its 16 

GT&C Section 24 fuel reimbursement tracker. 17 

Q. To what specifically do these gas costs relate?  18 

A. For Account No. 853, the gas costs are related to fuel used in space heaters 19 

and auxiliary equipment at compressor stations along Panhandle’s 20 

transmission system, similar to what Panhandle would pay a utility 21 
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company for gas or electric service.  For Account No. 856, the gas costs 1 

relate to gas used in transmission mains operations.  2 

Q. Ameren witness Seckler claims that language in the definition for 3 

Account No. 853 excludes fuel costs and argues that this supports 4 

excluding costs in Account No. 853 from the definition of 5 

miscellaneous fuel usage. (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 35, ln. 1-5.)  Do 6 

you agree? 7 

A. No. Under the definition for Account No. 853, items to be booked to this 8 

account include expenses incurred in operating transmission compressor 9 

stations including, among other things, utility services. As I explained 10 

above, the gas costs included in Account No. 853 are related to fuel used in 11 

space heaters and auxiliary equipment, similar to what Panhandle would 12 

pay a utility company for gas or electric service. Ameren witness Seckler’s 13 

reference to the exclusion of fuel costs relates to fuel used “in operating 14 

transmission compressor stations,” not to the gas costs related to fuel used 15 

in space heaters and auxiliary equipment at compressor stations along 16 

Panhandle’s transmission system.  17 

Q. Ameren witness Seckler claims that Panhandle does not own or 18 

operate any underground storage and, based on such claim, argues 19 

that Account Nos. 819 and 823 should be excluded from miscellaneous 20 

fuel usage because they relate to underground storage. (Exhibit No. 21 



    
 EXHIBIT NO. PE-0085

 Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al. 
 Page 9 of 17 

 
  

AOC-0001 at 34, ln. 14-21.)  Do you agree? 1 

A. No.  Her claim that Panhandle does not operate underground storage is not 2 

correct.  Panhandle operates five storage fields for its affiliates, Southwest 3 

Gas Storage Company and Lee 8 Storage Partnership.  Panhandle also 4 

leases storage from both of its affiliates and from third-parties.  Therefore, 5 

there is no merit to her argument that Account Nos. 819 and 823 should be 6 

excluded from miscellaneous fuel usage.  7 

Q. Ameren witness Seckler argues that any costs related to underground 8 

storage should be booked to Account No. 824 (Other expenses) and 9 

recovered in Panhandle’s next NGA section 4 rate case.  (Exhibit No. 10 

AOC-0001 at 34, ln. 14-21.)  Do you agree? 11 

A. No.  Panhandle has had and continues to have a separate fuel 12 

reimbursement tracker under GT&C Section 24 related to the storage 13 

services that Panhandle provides to its customers. The Commission has 14 

approved each of the bi-annual filings Panhandle has made under GT&C 15 

Section 24, including the underlying fuel reimbursement percentages 16 

contained therein.  17 

Q. What FERC accounts associated with its storage service has 18 

Panhandle included in its bi-annual fuel reimbursement filings under 19 

GT&C Section 24? 20 

A. Panhandle has included both FERC Account Nos. 819 and 823 as part of 21 



    
 EXHIBIT NO. PE-0085

 Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al. 
 Page 10 of 17 

 
  

its bi-annual fuel reimbursement filings.  1 

Q. Has the Commission ever questioned or disallowed inclusion of the 2 

fuel costs associated with those accounts in any of Panhandle’s GT&C 3 

Section 24 fuel reimbursement filings? 4 

A. No.  5 

Q. Have any of Panhandle’s customers ever challenged the inclusion of 6 

those costs in the GT&C Section 24 fuel reimbursement tracker 7 

filings, including Panhandle’s most recent fuel tracker filing in Docket 8 

No. RP20-580-000? 9 

A. No.  10 

Q. Please summarize your response to Ameren witness Seckler’s 11 

argument that Panhandle should not be allowed to include the 12 

miscellaneous gas costs associated with FERC Account No. 819, 823 13 

and 853 in its GT&C Section 24 fuel reimbursement tracker? 14 

A. Ameren witness Seckler has not demonstrated that the Commission-15 

approved miscellaneous gas cost tariff provisions are unjust and 16 

unreasonable or that her proposal is just and reasonable. She has not shown 17 

that the Commission committed any error in approving these tariff 18 

provisions.  Panhandle should be allowed to continue to include these 19 

miscellaneous gas costs in its GT&C Section 24 fuel reimbursement 20 

tracker filings, as approved by the Commission in its Order on Technical 21 
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Conference. 1 

Rate Schedule SCT Rate Design 2 

Q. What rate schedule has Panhandle historically used as the basis to 3 

design Rate Schedule SCT rates?  4 

A. Panhandle has historically used Rate Schedule EFT (Enhanced Firm 5 

Transportation Service) as the basis for designing Panhandle’s Rate 6 

Schedule SCT rates.  Panhandle continued to use such existing method in 7 

its rate case filing in this proceeding. 8 

Q. Does PMDG witness Crowe propose a change in this existing method 9 

that underlies Panhandle’s Commission-approved Rate Schedule SCT 10 

rates?  11 

A. Yes.  Ms. Crowe states that Panhandle’s Rate Schedule SCT rates should 12 

be derived from the Rate Schedule FT (Firm Transportation Service) rates 13 

instead of the Rate Schedule EFT rates. 14 

Q. Has PMDG witness Crowe demonstrated that the existing method is 15 

unjust and unreasonable and that her proposed new method is just 16 

and reasonable? 17 

A. No, as I discuss below, she has not made that showing. 18 

Q. Please explain the difference between Rate Schedule FT service and 19 

Rate Schedule EFT service.  20 

A. Rate Schedule FT, Firm Transportation, was established in conjunction 21 
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with Panhandle’s restructuring proceeding in Docket No. RS92-22-000.  1 

The main characteristics of this service are that shippers under this rate 2 

schedule are required to have a flow control device at the physical delivery 3 

point and delivery of gas is to be done on a uniform hourly basis, or 1/24th 4 

of the daily scheduled quantity.  Rate Schedule EFT, Enhanced Firm 5 

Transportation, which also was established as part of Panhandle’s 6 

restructuring proceeding, is different from Rate Schedule FT service in that 7 

Rate Schedule EFT shippers are not required to have flow control devices 8 

at their delivery points.  Also, shippers under Rate Schedule EFT are 9 

allowed hourly swings at their delivery points, with such swings limited to 10 

1/16th of the shipper’s daily scheduled quantity, or 150% of scheduled 11 

hourly quantities should Panhandle require such restriction.   12 

Q. What is the rationale underlying the hourly swings that are allowed 13 

under Rate Schedule EFT?   14 

A. As noted in the Commission’s Order on Compliance with Restructuring 15 

Rule, issued December 22, 1992 in Docket No. RS92-22-002 16 

(Restructuring Order) (61 FERC ¶ 61,357 (1992)), the 150 percent swing 17 

reflected the historic limits of operational flexibility on Panhandle’s 18 

system and tracked the hourly delivery specifications previously afforded 19 

to Panhandle’s sales customers. 20 

Q. Please describe Rate Schedule SCT.   21 
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A. Rate Schedule SCT is available to municipal or small distribution shippers 1 

that agree to transport their total system requirements under the provisions 2 

of this rate schedule.  The Maximum Daily Contract Quantity for a shipper 3 

under this rate schedule may not exceed 10,000 Dekatherms (“Dt.”) per 4 

day.  Service under Rate Schedule SCT is essentially the same as that 5 

under Rate Schedule EFT because it too does not require the use of flow 6 

control devices at the delivery points and allows hourly swings at shippers’ 7 

delivery points, with such swings limited to 1/16th of the shipper’s daily 8 

scheduled quantity, or 150% of scheduled hourly quantities should 9 

Panhandle require such restriction.   10 

Under Panhandle’s Tariff, these two requirements are exactly the 11 

same under Rate Schedule EFT and Rate Schedule SCT.  However, unlike 12 

Rate Schedule EFT’s two-part rate of reservation and usage charges, Rate 13 

Schedule SCT only consists of a commodity or usage charge based on a 14 

one-part rate with an imputed load factor. 15 

Q. Historically, have Rate Schedule SCT shippers utilized the hourly 16 

swing capability allowed under this rate schedule? 17 

A. Yes.  As shown in Panhandle’s responses to numerous data requests from 18 

PMDG and FERC Trial Staff, including a response to Data Request No. 19 

PMDG-PEPL-3.04, dated March 19, 2020, the hourly takes by shippers 20 

under Rate Schedule SCT were not uniform as would be required under 21 
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Rate Schedule FT. 1 

Q. Please discuss one example that shows the hourly swings you discuss. 2 

A. The data shown on my Exhibit No. PE-0088, which is an excerpt of 3 

Panhandle’s response to Data Request No. PMDG-PEPL-3.04, reflects just 4 

one 24-hour gas day for January 12, 2019, beginning at 9:00 am and 5 

ending on January 13, 2019.  Column (g) reflects the hourly takes during 6 

that 24-hour period and range from a low of 150 Dt./hr to a high of 285 7 

Dt./hr.  Had this shipper contracted under Rate Schedule FT, which would 8 

have required flow control at the shipper’s delivery point, the shipper 9 

would have been unable to meet its demand load for 14 of the 24 hours.  10 

Q. Does PMDG witness Crowe’s proposal take into account the hourly 11 

swings of Rate Schedule SCT shippers? 12 

A.  No.  At one point she even questions whether there are any hourly swings 13 

by SCT shippers at all, referring to “… deviations from hourly takes (if 14 

there are any) by small customers.”  (Exhibit No. PMDG-0001 at 13, ln. 15 

13 (emphasis added.) 16 

Q. Does PMDG witness Crowe’s failure to recognize the facts with 17 

respect to the hourly swings of SCT shippers show that her proposal is 18 

unreasonable? 19 

A. Yes.  She ignores the value of the flexibility provided under the EFT and 20 

SCT Rate Schedules that allows hourly swings.  The SCT Rate Schedule 21 
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rates are designed based on the EFT Rate Schedule rates because both rate 1 

schedules provide valuable flexibility that SCT and EFT shippers use to 2 

vary their hourly takes.  The FT Rate Schedule does not provide that 3 

valuable flexibility.  Under PMDG witness Crowe’s proposal to use the 4 

lower FT rates to design SCT rates, she would retain all of the value of the 5 

flexibility that the EFT Rate Schedule offers but design SCT rates on the 6 

lower FT rates that do not provide such flexibility.  If PMDG witness 7 

Crowe wants to design SCT rates based on FT rates, her proposal should 8 

provide that SCT shippers have the same limitations as FT shippers, not 9 

the valuable flexibility of EFT shippers with rates designed on the basis of 10 

lower FT rates.  Her current proposal is an unreasonable mix of “apples 11 

and oranges.”   12 

Q. Was Rate Schedule SCT established as part of Panhandle’s 13 

restructuring in Docket No. RS92-22-000?   14 

A. Yes, it was. With the unbundling of Panhandle’s former sales service 15 

under restructuring, Rate Schedule SCT was designed to take the place of 16 

Panhandle’s former small sales service. 17 

Q. In its Restructuring Order, what was the Commission’s conclusion 18 

with respect to Rate Schedule SCT?   19 

A. The Commission found that the Rate Schedule SCT rates complied with 20 

the requirements of Order No. 636 that small customers could continue to 21 
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receive firm transportation under a one-part volumetric rate in the manner 1 

in which their then-current sales rates were determined.  2 

Q. What is your conclusion with respect to PMDG witness Crowe’s 3 

proposal to change the historic Commission-approved method of using 4 

Rate Schedule EFT rates as the basis for designing Panhandle’s Rate 5 

Schedule SCT rates?  6 

A. PMDG witness Crowe has failed to show that the existing method is unjust 7 

and unreasonable and that her proposed new method of using Rate 8 

Schedule FT rates is just and reasonable.  The use of Rate Schedule EFT as 9 

the basis for designing the rates for Rate Schedule SCT continues to be 10 

consistent with the Commission’s previous findings regarding the design 11 

of Rate Schedule SCT rates. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your Prepared Answering Testimony? 13 

A.  Yes, it does. 14 
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PEPL-PMDG-2.9  Referencing Witness Crowe’s testimony (Exhibit No. PMG-
0001) on page 4, lines 2-6, Witness Crowe proposes a change 
to rate design that Panhandle has proposed no change in this 
proceeding to its previous practice.  As such, is it her 
intention that her testimony on this matter represents a 
proposal under Section 5 of the Natural Gas Act?  If not, 
please fully explain why that would not be the case. 

Response: Yes.  See Ms. Crowe’s testimony at page 4, lines 2-9.  

Response prepared by Counsel 

Response Date: April 17, 2020 

EXHIBIT NO. PE-0086 
Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al.



Trunkline Gas Company, LLC Part VI  General Terms and Conditions
FERC NGA Gas Tariff GT&C Section 22. Fuel Reimbursement Adjustment
Fourth Revised Volume No. 1 Version 3.0.0

Page 1 of 3

Filed:  July 31, 2012 Effective: September 1, 2012

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
(Continued)

22. FUEL REIMBURSEMENT ADJUSTMENT

The Fuel Reimbursement percentages under Rate Schedules FT, SST, EFT, QNT, LFT, IT and QNIT
shall be adjusted downward to reflect reductions and shall be adjusted upward to reflect
increases in fuel usage, including miscellaneous fuel usage and electric compression costs, and
lost or unaccounted for Gas in accordance with this Section 22; provided, however, fuel
reimbursement for transactions on the South Texas Modified Transmission System shall be
isolated from other fuel reimbursement adjustment provisions and shall be calculated
separately in accordance with Section 22.6 herein.  For purposes of this Section 22, the term
"miscellaneous fuel usage" shall pertain to fuel use volumes other than FERC Account No. 854,
Gas for Compressor Station Fuel, which are accounted for in FERC Account Nos. 819, 823, 853
and 856.  For purposes of this Section 22, the term "electric compression costs" shall consist of
the cost of electric power, including surcharges, purchased by or for Trunkline to be used in the
operation of electrical powered compressor stations.

22.1 Filing of Fuel Reimbursement Adjustment

(A) Effective Date of Adjustment

The effective date of each Fuel Reimbursement Adjustment shall be November 1
and April 1.

(B) Filing Procedure

At least thirty (30) days prior to the Effective Date of Adjustment, Trunkline shall
file with the Commission and post, as defined by Section 154.2(d) of the
Commission's Regulations, a schedule of effective Fuel Reimbursement
percentages together with supporting documentation including a report of actual
monthly South Texas Modified Transmission System retention rates and data
demonstrating that South Texas Modified Transmission System costs are not
included in the schedule of effective Fuel Reimbursement percentages.  With
respect to the adjustment described herein, such filing shall be in lieu of any other
rate change filing required by the Commission's Regulations under the Natural Gas
Act.

(C) Fuel Reimbursement Adjustment Period

The Fuel Reimbursement Adjustment Period shall be the billing periods beginning
with each Effective Date of Adjustment.

EXHIBIT NO. PE-0087 
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Transporter’s Use Gas Adjustment
v. 1.0.0 0.1.0

1 2

May 4, 2018

32.

32.1

32.2

32.3

32.4

Guardian Pipeline, L.L.C. 
FERC Gas Tariff 
Volume No. 1 

TRANSPORTER'S USE GAS ADWSTMENT 

General 

GT&C-
Part 8, Section 32 

superseding v. 
Page of 

Transporter's Use Gas percentage under applicable Rate Schedules shall be adjusted downward to 
reflect reductions and shall be adjusted upward to reflect increases in fuel usage, including 
miscellaneous fuel usage, and lost or unaccounted for Gas in accordance with this Section 32. For 
purposes of this Section 32, the term "miscellaneous fuel usage" shall pertain to fuel use quantities 
other than FERC Account No. 854, Gas for Compressor Station Fuel, which are accounted for in 
FERC Account Nos. 853 and 856. 

Filing Procedure 

At least thirty (30) days prior to each November 1 which is the beginning date for the Annual 
Period, Transporter shall file with the Commission and post, as defined by Section 154.2(d) of the 
Commission's Regulations, a schedule of Transporter's Use Gas percentages together with 
supporting documentation. With respect to the adjustment described herein, such filing shall be in 
lieu of any other rate change filing required by the Commission's Regulations under the Natural 
Gas Act. 

Definitions 

(a) Annual Period - The twelve-month period beginning each November 1. 

(b) Actual Use Gas - Actual gas used in Transporter's operations including all gas otherwise 
used, lost or unaccounted for. 

(c) Estimated Use Gas - Use Gas quantities projected for the Annual Period adjusted, where 
necessary, for known variations from actual experiences. 

( d) Estimated Quantities - Actual annual volume determinants attributable to services to 
which Transporter allocates or assigns Use Gas quantities for the latest twelve month 
period adjusted, where necessary, for known variations from actual experience. 

(e) Deferral Period - The Period of 12 months ending 2 months prior to the effective date of 
a change in rates filed pursuant to this Section 32. 

Determination of the Current Transporter's Use Gas Percentage 

Transporter shall determine the Current Transporter's Use Gas Percentage for each Annual Period 
by the following procedures: 

(a) The Estimated Use Gas quantities shall be summed with the Deferred Use Gas Account 
component. 

(b) The Deferred Use Gas Account component shall be determined by taking the balance 
accumulated at the end of the Deferral Period in the Deferred Use Gas Account as 
determined in accordance with Section 32.5 below and dividing by the Estimated 
Quantities 

Issued: April 4, 2018 
Effective: 
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Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP 
Docket No. RP19-1523-000, et al. 

Response to Panhandle Municipal Defense Group’s Third Set of Data Requests 
Dated March 5, 2020 

PMDG-PEPL-3.04 With respect to allowed hourly swings from uniform hourly takes, 
or non-uniform hourly takes, under Panhandle’s Rate Schedule EFT 
and Rate Schedule SCT: 

a) Please identify each place in Panhandle’s tariff where the limitation
to 150% of uniform hourly takes is stated.

b) Please identify each place in Panhandle’s tariff where any other
specification of a limitation to divergences from uniform hourly
takes is stated.

c) Please provide the actual swings from uniform hourly takes for
each Rate Schedule SCT shipper for each day of the base and test
periods, in volume and percentage of uniform hourly take.

Response: 
Panhandle has objected to this data request.  Notwithstanding such objection: 

a) Rate Schedules EFT and SCT: Section 3.5(b) - Takes in Excess of Permissible Hourly
Deliveries and Section 5 - Hourly Deliveries
General Terms and Conditions: Section 12.11(g) - Hourly Delivery Notification and
12.17(a) – Conditions for the Issuance of an Operational Flow Order

b) Rate Schedules GDS: Section 4(b)
General Terms and Conditions: Section 12.2 – Conditions of Receipt and Delivery

c) For the Market Area, see Staff-PEPL-COS-16.83_Attachment_5.xlsx, which contains the
list of points available to SCT customers as well as Staff-PEPL-COS-
16.83_Attachment_8.xlsx through Staff-PEPL-COS-16.83_Attachment_41.xlsx which
contain hourly information for Market Zone delivery points by hour in Mcf for the
months of January 2017 through September 2019. Staff-PEPL-COS-
16.83_Attachment_41.xlsx contains a supplemental list of Market Zone delivery points
by hour in Mcf that were not included in the monthly attachments of 8 through 40.
Additionally, see Staff-PEPL-COS-20.13(oo)_Attachment 1 through Staff-PEPL-COS-
20.13(oo)_Attachment 11 for hourly delivery information.  For the Field Zone, see
PMDG-PEPL-3.04_Attachment_1.xlsx containing a list of SCT FLD Zone meters and
PMDG-PEPL-3.04_Attachment_2.xlsx containing hourly volumes (in Mcf) for FLD
Zone meters for the period of January 2017 thru January 2020.

EXHIBIT NO. PE-0088 
Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al. 

Page 1



Sea Robin Pipeline Company, LLC 
Docket No. RP14-247-000 

Response to Commission Trial Staff’s Data Request COS-1 
Dated January 29, 2014 

Prepared By:    
Deborah A. Bradbury 
Sr. Director, Regulatory Tariffs & Reporting 

Joey M. Colton 
Sr. Director, Commercial Optimization 

Date:   
March 19, 2020 
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Location Number Location Name Meter Direction Linesegment Mile Post Effective Date Std Rolled Adj Total Volume summed
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g)

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 9:00:00 AM 170

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 10:00:00 AM 164

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 11:00:00 AM 156

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 12:00:00 PM 158

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 1:00:00 PM 155

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 2:00:00 PM 154

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 3:00:00 PM 156

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 4:00:00 PM 189

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 5:00:00 PM 285

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 6:00:00 PM 159

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 7:00:00 PM 152

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 8:00:00 PM 151

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 9:00:00 PM 152

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 10:00:00 PM 151

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/12/2019 11:00:00 PM 150

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 12:00:00 AM 151

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 1:00:00 AM 152

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 2:00:00 AM 154

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 3:00:00 AM 156

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 4:00:00 AM 159

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 5:00:00 AM 163

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 6:00:00 AM 171

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 7:00:00 AM 171

00776 FULTON MISSOURI O HAV-ILL 325.489990234375 1/13/2019 8:00:00 AM 171
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 
        )     
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP   ) Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al. 

       ) 
 
 

Summary of 
Prepared Answering Testimony of 

Deborah A. Bradbury  
 

Deborah A. Bradbury is Sr. Director of Regulatory Tariffs and Reporting for 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (“Panhandle”).  Mrs. Bradbury has 

thirty-two years’ experience in the natural gas industry.  

Mrs. Bradbury’s testimony responds to arguments made by (1) Panhandle 

Municipal Defense Group (“PMDG”) witness Elizabeth H. Crowe with respect to 

the proper tolerance level for shippers in this proceeding, and (2) Union Electric 

Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (“Ameren Missouri”) witness Brian C. 

Daschbach with respect to the 500 Dt./day limit on new deduct meters. 

 Panhandle’s Tariff sets out the daily tolerance levels applicable to scheduled 

volumes on the Panhandle system.  For non-critical conditions, the daily tolerance 

levels are 10% or 100 Dekatherms (“Dt.”), whichever is greater, relative to volumes 

scheduled for delivery at any delivery point.  If Panhandle has issued an 

Operational Flow Order (OFO), then the tolerance levels are reduced from 10% to 

5%, relative to volumes scheduled for delivery at any delivery point.  However, for 

Rate Schedule SCT (Small Customer Transportation Service) shippers, the 

tolerance level during an OFO is 5% or 500 Dt., whichever is greater.  Given the 

relatively small volumes associated with individual SCT shippers, the vast majority 

i. 
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of SCT shippers receive a tolerance level much larger than 5% due to the alternative 

500 Dt. limit.   

Unlike the 500 Dt. limit available only to SCT shippers during an OFO, 

PMDG witness Crowe proposes that the daily tolerance levels for non-critical 

conditions be increased from 10% or 100 Dt., whichever is greater, to 10% or 1000 

Dt., whichever is greater.  Witness Crowe fails to present any evidence that the 

current tariff provision of 100 Dt. is unjust and unreasonable.  Mrs. Bradbury 

testifies that the 100 Dt. tolerance provision has been in Panhandle’s tariff since 

May 1993 and has proven effective to maintain the integrity of the pipeline by 

providing the incentive for shippers to take actions to ensure that their nominations 

reflect actual deliveries.  Panhandle has numerous methods available to the shippers 

to manage any daily imbalances. 

Mrs. Bradbury also explains that witness Crowe did not present any 

evidence that a tenfold increase to 1000 Dt. is just and reasonable.  Witness Crowe 

fails to consider that the 1000 Dt. tolerance provision would be applicable to all 

shippers, not just the SCT shippers.   Witness Crowe assumes that increasing the 

threshold from 100 Dt. to 1000 Dt. should have little or no impact on Panhandle’s 

operations.  However, she supplies no study or analysis to support her proposal.  

Furthermore, if applied to all transportation shippers, her proposal has the potential 

of having a large impact on the Panhandle system and Panhandle’s continued 

ability to provide reliable service. 

Mrs. Bradbury testifies that PMDG witness Crowe did not propose new 

tariff language setting out her proposal to increase the volumetric tolerance under 

normal operating conditions from 100 Dt. to 1000 Dt.  As a result of such failure 

there is a possibility that witness Crowe may be advocating that the increase of the 

volumetric threshold under normal operating conditions from 100 Dt. to 1000 Dt.  

ii. 
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would only apply to SCT shippers.  If that is the case, then PMDG witness Crowe’s 

proposal would be unduly discriminatory against non-SCT shippers with MDCQ 

levels at or below 10,000 Dt. per day.  Witness Crowe offers no explanation of why  

such discrimination would be just and reasonable. 

In its rate case filing, Panhandle proposed a new tariff provision that there 

be a minimum of 500 Dt./day required for each new deduct meter.  The 

Commission held a technical conference that included this item and subsequently 

approved it without modification in its February 28, 2020 Order on Technical  

Conference.  Ameren Missouri disagrees with the Commission’s finding and had 

filed a request for rehearing.  In its direct testimony, Ameren Missouri witness 

Daschbach proposes that Panhandle’s tariff be revised to eliminate the 500 Dt./day 

limit on new deduct meters.  Mrs. Bradbury testifies that witness Daschbach has 

presented no new facts or arguments that would warrant a reversal of the 

Commission’s February 28, 2020 order.  Mrs. Bradbury is not aware of any other 

interstate natural gas pipeline that includes in its tariff a service similar to 

Panhandle’s deduct meter service.  Witness Daschbach admits that none of the 

seven other interstate pipelines that serve Ameren Missouri have such a deduct 

meter service.  Mrs. Bradbury testifies that local distribution companies, such as 

Ameren Missouri, are in the best position to serve these small customer volumes, 

not the interstate natural gas pipeline.    
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 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE THE 
 FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
    

             ) 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP   )   Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000,  
       )    et al. 
 
 

PREPARED ANSWERING TESTIMONY 
OF 

DEBORAH A. BRADBURY 
 

Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Deborah A. Bradbury.  My business address is 1300 Main 3 

Street, Houston, Texas. 4 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I have. 6 

Purpose of Testimony 7 

 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 8 

A. My testimony responds to arguments made by (1) Panhandle Municipal 9 

Defense Group (“PMDG”) witness Elizabeth H. Crowe with respect to the 10 

proper tolerance level for shippers in this proceeding, and (2) Union 11 

Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (“Ameren Missouri”) witness 12 

Brian C. Daschbach with respect to the 500 Dt./day limit on new deduct 13 

meters.  14 
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Q. Have these issues been put forward as Section 5 issues within the 1 

Panhandle Section 4 rate case in Docket No. RP19-1523-000, et al? 2 

A. Yes.  PMDG witness Crowe acknowledges that her proposal to modify 3 

existing tariff provisions with respect to shippers’ tolerance levels is an 4 

issue where Panhandle has proposed no change.  (Exhibit No. PMDG-0001 5 

at 4, ln. 2-9.)  In addition, in response to a data request, attached as Exhibit 6 

No. PE-0090, Witness Crowe acknowledged that this is a Natural Gas Act 7 

(“NGA”) section 5 issue.  Ameren Missouri acknowledges that witness 8 

Daschbach’s testimony, Exhibit No. AMO-0001, should have been styled 9 

as direct testimony, consistent with the provisions in the procedural 10 

schedule in this proceeding regarding the filing of direct testimony on 11 

NGA section 5 issues and refiled his testimony as such.  (REVISED 12 

Exhibit No. AMO-0001.)  13 

Q. What Exhibits are you sponsoring with respect to this testimony?  14 

A. I am sponsoring the following Exhibits, which were prepared under my 15 

supervision, or produced during discovery: 16 

    Reference        Description 17 

   Exhibit No. PE-0090      Responses to Data Request Nos. 18 
PEPL- PMDG-2.09 and 2.10 19 

   Exhibit No. PE-0091      Other Companies’ Tariff  20 
        Excerpts – Daily Scheduling/ 21 
                            Balancing Charges 22 
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           Exhibit No. PE-0092     Rate Schedule SCT Shippers  1 
        Effective 2/1/19-1/31/20 2 

           Exhibit No. PE-0093      Rate Schedules FT/EFT Shippers 3 
with MDCQ of 10,000 Dt./day or 4 
less 5 

   Exhibit No. PE-0094      Responses to Data Request Nos.  6 
        PEPL-AMO-1.11, 1.7, 1.3, and  7 
        1.12 8 

Daily Tolerance Level   9 

Q. Please outline the current daily tolerance levels for scheduled volumes 10 

on the Panhandle system. 11 

A. The daily tolerance levels applicable to scheduled volumes on the 12 

Panhandle system are outlined in the General Terms and Conditions 13 

(“GT&C”), Section 12 of Panhandle’s FERC Gas Tariff (“Tariff”).  For 14 

non-critical conditions, the daily tolerance levels are 10% or 100 15 

Dekatherms (“Dt.”), whichever is greater, relative to volumes scheduled 16 

for delivery at any delivery point.  If Panhandle has issued an Operational 17 

Flow Order (OFO), then the tolerance levels are reduced from 10% to 5%, 18 

relative to volumes scheduled for delivery at any delivery point.  However, 19 

for Rate Schedule SCT (Small Customer Transportation Service) shippers, 20 

the tolerance level during an OFO is 5% or 500 Dt., whichever is greater.   21 

Q. Are these tolerance levels applied to all shippers on the system? 22 

A. Yes, the stated daily tolerance levels apply to all shippers on the system, 23 
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not just those moving volumes under Rate Schedule SCT.  As noted, 1 

however, there already is an exception for SCT shippers when an OFO has 2 

been issued, with the tolerance level for SCT shippers under such 3 

conditions being 5% or 500 Dt., whichever is greater.  Given the relatively 4 

small volumes associated with individual SCT shippers, the vast majority 5 

of SCT shippers receive a tolerance level much larger than 5% due to the  6 

 alternative 500 Dt. limit.    7 

Q. What is an Operational Flow Order? 8 

A. Panhandle’s Tariff defines an OFO as an order issued by Panhandle in the 9 

circumstances specified in GT&C Section 12.17 of the Tariff requiring a 10 

shipper(s) to take certain actions(s) or to refrain from taking a certain 11 

action(s).  In general, GT&C Section 12.17 permits Panhandle to issue an 12 

OFO when, in Panhandle’s reasonable judgment, such an OFO is required 13 

to alleviate conditions which threaten or could threaten system integrity, 14 

safety or reliability of service or to ensure shipper(s) compliance with the 15 

provisions contained in Panhandle’s Tariff.  16 

Q. Does the exception that exists in the Tariff for SCT shippers during an 17 

OFO provide a benefit to SCT shippers that other non-SCT shippers 18 

do not have? 19 

A. Yes.  This provision provides a minimum tolerance for SCT shippers under 20 

OFO conditions of 5%, the same as for all other shippers.  As the 21 
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Maximum Daily Contract Quantity (“MDCQ”) allowed under Rate 1 

Schedule SCT is capped at 10,000 Dt. per day, the 5% tolerance under 2 

OFO conditions provides the same benefit to SCT shippers with a MDCQ 3 

of 10,000 as the fixed number of 500 Dt. (i.e., 10,000 Dt. x 0.05 = 500 4 

Dt.).  The benefit for SCT shippers under OFO conditions occurs in the 5 

case of SCT shippers with MDCQs below 10,000 Dt. per day because they 6 

have a tolerance level that is the greater of 5%, or the fixed number of 500 7 

Dt.  For SCT shippers that have MDCQs below 10,000 Dt., the tolerance 8 

level under OFO conditions is higher than that applied to all other shippers 9 

on the system.  For example, an SCT shipper with a contract quantity of 10 

5,000 Dt. per day would have a tolerance under OFO conditions of 5% 11 

(i.e., 250 Dt.), or 500 Dt., whichever is greater.  The fixed number of 500 12 

Dt. is twice the 250 Dt. tolerance that would result from applying the 5% 13 

tolerance.  As a result, such a SCT shipper would receive a tolerance level 14 

of 10%, which is double the 5% tolerance that applies to all other shippers 15 

under OFO conditions. Approximately 93% of the currently effective Rate 16 

Schedule SCT agreements have an MDCQ of 5,000 Dt./day or less.  The 17 

average MDCQ for all SCT shippers is just under 2,200 Dt. per day.  Thus, 18 

the existing Tariff exception for SCT shippers that provides a tolerance 19 

under OFO conditions that is the greater of 5% or the fixed number of 500 20 

Dt. provides a greater benefit to almost all SCT shippers than the tolerance 21 
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limit applicable to non-SCT shippers.   1 

Q. What is PMDG witness Crowe’s proposal regarding daily tolerance 2 

levels under non-critical conditions? 3 

A. In her testimony in Exhibit No. PMG-0001, at page 14, line 11 though 4 

page 15, line 5, PMDG witness Crowe proposes to modify the tolerance 5 

level under non-critical conditions from 10% or 100 Dt., whichever is 6 

greater, to a level of 10% or 1000 Dt., whichever is greater.  She testifies 7 

that her proposal is as follows: “I propose one change to these tolerance 8 

levels, which is to increase the volumetric tolerance under normal 9 

operating conditions from 100 Dth to 1000 Dth.” (Exhibit No. PMDG-10 

0001, at page 15, ln. 4-5.)     11 

Q. What arguments does PMDG witness Crowe make to attempt to 12 

support her proposal? 13 

A. Her first argument is based on mathematical consistency.  She argues that 14 

changing to a 1000 Dt. level in addition to the 10% tolerance for non-15 

critical conditions would be consistent with the 500 Dt. and 5% level that 16 

currently exists in the Tariff for SCT shippers under OFO conditions, i.e., 17 

both the volume and percentage levels for OFO conditions would be 50 18 

percent less than the volume and percentage levels for non-critical 19 

conditions. 20 

Q. Do you believe that her argument demonstrates that the existing Tariff 21 
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level of 100 Dt. is unjust and unreasonable and that her proposed level 1 

of 1000 Dt. is just and reasonable? 2 

A. No.  Her argument is backwards.  She cannot demonstrate that the 100 Dt. 3 

level for non-critical conditions is unjust and unreasonable by simply 4 

comparing it to the special exception of 500 Dt. for SCT shippers under 5 

OFO conditions.  Similarly, she cannot demonstrate that her proposed 6 

1000 Dt. level is just and reasonable by simply comparing it to the special 7 

exception of 500 Dt. for SCT shippers under OFO conditions.  Such 8 

special exception of 500 Dt. is not applicable to any customers except SCT 9 

customers.  PMDG witness Crowe cannot simply double the 500 Dt. level 10 

to 1000 Dt. and claim that such 1000 Dt. is just and reasonable.   11 

Q.  Does PMDG witness Crowe consider the full impact of her proposed 12 

1000 Dt. level for non-critical conditions? 13 

A. No.  Panhandle’s current Tariff language, in GT&C Section 12.11(h) 14 

regarding daily scheduling charges during non-critical conditions, states a 15 

tolerance level of 10% or 100 Dt., whichever is greater.  PMDG witness 16 

Crowe fails to recognize that these tolerance levels apply to all 17 

transportation rate schedules, which includes not only shippers with 18 

MDCQs of 10,000 Dt./day or less under Rate Schedule SCT, but also those 19 

shippers with MDCQs of 10,000 Dt./day or less under Rate Schedule FT 20 

(Firm Transportation Service) and Rate Schedule EFT (Enhanced Firm 21 
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Transportation Service).  The 100 Dt. tolerance provision has been in 1 

Panhandle’s Tariff since May 1993 and has proven effective to maintain 2 

the integrity of the pipeline by providing the incentive for shippers to take 3 

actions to ensure that their nominations reflect actual deliveries.   4 

Q.  Does PMDG witness Crowe argue that her proposed 1000 Dt. level is 5 

reasonable because it is in the tariffs of other pipelines?  6 

A. No, she does not make that argument.  Further, I am not aware of any 7 

pipeline having the 1000 Dt. level that PMDG witness Crowe has 8 

proposed.  Daily scheduling tolerances vary among other interstate 9 

pipeline tariffs and range from 10% to 5%, with some tariffs providing 10 

only a percentage level and no separate volumetric tolerance level 11 

whatsoever.  For example, there is no separate volumetric level in the 12 

tariffs of Trunkline Gas Company, LLC, Natural Gas Pipeline Company of 13 

America LLC, and ANR Pipeline Company. The relevant parts of the 14 

tariffs of these pipelines are attached as Exhibit No. PE-0091. Hence, 15 

based on other Commission-approved tariffs, Panhandle’s current Tariff, 16 

with a percentage level at the high end of this range (10%) plus a 100 Dt. 17 

volumetric tolerance level has not been shown to be unjust and 18 

unreasonable.  19 

Q. PMDG witness Crowe argues with respect to SCT shippers, that they 20 

are highly weather-sensitive, may not be as sophisticated at controlling 21 
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gas flows as large customers or may not have the personnel to manage 1 

gas flows to avoid daily scheduling charges.  (Exhibit No. PMG-0001 2 

at 16, ln. 2-7.)  Do these arguments demonstrate that the existing level 3 

of 100 Dt. is unjust and unreasonable or that her proposed level of 4 

1000 Dt. is just and reasonable? 5 

A. No.  These arguments ignore the facts.  The majority of SCT shippers have 6 

designated an agent to handle daily scheduling and manage their Rate 7 

Schedule SCT agreements for nominations, scheduling and daily 8 

imbalances.  These agents have the resources to monitor daily volumes and 9 

take advantage of the numerous methods available on the Panhandle 10 

system to minimize daily scheduling charges.   11 

Q.  Are there other facts that rebut PMDG witness Crowe’s arguments 12 

regarding weather sensitive loads and possible lack of sophistication 13 

or personnel? 14 

A. Yes.  Panhandle provides a number of tools that all shippers, including 15 

SCT shippers or their agents, can utilize to manage their daily imbalances: 16 

 1) There are three intraday nomination cycles available for shippers 17 

to manage their supply to meet their demand changes;  18 

  2)  Reports are available that reflect daily imbalances by contract;   19 

 3)   Real time measurement reports are available at those delivery 20 

meters where data ports are installed; and, 21 
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 4)  There are additional services, including storage, delivery 1 

variance, general delivery and transportation balancing, available to 2 

help eliminate or limit daily imbalances. 3 

Q. Do SCT shippers, for example, use these tools to manage daily swings 4 

in deliveries? 5 

A. Yes, some SCT shippers do utilize these tools.  Attached as Exhibit No. 6 

PE-0092 is a listing of the SCT shippers that use additional services and 7 

the specific additional services they have under contract or that their agent 8 

has under contract for them.  However, only 26% of the SCT shippers or 9 

their agents are using additional services, such as storage, delivery 10 

variance, general delivery or transportation balancing, to help manage 11 

daily imbalances. 12 

Q. Are all SCT shippers or their agents able to utilize such services to 13 

manage daily swings in deliveries? 14 

A. Yes, additional services, such as storage, delivery variance, general 15 

delivery and transportation balancing, are available to all SCT shippers or 16 

their agents. 17 

Q. Has PMDG witness Crowe provided any study or analysis showing 18 

that the existing tolerance level of 100 Dt. is unjust and unreasonable 19 

and that her proposed 1000 Dt. level is just and reasonable? 20 

A. No.  PMDG witness Crowe has provided no study or analysis whatsoever.  21 
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Her claim that her proposal “should have little or no impact on 1 

Panhandle’s operating parameters and pipeline pressures” (Exhibit No. 2 

PMG-0001 at 16, ln. 7-10) is not supported by any study or analysis as to 3 

the impact of her proposal on Panhandle’s system and whether such a 4 

change would adversely affect other shippers.  As noted above, she fails to 5 

recognize that Panhandle has agreements with shippers under other firm 6 

transportation rate schedules at MDCQ levels at or below 10,000 Dt. per 7 

day.  Attached as Exhibit No. PE-0093 is a listing of the Rate Schedules 8 

FT and EFT agreements on the system and their applicable MDCQ.  These 9 

agreements represent approximately 33% of the total firm transportation 10 

agreements on the Panhandle system, while the Rate Schedule SCT 11 

agreements represent approximately 25%, for a total of 58% of firm 12 

transportation agreements with MDCQs at or below 10,000 Dt. per day.  13 

Therefore, contrary to witness Crowe’s unsupported claims, her proposal, 14 

if applied to all transportation shippers, has the potential of having a large 15 

impact on the Panhandle system and Panhandle’s continued ability to 16 

provide reliable service.  17 

Q. Did PMDG witness Crowe propose new tariff language setting out her 18 

proposal to increase the volumetric tolerance under normal operating 19 

conditions from 100 Dt. to 1000 Dt.? 20 

A. No.  Due to her failure to propose new tariff language, there is a possibility 21 
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that witness Crowe may be advocating that the increase of the volumetric 1 

threshold under normal operating conditions from 100 Dt. to 1000 Dt. 2 

would only apply to SCT shippers. 3 

Q. What additional issues would PMDG witness Crowe’s proposal 4 

present if she meant for such proposal to be limited to SCT shippers 5 

only? 6 

A. As noted above, there are many shippers on the Panhandle system with FT 7 

and EFT agreements that have MDCQs at or below 10,000 Dt. per day.  If 8 

her proposal applies only to SCT shippers, then it is unduly discriminatory 9 

against non-SCT shippers with MDCQ levels at or below 10,000 Dt. per 10 

day.  Witness Crowe offers no explanation of why such discrimination 11 

would be just and reasonable.  12 

500 Dt./day Limit on New Deduct Meters 13 

Q.  What tariff language regarding deduct meters did Panhandle propose 14 

in its rate case filing? 15 

A. Panhandle proposed the following language in GT&C Section 11.10: 16 

“After October 1, 2019, there will be a minimum of 500 Dt./day required 17 

for each new deduct meter.”  18 

Q. Has the Commission ruled on this proposed tariff change? 19 

A. Yes.  The Commission set Panhandle’s non-rate tariff changes, including 20 

the proposed provision to limit new deduct meters to those flowing 500 21 
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Dt./day or more, for a technical conference that was held on October 30, 1 

2019.  Following the technical conference, and initial and reply comments 2 

filed by various participants, the Commission issued its Order on 3 

Technical Conference on February 28, 2020.  (170 FERC ¶ 61,172 4 

(2020)).  Such order approved the above-quoted deduct meter language 5 

proposed by Panhandle.  (Id. at P 80.) 6 

Q. Did Ameren Missouri file comments on the deduct meter issue 7 

following the technical conference? 8 

A. Yes.  Ameren Missouri filed initial and reply comments on this issue 9 

following the technical conference.  Panhandle also filed initial and reply 10 

comments on the deduct meter issue.  The Commission considered all of 11 

these comments prior to finding in its Order on Technical Conference that 12 

Panhandle’s proposed 500 Dt./day limitation for future deduct meters is 13 

just and reasonable. 14 

Q. Has Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach raised any new facts or 15 

arguments that would warrant a reversal of the Commission’s Order 16 

on Technical Conference and support a finding that Panhandle’s 17 

Commission-approved tariff language on deduct meters is unjust and 18 

unreasonable and that having no volume limitation would be just and 19 

reasonable? 20 

A. No.  This deduct meter issue was decided by the Commission only a few 21 
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months ago after thorough consideration of extensive initial and reply 1 

comments filed after the Technical Conference.  Ameren Missouri simply 2 

disagrees with the Commission’s conclusion and on March 30, 2020 filed 3 

for rehearing of the Commission’s Order on Technical Conference. 4 

Q.  Are you aware of any other FERC-regulated interstate pipelines that 5 

have provisions in their tariffs for “deduct meter” service? 6 

A. No.  Panhandle was unable to identify any other interstate pipeline tariff 7 

that included a service similar to Panhandle’s tariff provisions for deduct 8 

meters.  Also, as stated in Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach’s response 9 

to PEPL-AMO-1.11, attached as Exhibit No. PE-0094, page 1, there are no 10 

such provisions in the tariffs of the seven other interstate pipelines that 11 

serve Ameren Missouri. 12 

Q.   Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach is critical of Panhandle’s 13 

estimated cost of maintaining deduct meters and claims that since the 14 

volumes are small, it is “…reasonable to assume that Panhandle’s 15 

actual costs to serve any future Ameren Missouri customers who take 16 

less than 500 Dt./d would be significantly less than the average $1,719 17 

per year.”  (REVISED Exhibit No. AMO-0001 at 4, ln. 21 through 5, 18 

ln. 15.)  Does he provide any support for his assumption that the costs 19 

“would be significantly less ….”? 20 

A. No. 21 
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Q. Does Ameren Missouri have any cost data in its own records as to its 1 

costs of providing service to meters with volumes less than 500 2 

Dt./day? 3 

A. No.  In response to PEPL-AMO-1.7, attached as Exhibit No. PE-0094, 4 

page 2, witness Daschbach states that Ameren Missouri “does not track the 5 

number of customers, annual revenue received, or annual cost of providing 6 

service based on average daily usage above or below 500 Dth.”  He also 7 

stated that Ameren Missouri does not track costs based on daily usage or 8 

based on customer category, such as residential, commercial and industrial.  9 

(Exhibit No. PE-0094, page 3.) 10 

Q. In REVISED Exhibit No. AMO-0001 at page 5, lines 18-22, witness 11 

Daschbach states that Ameren Missouri “anticipates that other of its 12 

customers are likely to want this same option [deduct meters] in the 13 

future as gas prices and the availability of transportation capacity 14 

change.”  Does Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach provide any 15 

support for his claimed anticipation of future demand for deduct 16 

meter service?  17 

A.  No.  In fact, even though Ameren Missouri submitted an objection to 18 

Panhandle’s data request PEPL-AMO-1.3, which requested copies of all 19 

studies, analyses or other documents that address the subject matter of 20 

Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach’s testimony, he stated there were 21 
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none, as shown in the attached Exhibit No. PE-0094, page 4.  And in 1 

response to Panhandle’s data request PEPL-AMO-1.12, attached as Exhibit 2 

No. PE-0094, page 5, Ameren Missouri witness Daschbach stated that his 3 

testimony “was not referring to a specific price or market condition” that 4 

would support his claim that there will be future demand for deduct service 5 

“but rather referencing changed natural gas market conditions generally.” 6 

Q. Who is the best position to provide service for these small volumes 7 

under 500 Dt./day?  8 

A. Local distribution companies, such as Ameren Missouri, serve the entity 9 

behind the deduct meter.  The entities that are the beneficiaries of deduct 10 

meters are customers of their respective local distribution companies.  As 11 

such, deduct meters for entities with extremely low volumes (less than 500 12 

Dt./day) should be administered by the local distribution companies, which 13 

are better equipped to manage these very small volumes.  It is not 14 

appropriate for Panhandle, as the interstate natural gas pipeline, to be 15 

saddled with the administration and cost of these small volume deduct 16 

meters for the benefit of the customers of the local distribution companies.  17 

In the Order on Technical Conference approving Panhandle’s tariff 18 

language limiting new deduct meters to a minimum of 500 Dt./day, the 19 

Commission noted that it “has previously accepted minimum volume 20 

requirements for new connections due to the costs and operational 21 
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challenges of serving such similar small volume points.” (170 FERC ¶ 1 

61,172 at P 80 and n.153 (2020).)   2 

Q.      How many deduct meters does Panhandle serve on its system?  3 

A.      Panhandle serves 31 deduct meters although only 20 are currently active.  4 

Of the active deduct meters, 60% have volumes over 500 Dt./day.  There 5 

are 11 deduct meters on the Ameren Missouri system, but only three of 6 

such meters are active, and of these three active meters, two have contract 7 

volume levels below 500 Dt./day. 8 

Q. Does the presence of only three active deduct meters on the Ameren 9 

Missouri system indicate, in your opinion, that there is a strong 10 

demand for deduct meter service on the Ameren Missouri system? 11 

A. No. 12 

Q. Does this conclude your Prepared Answering Testimony? 13 

A.  Yes, it does. 14 
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TABLE OF ACRONYMS 

 

ABBREVIATION OR 
ACRONYM  

TERM 

Ameren Missouri Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri 
Dt. Dekatherm 
EFT Enhanced Firm Transportation Service 
FT Firm Transportation Service  
GT&C General Terms and Conditions 
MDCQ Maximum Daily Contract Quantity  
NGA Natural Gas Act 
OFO Operational Flow Order 
Panhandle  Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP 
PMDG Panhandle Municipal Defense Group 
SCT Small Customer Service 
Tariff Panhandle’s FERC Gas Tariff 
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PEPL-PMDG-2.9  Referencing Witness Crowe’s testimony (Exhibit No. PMG-
0001) on page 4, lines 2-6, Witness Crowe proposes a change 
to rate design that Panhandle has proposed no change in this 
proceeding to its previous practice.  As such, is it her 
intention that her testimony on this matter represents a 
proposal under Section 5 of the Natural Gas Act?  If not, 
please fully explain why that would not be the case. 

 
 
Response: Yes.  See Ms. Crowe’s testimony at page 4, lines 2-9.   
 
 
Response prepared by Counsel 
 
Response Date: April 17, 2020 
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PEPL-PMDG-2.10  Referencing Witness Crowe’s testimony (Exhibit No. PMG-
0001) at page 14, line 12 through page 16, line 16: 

a. Witness Crowe proposes a change to an existing tariff provision.
The change she proposes does not address any change proposed
by Panhandle in the rate case filing.  As such, is it her intention
that this testimony represents a proposal under Section 5 of the

Natural Gas Act?  If not, please fully explain why that would not
be the case.

b. Please provide all reviews, studies, analysis, work papers and
other documents Witness Crowe has reviewed, relied on or

considered showing the average volume levels taken by SCT
customers, the peak day volume levels taken by SCT customers
and the relative swing allowed under the existing tariff structure

for SCT customers and the same information projected under the
tariff structure for SCT customers proposed in her testimony.

c. Please provide all reviews, studies, analysis, work papers and
other documents Witness Crowe has reviewed, relied on or
considered showing the daily tolerance levels for each member of
the PMDG group, the days in the last 12 months where such

tolerance levels were exceeded, and the applicable charges.
Please indicate for each day where such tolerance levels were
exceeded whether or not such shipper entered an intraday
nomination in the Panhandle Messenger system to adjust their
volumes for the day in order to avoid such charges.

Response: 
a. See response to PEPL-PMDG-2.9.

b. All documents relied upon in the preparation of the cited portion of Ms.

Crowe’s testimony are cited or otherwise referenced in that testimony.

c. All documents relied upon in the preparation of the cited portion of Ms.
Crowe’s testimony are cited or otherwise referenced in that testimony.  It is
Ms. Crowe’s understanding that the daily tolerance levels for each member of

the PMDG group are as specified in Panhandle’s tariff.  Ms. Crowe did not
review any information pertaining to the days in which any PMDG shipper’s
tolerance levels were exceeded or whether such shipper entered an intraday

nomination in the Panhandle Messenger system.

Response to PEPL-PMDG-2.10a prepared by Counsel 
Response to PEPL-PMDG-2.10b-c by Elizabeth Crowe 

Response Date: April 17, 2020 
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Line Rate Throughput Load IOS GDS/TBS Assigned
No. Schedule Contract Shipper Volume MDCQ Factor Storage Service Agent

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 

Less than 1,000 Dt/d
1 SCT 11476 City of Clarence 28,239       262       29.53% Yes Yes Yes
2 SCT 11478 Atmos Energy Corporation 4,688         300       4.28%
3 SCT 11480 City of LaCygne 68,369       850       22.04% Yes
4 SCT 11481 City of Madison 15,036       400       10.30% Yes Yes Yes
5 SCT 11485 City of Perry, Missouri 26,176       519       13.82% Yes Yes Yes
6 SCT 11491 Seiling Public Works Authority 36,868       600       16.83% Yes
7 SCT 11496 Town of Hardesty 10,293       300       9.40% Yes
8 SCT 11501 Town of Taloga 14,171       400       9.71% Yes
9 SCT 11502 Town of Vici Public Works Authority 22,010       500       12.06% Yes
10 SCT 11504 Village of Edinburg, IL 46,228       766       16.53% Yes
11 SCT 11505 Village of Franklin 36,045       600       16.46% Yes
12 SCT 11508 Village of Pleasant Hill 38,854       725       14.68% Yes
13 SCT 11510 Village of Rossville (Municipal Gas System) 70,233       990       19.44% Yes
14 SCT 18153 Dacott Industries Inc. 140,936     500       77.23%
15 SCT 43783 Pro Solutions, L.L.C. 2,060         36         15.68% Yes
16 Total Less than 1,000 Dt/d 560,206     7,748    19.81%

1,000-9,998 Dt/d
17 SCT 11474 Liberty Utilities (Midstates Natural Gas) Corp. 176,831     2,600    18.63% Yes Yes Yes
18 SCT 11475 City of Auburn 135,161     2,100    17.63% Yes
19 SCT 11479 City of Hermann 275,452     3,750    20.12% Yes
20 SCT 11483 City of Montgomery City 112,376     1,600    19.24% Yes
21 SCT 11484 City of Paris 56,255       1,270    12.14% Yes Yes Yes
22 SCT 11486 City of Pittsfield 237,508     3,300    19.72% Yes
23 SCT 11487 City of Roodhouse 71,624       1,525    12.87% Yes
24 SCT 11488 City of Shelbina 159,452     2,000    21.84% Yes Yes Yes
25 SCT 11490 City of Winchester, Illinois 70,797       1,450    13.38% Yes
26 SCT 11493 City of Waverly 47,187       1,050    12.31% Yes
27 SCT 11494 City of White Hall 108,943     2,200    13.57% Yes
28 SCT 11495 City of Monroe City 183,079     3,500    14.33% Yes Yes Yes
29 SCT 11497 Town of Lapel 81,310       1,150    19.37% Yes
30 SCT 11498 Town of Montezuma 58,252       1,700    9.39% Yes
31 SCT 11499 Town of Pittsboro 79,982       2,000    10.96% Yes
32 SCT 11500 Town of Roachdale 108,298     1,400    21.19% Yes
33 SCT 11503 Village of Divernon 113,519     2,000    15.55% Yes
34 SCT 11507 Village of Pawnee (Utilities Department) 91,880       1,550    16.24% Yes
35 SCT 11511 Village of Stonington 62,466       1,400    12.22% Yes Yes Yes
36 SCT 11512 Village of Westville 141,567     2,500    15.51% Yes Yes Yes
37 SCT 11533 City of Bushnell 310,327     3,250    26.16% Yes
38 SCT 11636 City of Gruver 57,477       1,000    15.75% Yes
39 SCT 11668 Liberty Utilities (Midstates Natural Gas) Corp. 327,282     5,000    17.93% Yes Yes
40 SCT 11680 Liberty Utilities (Midstates Natural Gas) Corp. 53,124       1,000    14.55%
41 SCT 11722 City of Macon, MO 354,387     4,500    21.58% Yes
42 SCT 11867 Liberty Utilities (Midstates Natural Gas) Corp. 356,856     8,000    12.22% Yes Yes
43 SCT 14738 Black Hills Service Company, LLC 215,076     5,000    11.78%
44 SCT 14987 City of Louisburg 142,565     2,600    15.02% Yes
45 SCT 16060 Village of Riverton 130,812     1,800    19.91% Yes
46 Total 1,000-9,998 Dt/d 4,319,845  72,195  16.39%

9,999 Dt/d
47 SCT 11477 City of Fulton, MO 838,712     9,999    22.98% Yes
48 SCT 11506 Village of Morton 1,340,030  9,999    36.72% Yes Yes Yes
49 Total 9,999 Dt/d 2,178,742  19,998  29.85%

50 Total Rate Schedule SCT 7,058,793  99,941  19.35%

PANHANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE COMPANY, LP

Rate Schedule SCT 
February 1, 2019 through January 31, 2020
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Line Rate
No. Schedule Contract Shipper MDCQ

(b)

Less than 1,000 Dt/d
1 EFT 11464 Astral Industries, Inc. 120            
2 FT 11582 Northern Illinois Gas Company 207            
3 EFT 11521 Alsey Refractories Company 385            
4 EFT 12388 Thermal Ceramics, Inc. 150            
5 EFT 13613 Cerro flow Products LLC 700            
6 EFT 14084 Amarillo Natural Gas, Inc. 75              
7 EFT 21435 Town of Bainbridge 245            
8 EFT 39905 Clearwater Enterprises, LLC 35              
9 EFT 42418 Mid-Missouri Energy, LLC 500            
10 EFT 51981 Woodriver Energy LLC 500            
11 EFT 57635 BlueMark Energy, LLC 180            
12 EFT 59003 Vermillion Rise Mega Park 80              
13 EFT 61980 ProSolutions, L.L.C. 600            
14 Total Less than 1,000 Dt/d 3,777         

1,000-9,999 Dt/d
15 EFT 11604 Ohio Gas Energy Services Company 3,960         
16 EFT 11617 Ohio Gas Energy Services Company 6,700         
17 EFT 11671 Liberty Utilities (Midstates Natural Gas) Corp. 8,045         
18 EFT 11891 Tylex, Inc. 1,700         
19 EFT 12006 Ardagh Glass, Inc. 4,000         
20 EFT 12782 DTE Energy Trading, Inc. 7,500         
21 EFT 17024 Northeast Missouri Grain, LLC 4,700         
22 EFT 18597 Mid-Missouri Energy, LLC 4,000         
23 EFT 18686 Guardian Industries, LLC 7,600         
24 EFT 18942 Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. 1,000         
25 EFT 20349 Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. 1,000         
26 EFT 21632 Ultimate Ethanol, LLC 7,000         
27 EFT 21884 Tylex, Inc. 2,850         
28 EFT 22888 Citizens Energy Group 5,000         
29 EFT 23488 Arkalon Ethanol, LLC 7,600         
30 EFT 23719 Ohio Gas Energy Services Company 5,000         
31 EFT 26859 Union Electric Company dba Ameren Missouri 2,000         
32 EFT 30676 Missouri Ethanol, LLC 4,400         
33 EFT 31151 Northeast Missouri Grain, LLC 1,350         
34 FT 33526 Lima Refining Company 2,918         
35 FT 33529 INEOS Nitriles USA LLC 2,000         
36 FT 33834 ISP Lima, LLC 5,500         
37 EFT 41238 ONE Gas, Inc. dba Kansas Gas Service 1,645         
38 EFT 41261 ONE Gas, Inc. dba Kansas Gas Service 1,129         
39 EFT 41745 Dominion Energy Solutions, Inc. 4,000         
40 FT 42884 Lima Refining Company 7,000         
41 EFT 43044 Sequent Energy Management, L.P. 4,500         
42 EFT 44887 Atmos Energy Corporation 5,050         
43 EFT 48910 Nucor Corporation d/b/a Nucor Crawfordsville 5,500         
44 EFT 50899 Encore Energy Services, Inc. 1,000         
45 EFT 51708 LNG Indy, LLC dba Kinetrex Energy 8,400         
46 EFT 52260 Duke energy Carolinas, LLC 1,000         
47 EFT 58787 Direct Energy Business Marketing, LLC 3,000         
48 EFT 60288 Spire Marketing Inc. 9,000         
49 FT 61688 Uniper Global Commodities North America LLC 7,500         
50 FT 61694 Citadel Energy Marketing LLC 5,000         
51 EFT 61735 Michigan Gas Utilities Corporation 2,000         
52 FT 61949 Spotlight Energy, LLC 5,000         
53 FT 62830 Hartree Partners, LP 5,047         
54 FT 62921 Citadel Energy Marketing LLC 5,000         
55 Total 1,000-9,999 Dt/d 176,594     

10,000 Dt/d
56 EFT 17071 Spire Missouri Inc. 10,000       
57 EFT 30930 Johns Mansville International, Inc. 10,000       
58 EFT 38699 Spire Missouri Inc. 10,000       
59 FT 56504 Mustang Fuel Marketing Company 10,000       
60 EFT 56746 Twin Eagle Resource Management, LLC 10,000       
61 FT 58281 Sequent Energy Management, L.P. 10,000       
62 EFT 59843 Exelon Generation Company, LLC 10,000       
63 Total 10,000 Dt/d 70,000       

64 Total Rate Schedules FT/EFT w/10,000 MDCQ or less 250,371     

PANHANDLE EASTERN PIPE LINE COMPANY, LP

Rate Schedule FT and EFT
Shippers with MDCQ of 10,000 Dt/day or less
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 

             ) 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP   )    Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000,  

)     et al. 
             

 
Summary of Prepared Answering Testimony 

of 
Joseph M. Colton 

 
Joseph M. Colton is Senior Director of Commercial Optimization for 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP (“Panhandle”).  Mr. Colton has almost 

15 years of experience in the natural gas industry through his various positions with 

the Panhandle Commercial/Marketing Department.  Mr. Colton provides a 

response to the proposal of Ameren Operating Companies (“AOC”) witness Vonda 

K. Seckler with respect to Panhandle’s Operational Balancing Agreement (“OBA”) 

with Trunkline Gas Company, LLC (“Trunkline”). 

Mr. Colton explains that the Commission allows pipelines to routinely grant, 

on a non-discriminatory basis, waivers of the 30-day reimbursement provisions in 

OBAs and reach agreements on a different time period for reimbursement.  He 

states that AOC witness Seckler’s proposal is clearly discriminatory because it 

would require Panhandle, for only one of its 59 in-kind balanced OBAs, to request 

and receive prior Commission approval in order to waive the 30-day reimbursement 

i. 
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provision and agree to a different time period for reimbursement.   

Mr. Colton explains that AOC witness Seckler concedes that OBA 

agreements must be entered into and maintained on a non-discriminatory and non-

preferential basis, but her proposal would in fact discriminate against Trunkline 

because it would be treated differently than all of the volumetrically balanced 

OBAs across the Panhandle system.  He notes that the Commission’s Audit Report 

examined the Panhandle OBA with Trunkline in great detail and did not 

recommend the discriminatory treatment proposed by AOC witness Seckler. 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE 

 FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
    

             
               ) 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP    )   Docket No. RP19-1523-000,  
 )    et al. 

           
 

PREPARED ANSWERING TESTIMONY 
OF 

JOSEPH M. COLTON 
 
 

Introduction 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Joseph M. Colton.  My business address is 1300 Main Street, 3 

Houston, Texas. 4 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I have.  6 

Purpose of Testimony 7 

 Q. What is the purpose of this testimony? 8 

A. My testimony will respond to the arguments of Ameren Operating 9 

Companies’ (“AOC”) witness Vonda K. Seckler with respect to 10 

Panhandle’s Operational Balancing Agreement (“OBA”) with its affiliate 11 

Trunkline Gas Company, LLC (“Trunkline”).  12 
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Exhibits 1 

Q. What Exhibits are you sponsoring with respect to this testimony?  2 

A. I am sponsoring the following Exhibits, which were prepared under my 3 

supervision, or produced during discovery: 4 

   Reference   Description 5 

   Exhibit No. PE-0096  Response and Supplemental  6 
        Response to Data Request No.  7 
        PEPL-AOC-1.18 8 

   Exhibit No. PE-0097  Daily Imbalance Activity 9 
Graph    10 

Panhandle OBA with Trunkline 11 

Q. What is AOC witness Seckler’s opinion regarding Panhandle’s OBA 12 

with Trunkline?  13 

A. She states that, in her opinion, the OBA between Panhandle and Trunkline 14 

is being administered “in a fashion that is unduly discriminatory and 15 

preferential.”  (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 32, ln. 5-7.)   16 

Q. What is AOC witness Seckler’s recommendation regarding 17 

Panhandle’s OBA with Trunkline? 18 

A. Her recommendation is that “this OBA be reformed to eliminate the ability 19 

of the parties to mutually agree to waive the 30 day deadline unless they 20 

first specifically request and are granted the ability to waive this 21 

requirement from the Commission.”  (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 32, ln. 13-22 

16.)   Additionally, her recommendation was to only reform this OBA and 23 
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not all of the other Panhandle OBAs, as shown in the attached Exhibit No. 1 

PE-0096. 2 

Q. Does she cite any Commission precedent to support her 3 

recommendation? 4 

A. No.  She does not cite any Commission precedent in which the 5 

Commission has singled out one OBA of the many OBAs used by a 6 

pipeline and prohibited the pipeline from waiving the 30-day period for 7 

imbalance resolution and agreeing to a different time period for 8 

reimbursement unless the pipeline first applies for and obtains pre-9 

approval from the Commission for such waiver and agreement. 10 

Q.   Does AOC witness Seckler refer to the Commission’s Audit Report 11 

issued in Docket No. PA16-4-000 in an attempt to support her 12 

recommendation? 13 

A. Yes.  She refers to such Audit Report in Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 30, ln. 14 

11-31, ln. 2 and at 32, ln. 16-19.  She also attached a copy of the Audit 15 

Report as Exhibit No. AOC-0015. 16 

Q. Did the Audit Report examine the facts and circumstances involving 17 

Trunkline’s OBAs? 18 

A. Yes, the Audit Report examined Trunkline’s OBAs, including its OBA 19 

with Panhandle, in great detail. 20 

Q. Did the Audit Report make the recommendation now being made by 21 
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AOC witness Seckler? 1 

A. No.  The Audit Report listed three recommendations regarding OBAs but 2 

did not make the recommendation now being made by AOC witness 3 

Seckler.  The Audit Report’s recommendations are shown on page 4 and 4 

page 26 of the Audit Report.  (Exhibit No. AOC-0015 at 9 and 31.) 5 

 Q. What recommendations in the Audit Report specifically addressed the 6 

Panhandle OBA with Trunkline? 7 

A. While not a formal recommendation, the Audit Report states that “audit 8 

staff believes that Trunkline should settle its long-standing cumulative 9 

imbalance with … [Panhandle] and incorporate similar measures for other 10 

interconnecting pipelines with long-standing cumulative imbalances.”  11 

(Exhibit No. AOC-0015 at 31 (emphasis added).)  With respect to the three 12 

formal recommendations in the Audit Report regarding OBAs, one 13 

specifically relates to the Panhandle OBA with Trunkline: “Strengthen 14 

policies and procedures to resolve imbalances within 30 days as specified 15 

in OBAs, or enter into written agreements with OBA parties for other 16 

agreed upon time periods.” (Exhibit No. AOC-0015 at 31.) 17 

Q.  Has Trunkline implemented the recommendations contained in the 18 

Audit Report with respect to its OBAs? 19 

A. Yes.   20 

Q. What steps were taken to implement such recommendations of the 21 
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Audit Report? 1 

A. Panhandle and Trunkline worked towards resolving the imbalance at their 2 

interconnect and ultimately lowered the imbalance existing at such location 3 

consistent with the Audit Report recommendations and implemented 4 

written statements on the monthly OBA Operator Report outlining 5 

agreements to extend imbalances beyond 30 days with all parties not 6 

cashing out the imbalance.  Operational imbalances at the Panhandle 7 

interconnection with Trunkline still occur due to normal operational 8 

activity that exists on the two systems.  AOC witness Seckler 9 

acknowledged that Panhandle and Trunkline successfully reduced the 10 

imbalance on Panhandle when she noted that “since June of 2019, the 11 

imbalances have now shifted in the opposite direction, with Panhandle’s 12 

cumulative monthly imbalance on Trunkline in November 2019 exceeding 13 

3 Bcf.” (Exhibit AOC-0001, at 31, ln. 11-14.)  I note that with normal 14 

system operations the imbalance has been reduced to approximately 15 

18,028 Dth as of May 4, 2020. 16 

Q. Does AOC witness Seckler acknowledge that Trunkline agreed to 17 

implement the recommendations in the Audit Report? 18 

A. Yes.   AOC witness Seckler states that Trunkline “agreed to implement all 19 

of the recommendations contained in the report ….” (Exhibit No. AOC-20 

0001 at 31, ln. 5-7.)  21 
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Q. Does AOC witness Seckler acknowledge that Trunkline’s imbalance 1 

on Panhandle has been resolved? 2 

A. Yes.  As I noted above, she recognizes that there is no Trunkline imbalance 3 

on Panhandle because the imbalance has shifted since June of 2019.  4 

(Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 31, ln. 4-14.)  5 

Q.  Did the resolution of Trunkline’s imbalance on Panhandle occur after 6 

Trunkline’s implementation of the recommendations in the Audit 7 

Report? 8 

A. Yes.  The Audit Report was issued on October 19, 2018.  (Exhibit No. 9 

AOC-0015 at 1.) 10 

Q.  Does AOC witness Seckler claim that her new, additional 11 

recommendation is based on facts that were not reviewed or 12 

considered by the Commission Audit Staff in the Audit Report? 13 

A. No.  She does not claim that her recommendation is based on new or 14 

different facts from those reviewed in the Audit Report. 15 

Q.  Is AOC witness Seckler’s recommendation consistent with 16 

Commission policy? 17 

A.  No.  AOC witness Seckler states that “… OBAs, like other pipeline 18 

contracts, are subject to the Natural Gas Act requirement that they be 19 

entered into and maintained on a non-discriminatory and non-preferential 20 

basis.”  (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 31, ln.16-19.)   However, her 21 
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recommendation would single out Panhandle’s OBA with Trunkline in a 1 

discriminatory manner compared to all other volumetrically balanced 2 

OBAs on the Panhandle system. 3 

Q.    Does AOC witness Seckler take into account the operational 4 

circumstances involving Panhandle’s interconnect with Trunkline that 5 

affect imbalances under the OBA? 6 

A.   No.  She references an explanation provided to her by Panhandle in a data 7 

response (Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at 29, ln. 18-22), but the operational 8 

circumstances involving Panhandle’s interconnect with Trunkline do not 9 

appear to factor into her analysis or recommendation. 10 

Q.   Please describe the history of the Trunkline and Panhandle systems. 11 

A.   Virtually from its inception, Trunkline’s operations were integrated with 12 

those of Panhandle.  On April 29, 1949, the Commission granted Trunkline 13 

its original certificate to construct mainline and lateral pipeline facilities 14 

extending from south Texas to Kansas. Trunkline Gas Supply Co., 8 F.P.C. 15 

250 (1949).  Those originally proposed facilities were not constructed; 16 

however, on November 15, 1949, Trunkline filed to amend its original 17 

certificate to construct and operate mainline and lateral pipeline facilities 18 

from south Texas to a point of connection with the facilities of Panhandle 19 

at Tuscola, Douglas County, Illinois.  On May 4, 1950, the Commission 20 

granted Trunkline’s amended certificate in Docket No. G-882. Trunkline 21 
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Gas Supply Co., 9 F.P.C. 721 (1950).  The Commission also authorized 1 

Trunkline to transport and sell 250,000 Mcf of natural gas per day to 2 

Panhandle, which was the entire initial capacity of Trunkline’s system. Id. 3 

at 722, 739.  4 

     In the same May 4, 1950 order, the Commission also granted 5 

Panhandle’s section 7 application to construct certain facilities designed to 6 

enable it to receive, transport and deliver the 250,000 Mcf per day received 7 

from Trunkline.  In this regard, the Commission’s order stated, “Everyone 8 

concedes that the volume of gas initially proposed to be transported and 9 

sold by Trunkline to Panhandle (250,000 Mcf per day) is required by 10 

Panhandle to meet the unsatisfied demands of its present and prospective 11 

customers.” Id. at 728.  12 

  On June 30, 1956, Trunkline was granted authorization in Docket 13 

No. G-8664 to construct and operate eight (8) mainline compressor 14 

stations in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee and Illinois to expand 15 

its system from the original 250,000 Mcf per day to 375,000 Mcf per day. 16 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., 15 F.P.C. 46, 67-69 (1956).  17 

  On May 22, 1959, in Docket No. G-15394, Trunkline was 18 

authorized to extend its system approximately 204 miles from Tuscola, 19 

Illinois to an interconnect with Consumers Power Company 20 

(“Consumers”) to deliver and sell for resale an additional volume of 21 
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135,000 Mcf per day, increasing the Trunkline capacity from 375,000 Mcf 1 

per day to 510,000 Mcf per day. Trunkline Gas Co., 21 F.P.C. 704 (1959).  2 

In that order, the Commission stated:  3 

 Furthermore, the evidence in this proceeding has shown 4 
clearly that the systems of Trunkline and Panhandle are in 5 
fact completely coordinated and operated as one integrated 6 
natural gas system. Id. at 735-36. 7 

          A few months later, the Commission again acknowledged the integrated 8 

operations of Trunkline and Panhandle under circumstances involving 9 

multiple service requests for unallocated Trunkline capacity:  10 

 In any determination of the capacity of the Trunkline system, 11 
consideration has to be given also to the capacity of its 12 
affiliate, Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Company. The two 13 
systems are integrated in their operation and the Commission 14 
in the past has so considered their operations as being 15 
integrated. United Cities Gas Co., 22 F.P.C. 767, 769 (1959) 16 
(citations omitted).  17 

  Over the years, Trunkline has further expanded its system in the 18 

same general configuration to: (i) meet increased demand into Panhandle 19 

and to Consumers (a shipper served directly by both pipelines); and (ii) to 20 

serve local distribution companies (“LDCs”) and communities in Illinois, 21 

Tennessee, Mississippi, and Louisiana located along its pipeline system.  22 

Specifically, following the Trunkline expansion approved by the 23 

Commission on June 16, 1970, service to Panhandle and Consumers was 24 

each 700,000 Mcf per day. Trunkline Gas Co., 43 F.P.C. 897, 898-99 25 

(1970).  Together, this represented a total of over 80% of Trunkline system 26 



   EXHIBIT NO. PE-0095
 Docket Nos. RP19-1523-000, et al. 

 Page 10 of 14 
  
  

capacity at the time. 1 

Q. Is the interconnection point between Panhandle and Trunkline one of 2 

the largest points on the system? 3 

A. Yes.  The bi-directional interconnection point between Panhandle and 4 

Trunkline has historically been a major source of supply into the 5 

Panhandle system, as detailed above.  With the completion of the bi-6 

directional modifications on Panhandle in response to the Rover Pipeline 7 

LLC (“Rover”) transportation volumes, this interconnect has become a 8 

major delivery point for the Panhandle system based on contracted 9 

transportation volumes.  As can be expected, any variation in the large 10 

scheduled volumes at this point on both the Trunkline and Panhandle 11 

systems can heavily swing the amount of volumes that flow through the 12 

point to either a major receipt or major delivery point.  Additionally, due to 13 

the active nature of this interconnect, imbalances can vary substantially. 14 

Q. When was the OBA between the two pipelines implemented? 15 

A. The OBA between Panhandle and Trunkline was implemented in 16 

September 1993.  17 

Q. Does Panhandle have any other OBAs on the system? 18 

A. Yes, Panhandle volumetrically balances at interconnects with many other 19 

major pipelines, such as ANR Pipeline Company, Natural Gas Pipeline 20 

Company of America LLC (“NGPL”), Texas Eastern Transmission, LP 21 
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(“TETCO”), Trunkline, Rover, Rockies Express Pipeline LLC (“REX”), 1 

Michigan Gas Storage Company (“MGS”), Consumers, and DTE Gas 2 

(“MichCon”).  In fact, Panhandle has a total of 61 OBAs across its system 3 

footprint.  Out of that total, 59 OBAs are balanced on an in-kind 4 

(volumetric) basis and do not cashout whereas the other 2 OBAs cashout at 5 

quantities above a 5% tolerance level utilizing a tiered system.  As shown 6 

on Exhibit No. PE-0097, for the twelve months ended January 31, 2020, 7 

the percentage of daily imbalance relative to scheduled volumes under the 8 

Panhandle OBA with Trunkline is consistent with other major OBAs on 9 

the system outside of instances of imbalance payback and normal 10 

operational activity. 11 

Q. Are there any special provisions in the Panhandle OBA with 12 

Trunkline that are different from other volumetric OBAs on the 13 

Panhandle system? 14 

A. No.  However, the OBA between Panhandle and Trunkline is a Trunkline 15 

OBA agreement whose standard language includes daily scheduling 16 

charges and monthly cashout of volumetric imbalances.  Trunkline and 17 

Panhandle agreed in a separate waiver with respect to this OBA to 18 

eliminate daily scheduling charges and monthly cashout.  OBA agreements 19 

on the Panhandle system do not have any reference to daily scheduling 20 

charges because these charges are only applied to transportation 21 
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agreements per the Panhandle Tariff and no monthly balancing provisions 1 

are included unless mutually agreed to otherwise.  2 

Q. Are there any fees associated with Panhandle’s volumetrically 3 

balanced OBAs? 4 

A. No. 5 

Q. Please summarize your response to AOC witness Seckler’s 6 

recommendation with respect to the OBA between Panhandle and 7 

Trunkline. 8 

A. The Commission allows pipelines to routinely grant, on a non-9 

discriminatory basis, waivers of the 30-day reimbursement provisions in 10 

OBAs and reach agreements on a different time period for reimbursement.  11 

AOC witness Seckler’s proposal is clearly discriminatory because it would 12 

require Panhandle, for only one of its 59 in-kind balanced OBAs, to 13 

request and receive prior Commission approval in order to waive the 30-14 

day reimbursement provision and agree to a different time period for 15 

reimbursement.  As stated previously, the Panhandle OBAs do not include 16 

any reference to daily scheduling fees and have no monthly balancing 17 

unless mutually agreed to otherwise.  AOC witness Seckler concedes that 18 

OBA agreements must be entered into and maintained on a non-19 

discriminatory and non-preferential basis, but her proposal would in fact 20 

discriminate against Trunkline since it would be treated differently than all 21 
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of the volumetrically balanced OBAs across the system. The Audit Report 1 

examined the Panhandle OBA with Trunkline in great detail and did not 2 

recommend the discriminatory treatment proposed by AOC witness 3 

Seckler.  4 

Q.  Does this conclude your Prepared Answering Testimony? 5 

A.   Yes, it does. 6 
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TABLE OF ACRONYMS 

 

ABBREVIATION OR 
ACRONYM  

TERM 

AOC Ameren Operating Companies (Ameren Illinois and Union 
Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri) 

Consumers Consumers Power Company 
Dth Dekatherm 
Dth/d Dekatherm per day 
MGS Michigan Gas Storage Company  
MichCon DTE Gas  
NGPL Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America LLC 
OBA  Operational Balancing Agreement 
Panhandle  Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, LP 
REX Rockies Express Pipeline LLC  
Tariff Panhandle’s FERC Gas Tariff 
TETCO Texas Eastern Transmission, LP 
Trunkline Trunkline Gas Company, LLC 

 



 
 
 
 
 

The State of Texas} 
  } SS. 
County of Harris  } 
 
 
 
 
 BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared 

Joseph M. Colton, who being by me first duly sworn, on oath deposes and says: 

 That he is the Joseph M. Colton, offering the foregoing prepared answering 

testimony and that all statements of fact contained therein are true and correct to the best of 

his knowledge, information and belief. 

 
 
 
 
  ____/s/ Joseph M. Colton_____________ 
   Joseph M. Colton 
 
 
 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 11th day of May, 2020. 
 
 
 
 
  ___      /s/ Suzanne Samano_____________             
   Notary Public 
 
 
 
 
My Commission Expires: 
 
         April 10, 2022          . 
 
 



PEPL-AOC-1.18 
Referencing Exhibit No. AOC-0001 at page 32, lines 13-16, is it Witness Seckler's opinion 
that Panhandle eliminate the ability of the OBA parties to mutually agree to waive the 30 day 
deadline, as discussed in her testimony, for all of Panhandle's OBAs? If not, please discuss the 
basis for the discriminatory treatment she is proposing. Please explain such answer and 
provide all documents relied on for such answer. 

RESPONSE: 

I proposed that only this single OBA be refonned consistent with the tenns of the 
Enforcement Report appended to my testimony. See Exh. No. AOC-0015. 

Prepared by Vonda Seckler 
April 27, 2020 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

The reason that I proposed this single OBA be reformed is set out in my testimony, Exhibit 
No. AOC-000 I at 28:4: 15-32: I 9. See also Exh. No. AOC-0015 at 31. 

Prepared by Vonda Secker 
May 4, 2020 
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