
Threatt, Linnetta

From: Amy Dalporto (talygirI2@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automall@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29,2018 10:48 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number isG-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Companyfalls to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging inself-dealing, and passing unreasonable costsonto captive rate payers to makea lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in NorthCarolina. There Is enough capacityon the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including SouthCarolina, for many years." The same istrue for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensiveenergy efficiency programsfor customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines likethe Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purposeofwhich is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profitfor Piedmonfand Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determinewhether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costsare just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also lookcarefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gasfacility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We requestan independent study
ensuringthis major infrastructure project Is necessaryand worth the cost of ~$250million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny inthis docket, Irequest the NCUC act inthe best interest of North Carolina
customers byasserting their authorityto review contractsbetween the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are Investing. NCUC should also file protests In relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market needfor anynewpipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Amy Dalporto
1428 Kenwood St

Winston Salem, NC 27103

talygirl2@yahoo.com

25



(336) 777-8806
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Sylvester Williams (sly@sndmemoriesphotography.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2018 9:53 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual ReV\evj of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filingto the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred.The Commission should take a hard lookat Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

•*

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existingTransco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for manyyears." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiencyprograms for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profitfor Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determinewhether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gasfacility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independentfrom the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independentstudy
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to reviewthe contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny inthis docket, Irequest the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluatethe market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Sylvester Williams
1431 Gairloch Dr

Fayetteville, NC28304
sly@sndmemoriesphotography.com
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(910) 964-6956
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Jeff Bohan (jejo@bellsouth.net) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2018 9:52 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of GasCosts
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company, Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Dukeand Piedmont
are engaging Inself-dealing,-and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existingTransco pipeline. Infact,
Transco recently made a fillhg with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which Is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communitiesand ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutinyto determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliateself-dealing Is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claimthat the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also ass&rt their authority to review the contracts between Dukeand Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutinyin this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best-interest of North Carolina
customers byasserting their authority to reviewcontracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipelinedockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Jeff Bohan

900TeagueRd

Winston Salem, NC 27107

jejo@bellsouth.net

29



(336) 784-6148
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Cynthia Canaris (cyncanaris@gmall.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automall@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29,2018 9:29 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billionAtlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, .and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for. gas In North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County"need is independent from the AtlanticCoast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of '̂ $250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Canaris
2213 Tomlinson Loop
Connelly Springs, NC28612
cyncanaris@gmail.com
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(740) 972-1808
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Maty Stone {freddyduck@gtnall.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automall@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29,2018 9;04 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number IsG-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In Its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billionAtlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for,gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina PublicService Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline In place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines likethe Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which Is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing Is
involved, as In this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County"need is independent from the AtlanticCoast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines In which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Mary Stone
SOOAudubonDr

Oriental, NC 28571

freddyduck@gmail.com
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(804) 814-3918
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Threatt, Lmnetta

From: Ron Bryant (ronancyb@hughes.net) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2018 7:48 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review ofGas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

We're so disgusted with Piedmont and Duke, corporations clearly with the public's interests not in their real plans.

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Corrimisslon should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
Is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont Itselfand it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing,, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. Thereisenough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco hasthe Infrastructure
and pipeline In place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offercomprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers savemoney on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose ofwhich is notto meet demand or provide lowest cost resources forcustomers, but
rather to make more profitfor Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expenseof already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costsare just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project isnecessary and worth the costof~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding thisfacility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny inthis docket, Irequest the NCUC act inthe best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting theirauthority to review contracts between the utilities theyregulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline thatwould
Impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Ron Bryant

5546 Old Thompson Rd
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Norwood, NC 28128

ronancyb(S)hughes.net
{704)474-9134

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Trad Hamilton (mcnham@gmail.com)Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2018 4:27 AM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review ofGas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC.Utllities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Companyfails to show that its gas costs were
prudently Incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging inself-dealing, and passing unreasonable costsonto captive rate payers to makea lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacityon the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the Infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same istrue for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensiveenergy efficiency programsfor customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose ofwhich is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources forcustomers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expenseof already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costsare just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We requestan independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessaryand worth the cost of ~$250million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authorityto review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in thisdocket, Irequestthe NCUC act in the best interestof North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevantFERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need forany new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Traci Hamilton

6138 Candlewood Dr

Charlotte, NC 28210
mcnham@gmail.com
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(704) 553-8455
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: John Freeze (jfreeze@triad.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automaiI@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, September 28,2018 11:41 PM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Pledmonta€^"s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billionAtlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging In self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUCshould also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

John Freeze

648 Chaney Road
Asheboro, NC 27205

jfreeze@triad.rr.com
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(336)629-2208 '
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Threatt, Lmnetta

From: Crisenda Beck (ukulelecvb@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 11:17 PM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that Its gas costs were
prudently incurred.The Commission should take a hard lookat Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
Is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company, Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engagingIn self-dealing; and passingunreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs Incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas In North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the Infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The sarhe istrue for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmontfails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programsfor customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmontto charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purposeof which is not to meet demand or provide lowestcost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determinewhether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costsare just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing Is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also lookcarefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gasfacility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We requestan Independent study
ensuring this majorinfrastructure project Is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, Irequestthe NCUC act in the best interestof North Carolina
customers by asserting theirauthority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need forany new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Crisenda Beck

9404 Mitchell Glen Dr

Charlotte, NC 2827/
ukulelecvb@gmail.com
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Sue Cole (suelyle@bellsouth.net) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 8:54 PM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub727 for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

•i

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural GasCompany fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should takea hard look at Piedmont's gaspurchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itselfand it's parent company, Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion .Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacityon the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." Thesame istrue for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensiveenergy efficiency programsfor customers, and NCUC
should requireother programs to reduce Piedmont's costsand help customerssave money on their bills.

The Commission should not allowPiedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose ofwhich is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources forcustomers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costsare just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this majorinfrastructure projectis necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authorityto review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny inthis docket, 1request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should alsofile protests in relevantFERC
pipeline dockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need forany new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Sue Cole

5 Brownstone Ln

Greensboro, NC 27410

suelyle@bellsouth.net
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Rebekah Beerbower (beerbowerssls@gmail.com)Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 8:47 PM
To: Statements

Subject: Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727for Piedmonta€™s Annual Review of Gas Costs
proceeding

I

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Companyfails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
Isensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company, Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billion Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing; and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existingTransco pipeline. Infact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public ServiceCommission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for manyyears." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiencyprograms for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not allow Piedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, thesole purpose ofwhich is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutiny to determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipelinetransportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claimthat the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County "need is independent from the AtlanticCoast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regardingthis facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers byasserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipelinedockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Rebekah Beerbower

5513rd StNE

Hickory, NC 28601
beerbowerssls@gmail.com
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(828)310-0635

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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Threatt, Linnetta

From: Andrea Poole (darllnnlkkl2928@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automall@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 8:45 PM
To: Statements

Subject: , Docket Number is G-9, Sub 727 for Piedmonta€^"s Annual Reviewof Gas Costs
• proceeding

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

In its recent filing to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gas costs were
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest cost for its customers. Piedmont itself and it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
of the proposed $6+ billionAtlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmont claims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filingwith the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place to serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for many years." The same is true for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmont fails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programs for customers, and NCUC
should require other programs to reduce Piedmont's costs and help customers save money on their bills.

The Commission should not; allowPiedmont to charge customers for building unnecessary pipelines like the Atlantic
Coast Pipeline, the sole purpose of which is not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
rather to make more profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communitiesand ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission should apply heightened scrutinyto determine whether
rate hikes related to new pipeline transportation costs are just and reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claimthat the new Liquified Natural Gas facility proposed in
Robeson County"need is independent from the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP) supply." We request an Independent study
ensuring this major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the cost of ~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contracts between Duke and Piedmont regardingthis facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higherscrutiny in this docket, I request the NCUC act in the best Interest of North Carolina
customers byasserting their authorityto review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates of these same companies are investing. NCUC should also file protests in relevant FERC
pipelinedockets immediately, demanding that FERC fully evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Andrea Poole

2174 Skyview Dr

Fayetteville, NC 28304
darlinnikki2928@gmail.com
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(910) 816-7004

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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