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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH

APPLICATION OF ENBRIDGE GAS UTAH

TO AMORTIZE THE CONSERVATION Docket No. 26-057-09
ENABLING TARIFF BALANCING
ACCOUNT REPLY COMMENTS

Pursuant to the Scheduling Order and Notice of Virtual Hearing issued on May 12, 2026 in
the above-referenced docket, Questar Gas Company dba Enbridge Gas Utah (“Enbridge Gas” or
“Company”) respectfully submits these Reply Comments.

On May 1, 2026 the Company filed an Application with the Public Service Commission of
Utah (“Commission”) requesting approval to adjust the Conservation Enabling Tariff (“CET”)
amortization rate to amortize the CET balancing account. On May 18, 2026, the Utah Division of
Public Utilities (“Division”) submitted its Initial Comments. The Company respectfully offers these
Reply Comments in response to matters discussed by the Division.

The Company appreciates the Division’s review of this matter and its recommendation that
the proposed CET amortization rates be approved. However, the Company offers clarification of
some issues raised by the Division.

First, the Division erroneously suggests that the weather normalization calculation should

eliminate the variability in actual customer usage as compared to the Company’s forecast. In Page
1


mailto:Jenniffer.Clark@enbridge.com

4 of its Initial Comments, the Division says, “The CET account volatility is likely due to a
combination of the inconsistencies between the Company’s estimation of expected customer usage
and actual usage.” The Division goes on to say, “It is still unclear to the Division why the weather
normalization calculation is not accounting for lower volumes as it has in the past. If these highly
variable weather conditions continue, the CET program may need to be reformulated to better
address those conditions.” It is important to clarify that the Company’s weather normalization
calculation is not meant to account for, or act as a true-up of, customers’ actual usage as compared
to the Company’s forecast. Rather, it is a customer-level adjustment intended to compensate for
usage variance attributable to the gap between actual and normal heating degree days (“HDD”).
Weather normalization is a tool used to temper revenue variance, but it does not remove
variance altogether, particularly when weather (and customer usage) can vary considerably within
a billing period. The calculation is based upon a simple average of a customer’s billing period usage
per HDD, but this simple average cannot completely compensate for large HDD fluctuations during
the billing period that drastically change the customers’ usage. Further, this average is recalculated
every billing period for every customer and varies from period to period, year over year. When
temperatures are more erratic, more variability in weather normalization occurs, and results may
vary considerably from prior periods when the temperatures were more stable. They may also vary
from the test period forecast that is based on long-run consumption behavior over many periods of
more stable winter temperatures. The weather normalization adjustment works in tandem with the
CET to reduce the magnitude of the variance and to ensure that the Company collects only the
revenue, and resulting return, that the Commission has approved.
The Company also disagrees with the Division’s assertion that the CET program may need
reformulation to better address revenue variance. The CET is functioning exactly as intended. It
stabilizes the amount the Company collects from customers through the amortization mechanism.
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As the Division notes, at page 3 of its Initial Comments, “[t]he CET is a mechanism designed to
ensure the Company only collects from GS customers the Commission-authorized revenue per
customer.” The CET accomplishes this goal. Though temperature swings and variance in customer
usage occur, the CET provides a mechanism to true-up revenue collection to account for that
volatility, and it does so successfully. In the instant case, the CET balancing account has a higher
uncollected balance because of unusual warm spells during recent winter months. It has, in the past,
been over-collected due to unexpectedly cold weather and higher usage. In each instance, the CET
effectively adjusts customers’ rates to ensure that the Company has the opportunity to collect
enough revenue to achieve its approved return, no more. Indeed, the CET insulates both the
Company and customers from these uncertainties. High balances in the CET balancing account
simply reflect higher variance in usage that weather normalization cannot completely remove. The
CET amortization mechanism provides a means for addressing revenue collection in the face of that
uncertainty. The CET has not failed to address differences in expected weather and usage. To the
contrary, it provides a mechanism to address them.

The Division’s Chart 2 (DPU Exhibit 5) on page 5 contains inaccurate data and requires
correction. The Division states, “Chart 2 shows the previous rate and proposed rate from the
previous CET filing and adds the actual account balance to show the volatility in the account after
the last rate adjustment. The account balance has not performed as anticipated, with a large change
from under-collected to over-collected during a period of warmer than normal weather and lower
than forecast volume usage.”

The legend labeled “Proposed Rate” in Chart 2 is incorrect and should instead read
“Expected Amortization Balance.” This line represents what was established in the prior docket
and shows how the amortization balance is expected over the test period. Nothing in Chart 2 reflects

what the Company is proposing.



The legend labeled “Current Rate” is not applicable since it is using amortization rates that
became effective in 2024 and not effective in October 2025. The “ACTUAL” line reflects the total
monthly CET balance, which is not directly comparable to the amortization balance because it
represents only one component of the overall calculation. Therefore, the black line does not just
include the amortization of a historical balance.

The chart below shows a comparison of the expected amortization balance (grey) from
Docket No. 25-057-15 to the actual monthly amortization balance (green). This chart shows the
effect of just the amortization rates from October 2025 through March 2026. The actual
amortization was $643,188 lower than projected at the end of March 2026. The CET Amortization

is functioning as intended and has returned less to customers over the period of October 2025 to

March 2026 due to the warmer than normal weather.
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Finally, on Page 5 of its Initial Comments, the Division states, “The Company has not
provided a clear explanation or supporting information to account for the volatility in the CET in

recent years. If the Division notices the amortization rate falling out of the expected amortization



forecast and determines there is active concern for the account to reasonably achieve the expected
amortization, it may request the Company make an additional filing to adjust the rate.” The
Company disagrees and offers the explanation shown in the Application in this docket, as well as
these Reply Comments. The Company further indicates that it has met, and will continue to meet,
with the Division representatives to review calculations of the CET, and remains committed to
continued engagement with the Division to ensure transparency. The Company’s filing timing is
consistent with Tariff Section 2.08 and reflects a balance between maintaining rate stability and
minimizing regulatory burden. More frequent filings in response to short-term volatility could
increase rate volatility for customers without improving long-term alignment.

Enbridge Gas Utah appreciates the Division’s diligent and thorough review of the
amortization of the Conservation Enabling Tariff balance and acknowledges the Division’s efforts
to ensure that the rates and associated calculations are just, reasonable, and in the public interest.

Accordingly, the Company respectfully submits these reply comments in support of the
Division’s recommendation for the proposed CET amortization rates to be approved.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 20th day of May, 2026.

ENBRIDGE GAS UTAH
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Jenniffer Nelson Clark
Attorney for Enbridge Gas Utah




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of the Reply Comments was served upon

the following persons by e-mail on May 20, 2026:

Patricia E. Schmid

Patrick Grecu

Assistant Attorneys General
160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 140857

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-0857
pschmid@agutah.gov
pgrecu@agutah.gov

Public Utilities

Robert J. Moore

Assistant Attorney General

160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 140857

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-0857
rmoore(@agutah.gov

the Office of Consumer Services

Chris Parker

Brenda Salter

Utah Division of Public Utilities

160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 146751

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-6751
chrisparker@utah.gov

bsalter@utah.gov Counsel for the Division of

Michele Beck

Director

Office of Consumer Services

160 East 300 South

P.O. Box 146782

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6782 Counsel for
mbeck@utah.gov
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