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I.  INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Michael L. Platt.  My business address 1140 West 200 South, Salt Lake City, 3 

UT 84104.  4 

Q. Are you the same Michael Platt who filed Direct Testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I am. 6 

Q. Have you testified before this Commission before?  7 

A. Yes.  I provided testimony in Utah Dockets No. 17-057-09 and 17-057-20.  I have also 8 

made presentations at technical conferences and Integrated Resource Plan workshops. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to aspects of direct testimony filed by 11 

intervenors in this docket.  Specifically I respond to concerns about Dominion Energy 12 

Utah’s (DEU or the Company) system analysis that were raised in intervener testimony.  13 

I also provide some discussion on the capabilities of the proposed LNG facility.  I 14 

compare the Company to other local distribution companies (LDCs).  Finally, I discuss 15 

some of the limitations and concerns with off-system storage. 16 

II. SYSTEM ANALYSIS 17 

Q. The Office of Consumer Services (Office) suggests that the Company’s due diligence 18 

is inadequate, in part, because the Company has not provided sufficient system 19 

analysis (Vastag lines 58-59).  Do you agree?   20 

A. No.  In my pre-filed direct testimony, I provided a summary of the analysis I conducted 21 

in determining whether an on-system LNG facility would mitigate issues associated with 22 

supply shortfalls.  I also attached a series of system pressure comparisons showing the 23 

impact of an on-system LNG facility as well as the impact the Magnum options would 24 

have.  Indeed, Mr. Neale, a consultant for the Utah Division of Public Utilities (Division) 25 

gathered more detailed information in discovery and concluded that “The Company has 26 
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shown that its network analysis model demonstrates that a strategically located resource 27 

that provides the same delivery capacity as the Proposed LNG Facility will maintain 28 

minimum system-wide operating pressures under the design peak-day supply deficiency 29 

scenarios the Company’s Gas Supply Planning Department has evaluated.”  Pre-filed 30 

Direct Testimony of Allen R. Neale, Lines 1388-1392.  I have attached as DEU Exhibit 31 

3.08R and 3.09R copies of the Company’s responses to Data Requests issued by the 32 

Division, showing that the proposed LNG facility will meet the described need. 33 

The Office had access to the same data in this docket and, other than making a cursory 34 

statement of deficiency, has failed to identify any additional system analysis or 35 

information that is required.  The Company’s analysis, as reviewed and not disputed by 36 

the Division’s consultant, is wholly sufficient, and the Company has made available for 37 

review to the Office and other interested parties additional information that has been 38 

requested. 39 

Q. Would the Company include the LNG facility in analysis that accompanies the Joint 40 

Operations Agreement (JOA)? 41 

A. No.  To be clear, the JOA process deals specifically with interconnect points between 42 

DEQP and the Company, and the proposed facility is not such an interconnect.  This 43 

analysis is performed annually as the basis for the JOA with Dominion Energy Questar 44 

Pipeline (“DEQP”).  This analysis simulates the Design Peak Day with the limitations 45 

imposed by all contractual limits on Kern River, DEQP and other upstream pipelines.  It 46 

is an iterative process in which the Company determines system needs on a Design Peak 47 

Day, including pressures and volumes required under these conditions.  The results at the 48 

interconnect points are shared with DEQP for analysis.  If DEQP’s system is capable of 49 

performing as required, the analysis is complete.  The more likely scenario is that 50 

adjustments are made to the volumes taken at each interconnect, and thus, the analysis of 51 

the Dominion Energy Utah, Wyoming and Idaho (DEUWI) system will take into 52 

consideration DEQP system constraints.  The process continues until an agreed upon 53 

scenario, that meets all requirements, is achieved. 54 

Additionally, this proposed facility is intended to operate under non-ideal circumstances, 55 

and the JOA analysis assumes the system is operating normally so it would not be 56 
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included in the JOA analysis.  It is not part of the JOA process with DEQP.  Rather, it 57 

would be included in an overall Gas Supply analysis to ensure reliability to customers.  58 

The amounts and timing of LNG flowing onto the system would not be shared with other 59 

companies, including DEQP. 60 

Q. Mr. Mierzwa claims that the Wasatch Front Distribution system is connected to 61 

Kern River via four gate stations (Lines 364-365 of Direct Testimony) by inspecting 62 

a map of the system.  Is this accurate?  63 

A. No.  It is true that there are four Kern River gate stations that feed into the Wasatch Front. 64 

However, the Eagle Mountain and Saratoga gates are isolated from the majority of 65 

customers due to a maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) difference along 66 

with pipeline capacity restrictions.  For system planning purposes there are really only 67 

two main gate stations on Kern River that feed the Wasatch Front. 68 

Q. Mr. Mierzwa has stated at lines 160-170 of his Direct Testimony, that the 69 

Company’s Design Peak Day probability is one in 55 years.  Is this correct? 70 

A. No, Mr. Mierzwa suggests that because the Company hasn’t experienced such an event in 71 

55 years, that there is limited (if any) probability of it ever occurring.  Mr. Mierzwa’s 72 

conclusion that the facility will not be required but once every 55 years is incorrect.  73 

Properly done, a probability analysis involves fitting all known data to an appropriate 74 

probability distribution and determining at what temperature we would expect a 20-year 75 

recurrence interval.  It appears that Mr. Mierzwa has not followed this approach.  If a 76 

coin is flipped twice and it lands on heads both times, it does not reassign the probability 77 

of flipping heads as 100 percent.  Nor should Mr. Mierzwa reassign a probability of 78 

temperature occurrence based on the past 55 years of not experiencing a specific 79 

temperature. 80 

The probability of experiencing a -5°F mean day is approximately once every twenty 81 

years.  Regardless, as I stated in my Direct Testimony, the facilities are expected to be 82 

needed at least once every 14 years because it will be used on days other than Design 83 

Peak Days.  Additionally, this facility provides other benefits as outlined in DEU 84 

Confidential Exhibit 2.11 and will be used every year. 85 
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Q. Mr. Mierzwa indicates that No-Notice Transportation could be used, on an 86 

interruptible basis, for reliability purposes (lines 321-333 of his Direct Testimony).  87 

Should an LDC ever rely on service on an interruptible basis to meet the needs of 88 

firm service customers?  89 

A. No.  I don’t think that would be wise at all. In fact, the Office indicated in a response to a 90 

data request (OCS Data Request No. 1.08) that “In Mr. Mierzwa’s opinion, an NGDC 91 

should not rely on an interruptible service” such as the one he suggested serve as an 92 

alternative in his testimony.  I have attached the referenced data request as DEU Exhibit 93 

3.10R. 94 

III. LNG CAPABILITIES 95 

Q. Mr. Vastag claims that the Company would have no direct means to flow gas to 96 

Coalville in order to prevent the outage.  Would an LNG plant prevent an outage 97 

like the one that occurred in Coalville in 2016? 98 

A. No.  The specific problem at issue in the Coalville outage did not result from a supply 99 

shortfall.  What caused the outage in Coalville was an equipment failure on the regulator 100 

station feeding the area.  The reason LNG would not improve this situation is that the 101 

Intermediate High Pressure (IHP) system did not have enough capacity, without this 102 

regulator station, to feed the local needs of the area.  Conversely, if the outage had been 103 

the result of a supply disruption of similar proportion, the proposed LNG plant would 104 

completely resolve the issue. 105 

Q. Why are the outages listed by the Company relevant at all if LNG would not have 106 

remedied any of the scenarios? 107 

A. These examples are relevant because they show that equipment failures or operational 108 

failures do occur, and the associated costs are significant.  If these scenarios occurred at 109 

one of the Company’s major gate stations after the LNG plant is installed and fully 110 

operational, the probability of an extensive outage is significantly reduced. 111 
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Q. Could the proposed LNG facility prevent customer outages in shortfall situations 112 

that were greater than 150,000 Dth/day? 113 

A. Depending on the duration of the shortfall and the amount of linepack in the system at the 114 

onset, it is possible that the LNG facility could prevent outages in shortfall amounts 115 

larger than 150,000 Dth/day. 116 

Q. Is the LNG plant susceptible to equipment failures as well? 117 

A. Equipment failures are potential for any facility.  However, as Mr. Gill discusses in his 118 

testimony, critical vaporization components of the LNG plant will be designed with an 119 

n+1 design such that no single component failure will result in loss of capability.  120 

Furthermore, the equipment failures that caused the customer outages that Mr. Mierzwa 121 

refers to are equipment that preformed for years in a remote area of Utah, before failure.  122 

By contrast, the proposed an LNG plant will be located in the Company’s demand center 123 

and will have defined liquefaction and vaporization seasons, in which turnover will 124 

involve a rigorous inspection of the facility in order to ensure that the plant is ready to 125 

operate when needed most. 126 

IV. COMPARISONS TO OTHER LOCAL DISTRIBUTION COMPANIES (LDCs)
1
 127 

Q. In his direct testimony, Mr. Vastag implies that no outages have occurred due to 128 

recent events.  Therefore, the Company should not plan for these scenarios.  Do you 129 

agree that Mr. Vastag’s suggested approach would be consistent with the 130 

Company’s obligation to operate reliably?   131 

A. No.  The Company is responsible for providing safe and reliable service to firm 132 

customers.  The Company plans and builds the system for future growth and demand.  133 

The System Planning and Analysis department models the distribution system to 134 

determine what size pipes will be required to meet demand growth in order to provide 135 

reliable service to the customers.  The Company’s obligation to provide supply reliability 136 

is subject to the same rigorous modeling and analysis. 137 

                                                 
1 Mr. Mierzwa refers to Local Distribution Companies as Natural Gas Distribution Company.  The more common 

industry term is Local Distribution Company, and I will use that terminology in my testimony. 
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Q. Mr. Vastag argues that using Southwest Gas to support building an LNG plant is 138 

not appropriate due to Southwest’s reliance on a single transportation company 139 

(Lines 104-108).  Does the number of transmission companies interconnecting with 140 

an LDC system affect the reliability of that system?  141 

A. No.  The number of separate pipelines feeding a specific system potentially affects the 142 

reliability of the distribution system, but the number of companies does not.  Therefore 143 

the increase in reliability is not proportional to the amount of “extra” pipelines.  It is also 144 

notable that Tucson is fed by multiple pipelines
2
, and therefore Mr. Vastag’s observation 145 

is not valid.  The upstream pipelines feeding the DEUWI distribution system may not 146 

have sufficient redundancy or capacity to accommodate shifting volumes.  If a similar 147 

disruption occurred on a single major pipeline feeding the Company’s system, it would 148 

be devastating or even catastrophic during cold temperature scenarios. 149 

Q. Mr. Vastag states that using Southwest Gas as an example for this Docket isn’t 150 

appropriate.  Do you agree with his assessment?  151 

A. No.  I believe that using their case as an example is appropriate.  The most notable  152 

difference between the two companies is that if the Company lost gas service to 50,000 153 

customers in its service area, the consequences would be much more severe to its 154 

customers’ due to the colder weather that we experience on the Wasatch Front.  It is not 155 

acceptable for the Company to wait for this scenario to play out before taking action. 156 

Q. Is it true that the Southwest Gas system and Dominion Energy Utah system aren’t 157 

comparable because the DEU system has multiple upstream pipelines and storage 158 

facilities?   159 

A. No.  While the systems are different I disagree that a comparison can’t be drawn for 160 

system reliability planning purposes.  In the case of both utilities, major pipelines feed 161 

large population centers.  If any of the major pipelines that feed the Wasatch Front have 162 

issues during a cold weather day, whether it be an integrity issue or a gas supply issue, 163 

the system is at serious risk of losing service to customers.  On a high sendout day, there 164 

                                                 
2 A map on https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=4090 shows there are a number of separate pipelines 

that feed into the Tucson area. 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=4090
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may not be sufficient gate station, pipeline or distribution system capacity to shift 165 

significant volumes from one upstream pipeline to another.  Moreover, the distribution 166 

system is not designed to accommodate shifting of pressure sources due to Maximum 167 

Allowable Operating Pressure (MAOP) constraints.
3
  That is why an on-system LNG 168 

facility is so important in this discussion. 169 

Q. Mr. Wheelwright points out that “[d]epending on the location and severity of an 170 

earthquake, the time of the year and the demand on the system, the LNG facility 171 

may not be able to provide enough supply.”  Do you agree with Mr. Wheelwright?   172 

A. Not entirely.  It is true that there are certain scenarios that could occur where the 173 

proposed LNG facility would not provide sufficient supply.  This facility is not meant to 174 

create ultimate reliability for all scenarios within the realm of possibility.  It is meant to 175 

provide reliability in the most probable situations when a portion of the upstream supply 176 

is compromised due to outages on portions of the system.  Part of system planning 177 

includes building reliability into the system to ensure the Company has multiple tools to 178 

address supply shortfalls.  Generally the LNG facility would provide reliability for many 179 

scenarios and minimize the extent of affected customers.  Arguing that an on-system 180 

LNG facility may not be able to perform in every conceivable scenario is not a proper 181 

reason to exclude it as a prudent and reliable option.  182 

Q. Mr. Mierzwa states that only 45 percent of companies responded to the AGA survey 183 

that was provided as Exhibit 2.04.  Is this a misunderstanding?   184 

A. I have to assume that it is a misunderstanding or a misstatement.  There were 44 (out of 185 

50) companies that responded to the portion of the survey regarding system reliability.  186 

Of those 44 companies, 20 indicated that they had on-system LNG storage to maintain 187 

system reliability.  This is why the Company concluded that 45% of LDCs have on 188 

system LNG (20/44 = 45%).  A survey of 44 LDCs is a large enough sample size to draw 189 

a statistically significant conclusion.  If we interpreted a blank as a “no” the figure would 190 

be reduced to 40%.  Of all those that were surveyed, 77% possessed some form of on-191 

                                                 
3 The same is not true for the proposed LNG facility, and the Company has conducted the analysis to show this is 

the case up to 150,000 Dth/day. 
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system storage.  Since there aren’t any other viable on-system storage options for DEU, 192 

an on-system LNG facility is an option that appropriately reduces the risks the Company 193 

is working to mitigate. 194 

Q. The Office points out that during recent cold weather events such as the Polar 195 

Vortex of 2014 and the Bomb Cyclone of 2018, no customer outages were reported 196 

and no plans to build LNG facilities resulted (Mierzwa Direct Testimony, lines 239-197 

248).  Does this imply that the Company’s request to build an LNG plant is 198 

unreasonable? 199 

A. No.  Not only do I disagree with this conclusion, and I think that Mr. Mierzwa brings up 200 

a good point.  There were no issues with gas supply for these companies.  Many of these 201 

companies already have on-system LNG plants as shown on DPU Exhibit 2.2.  While the 202 

exhibit labels these LNG plants as “peak shaving” plants, I believe this is a simplification 203 

for the purpose of creating a map.  Many of these plants are used for reliability, as 204 

indicated in the AGA survey (DEU Confidential Exhibit 2.04). 205 

 Additionally, none of the temperatures experienced by major demand centers affected by 206 

these weather events were close to their respective 20 year recurrence interval 207 

temperatures.  I confirmed this by analyzing historical temperatures, attached as DEU 208 

Exhibit 3.11R, as far back as 1892 from one demand center.  The major demand centers I 209 

included in my analysis were Chicago, Milwaukee and Minneapolis for the Polar Vortex 210 

and Atlanta, Columbia, Jacksonville, Philadelphia, Raleigh and Richmond for the Bomb 211 

Cyclone.  All of these locations were well above their 20 year recurrence interval 212 

temperatures. 213 

Q.  In a response to a data request (OCS Data Request No 1.01 Requested by DEU), 214 

The Office indicated that in Mr. Mierzwa’s recollection, several LDCs regularly 215 

include resources above the Design-Day requirements.  What conclusions can be 216 

drawn from the prevalence of this practice? 217 

A. In my opinion, this is evidence that LDCs and Commissions across the United States find 218 

it prudent to build a margin of safety into their supply portfolio for reliability.  The 219 
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Company is not the lone LDC that is attempting to plan contingency into the supply 220 

portfolio.  221 

Q. In Mr. Mierzwa’s testimony, lines 266-286, he indicates that the Company’s entire 222 

supply portfolio is “sourced from locations at significant distances from the DEU 223 

system” and states that this has not caused any issues in the past.  Why does the 224 

Company believe that an on-system solution to provide reliability is so important 225 

when off-system sources have been so effective in the past? 226 

 A.  Aside from minimizing the risks that are listed in DEU Exhibit 2.12 while increasing the 227 

Company’s supply portfolio diversity, most other LDCs already have some form of on-228 

system storage to rely on in adverse scenarios.  In DEU Exhibit 2.04, 77% of responding 229 

LDCs had some form of on-system storage in their supply portfolio (45% of which was 230 

an LNG facility).  Additionally, in a response to a data request (DEU Data Request No. 231 

1.03), the Office supplied a list of capacity resource portfolios, in which, 80% of 232 

companies listed had some form of on-system storage, 42% of which was LNG.  A copy 233 

of this data request response is attached as DEU Exhibit 3.12R.  Of the companies that 234 

had on-system storage, 54% used LNG facilities.  These companies and their customers 235 

are benefitting from having on-system storage at their disposal. 236 

V. OFF-SYSTEM STORAGE 237 

Q. Mr. Holder indicates that Magnum is the “only known large, domal-style salt 238 

structure in the western United States suitable for natural gas storage.”  Does this 239 

mean that there is no equivalent option closer to the Company’s demand center?  240 

A. Yes.  But as Ms. Faust extensively discussed in her Direct and Rebuttal testimonies, this 241 

option is nevertheless off-system and has numerous challenges.  This demonstrates the 242 

futility in conducting another RFP for a strategic facility that needs to be owned and 243 

controlled by the LDC to maximize the benefits of reliability.  Again, this is no different 244 

than the rigorous modeling performed by the Engineering department to properly size the 245 

Company’s facilities, pipes, and interconnecting facilities. 246 
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Q. Mr. Holder believes the location of its facility protects against earthquakes.  Do you 247 

believe that is the case?  248 

A. Not entirely.  I am not aware of an alignment that is immune to the effects of earth 249 

movement.  Magnum’s planned alignment to Goshen will most likely intersect either the 250 

East Tintic Mountain fault or the Long Ridge fault (as shown in Figure 1).  Reviewing 251 

Utah’s fault lines
4 

, there are a number of fault lines located in between the Magnum 252 

facility and either of its options for tying into the Company’s high pressure system.  The 253 

fault lines and folds identified in this map are “the most likely sources of large 254 

earthquakes in the future.”  Id.  While the Magnum facility may be a facility that can 255 

augment supplies from upstream third-party sources in the future, it cannot provide 256 

guarantees against earthquakes.  257 

 258 

Figure 1: Quaternary Faults in Relation to Magnum 259 

                                                 
4 The state of Utah publishes the Quaternary Faults and Fold map at 

https://geology.utah.gov/apps/qfaults/index.html. 

https://geology.utah.gov/apps/qfaults/index.html
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 260 

Q. Can storage be considered “on-system” when more than 60 miles of pipeline, not 261 

owned by the Company, separate the storage from the demand center? 262 

A. Not really.  The distance between Magnum’s proposed storage facility and the customer’s 263 

matters in this designation, regardless of what Mr. Holder believes.  In addition, the 264 

pipeline that will not be owned by the Company and will require equipment (valves, 265 

compressors, cathodic protection, and gate station, etc.) along the way that will be 266 

maintained and operated by Magnum.  This is not remotely similar to a short tap line 267 

(approximately 1 mile in length) from the proposed LNG storage facility that connects 268 

directly to the DEU’s system and is owned and operated by DEU.  269 

Q. Is it possible to install a pipeline with only 60 miles from Magnum’s location to 270 

xxxxxxxxxxxx? 271 

A. No.  The straight line distance from the Magnum facility to xxxxxxxxxxxx is 58 miles.  272 

Such a route, however, is not a viable option, and Magnum would have to account for 273 

changes in geography, economics, and other hurdles to construct a pipeline to Payson.  274 

This in turn would extend the pipeline from Magnum’s facility well beyond 60 miles. 275 

Q. Is it possible to install a pipeline with only 90 miles from Magnum’s location to the 276 

proposed xxxxxxxxxxxx tie-in location? 277 

A. Perhaps.  When the Company estimated the distance, educated assumptions about the 278 

path that the pipeline would need to be installed in were made.  Those assumptions were 279 

based on the geography and existing pipeline alignments.  Magnum did not account for 280 

these factors, as they do not have an engineering design prepared.  281 

Q. Could you please summarize your rebuttal testimony? 282 

A. Yes.  283 

The system analysis provided in support of the proposed LNG facility is thorough and 284 

sufficient.  While the Office claims it is not sufficient, it has failed to point to a 285 

deficiency in what was provided.  286 
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The supply reliability option chosen will not be included in collaborative analysis data 287 

transfers between the Company and DEQP.  288 

The proposed LNG facility is capable of mitigating the most risks posed to our gas 289 

supply of any of the options reviewed.  290 

Most LDCs already have an on-system storage facility that is used to maintain supply 291 

reliability.  292 

The off-system option that Magnum is proposing is exactly that, off-system.  The facility 293 

is exposed to additional risks due to great distance between the demand center and the 294 

storage facility. 295 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 296 

A. Yes.297 



 

 


