
Threatt, Linnetta

From: Susan Redding {redding47@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 9:16 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 falls 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 (AGP). 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 custorriers 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
ensuringthis major infrastructure project is necessaryand 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.

Inaddition to applying higher scrutiny in this docket, 1request the NCUC act in the best interest of North Carolina
customers byassertingtheir authority to reviewcontracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines inwhich 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,

Susan Redding

601S Elm St

Greenville, NC 27858
redding47@aol.com



(252) 758-7292

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



Threatt Linnetta

From: Donna Juselis (yellowminI@triad.rr.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 9:22 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 itsgas 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, area 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 forgas in North Carolina. There is enough capacity onthe existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with theSouth Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in place toserve 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 theexpense ofalready vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, theCommission 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 ~S250 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, 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 evaluate the market need for any new pipeline that would
impact their state's ratepayers.

Sincerely,

Donna Juselis

8054 Dennis Rd

Walnut Cove, NC 27052
yellowmini@triad.rr.com



(336) 402-2870

This message wassent byKnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalfof the individual noted inthe sender
information.



Threatt Linnetta

From: Vivian Lord (vlord02@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 9;55 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
prudentlyincurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont'sgas 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-deaiing, and passing unreasonable costs onto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profitfor 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. Infact,
Transco recently made a filing with the South Carolina Public Service Commission stating "Transco has the infrastructure
and pipeline in placeto serve the Southeast, including South Carolina, for manyyears." The same istrue 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 profit for Piedmont and Duke Energy shareholders at the expense of already vulnerable
communities and ratepayers. Furthermore, the Commission shouldapply 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 shouldalso look carefully at Piedmont'sclaim 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 major infrastructure project is necessary and worth the costof~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission shouldalso 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, 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 ofthese 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,

Vivian Lord

8335 McCarron way

Charlotte, NC 28215
vlord02(a)gmaii.com



(704) 796-0539

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf ofthe individual noted in thesender
information.



Threatt Linnetta

From: Julia Martinelli (jdmartinelIi222@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Monday, October 1,2018 3:02 PM
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 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 (AGP). The Commission should be concerned that Duke and Piedmont
are engaging in self-dealing, and passing unreasonable costsonto captive rate payers to make a lucrative profit for Duke
shareholders.

Piedmontclaims it's gas costs incurred are "prudent", howeverthe 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 madea 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." Thesame istrue for North
Carolina. Simultaneously, Piedmontfails to offer comprehensive energy efficiency programsfor customers, and NCUC
should require other programsto reduce Piedmont'scosts 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 notto 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 determinewhether
rate hikes related to newpipeline 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 is necessary and worth the cost of~$250 million to ratepayers. The
Commission should also assert their authority to review the contractsbetween Duke and Piedmont regarding this facility
and the relationship with the proposed ACP.

In addition to applying higher scrutiny In this docket, Irequest the NCUC act in the bestinterest of North Carolina
customers by asserting their authority to review contracts between the utilities they regulate and the proposed gas
pipelines in which affiliates ofthese 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,

Julia Martinelli

8918 Landing Dr SW
Sunset Beach, NC28468
jdmartinelli222@yahoo.com



(910) 579-4445

This message wassent byKnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalfof the individual noted in the sender
information.



Threatt Unnetta

From: Debra George (yogamom14@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 3:52 PM
To: Statements

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

Dear North Carolina Utilities Commission,

Please help usrespect Piedmont Natural Gas and demonstrate corporate and basic human integrity not selfish, greedy
polluters!'

In its recentfiling to the NC Utilities Commission, Piedmont Natural Gas Company fails to show that its gascostswere
prudently incurred. The Commission should take a hard look at Piedmont's gas purchasing practices to make sure that it
is ensuring the lowest costfor itscustomers. Piedmont itselfand it's parent company. Duke Energy, are a primary owner
ofthe 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'sgascosts incurred are "prudent", however the ACP and the proposed Piedmont Pipeline, are not
needed to meet demand for gas in North Carolina. There isenough capacity on the existing Transco pipeline. In fact,
Transco recently made a filing with theSouth 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 forNorth
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 not to meet demand or provide lowest cost resources for customers, but
ratherto 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 arejustand reasonable, especially when affiliate self-dealing is
involved, as in this case.

The Commission should also look carefully at Piedmont's claim that the newLiquified 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, Irequest the NCUC act in the best interest ofNorth 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,

Debra George



3222 Idlewood Cir

Charlotte, NC 28209
YOgamoml4(S)aol.com
(704) 763-2193

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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