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ENERGY PROBE RESEARCH FOUNDATION
SUPPLEMENTAL INTERROGATORIES

Interrogatory # 45
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 6

a) Pleaseindicate which of the 2 large vehicleswasreceived in 2008 asindicated in the
response.
Response:

TheIntl. Navistar M odel 4900

b) Wasthe second large vehicle received before the end of 2008?
Response:

Yes

¢c) What isthe actual amount of capital expendituresfor 2008 in account 1930?
Response:

$725,825

Interrogatory # 46
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 7

a) Please confirm that each of the vehicleslisted to bereplaced are fully depreciated
Response:

They arefully depreciated.

b) For each vehiclelisted, please provide the actual resale value if the vehicle was
replaced in 2008.

c) How hastheresalevalue, if any, been accounted for? Please specify the account that
has been used to record thisrevenuein 2008.
Response:

The construction of some feeder linesfrom the Ontario Energy Board-ordered Holland

Junction Station were delayed dueto land issues. The Applicant isfacing significant
carry-over from the 2008 construction costsinto 2009. Due to the 2009 construction
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and maintenance program, the Applicant has a need for all vehicles. Asaresult, the
Applicant believed it was prudent not to dispose of any major vehiclesin 2008.

Interrogatory # 47
Ref: Responseto Energy Probelnterrogatory #9, VECC Interrogatory # 16, Exhibit 3.1.2

a) Pleaseupdatetheresponseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 9 to reflect the actual
December 2008 number of customersfor each class shown.

Response:

Actual numbers of customers by class are as follows:
Residential 24,667
GS<50 2,728
GS>50 377

b) Arethecustomer counts shown in Exhibit 3.1.2 year end figuresor averagesfor the
year?
Response:

The customer counts shown areyear end figures.

c) Pleaseprovidethenumber of residential customersthat was used in the cost allocation
filing that resulted in the weather normalized kWh per customer of 10,158. Wasthis
customer number ayear end number or the average for 20047
Response:

The number of residential customers used in the cost allocation filing was 22,685, and
was based on the actual number at the end of 2004.

d) Pleaseillustrate how the 2008 residential volume of 242,306,934 kWh was calculated
using the various aver age consumption per customer figuresand the number of
customers (year end or average).

Response:
2008 Residential kWh Projection

2007 Yr-End Actual Customers 24,069
2008 Yr-End Projected Customers 24,569
Total 48,638
Average Customers 24,319
Weather Normalized kWh/Customer 10,158
CDM Savings % -1.47%
OPA Savings % -0.44%
Total Savings % -1.91%
Total Savings KWh/Customer -194
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Adjusted Weather Nor malized/Customer 9,964
2008 projected residential KWh 242,306,934

Actual usage by this classfor 2008 was 236,001,322 kWh.

Please note that the applicant feelsthe projected kWh valueisreasonable. Using actual
2008 data, the 5 year average kWh using average customersas a baseis 10,028 and the
actual 2008 kWh / customer is9,684.

5 Year Residential Usage

Avg Res Avg kWh per

Year Cust%mers Actual kwh C%stome?
2004 22,191 220,448,036 9,934
2005 22,902 243,141,981 10,617
2006 23,383 231,442,383 9,898
2007 23,858 239,181,560 10,025
2008 24,368 236,001,322 9,685
116,701 1,170,215,282 10,028

Interrogatory # 48

Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 11 €)

Theresponse provided does not answer the question of whether or not the OEB has
reviewed and/or approved thetotal savings shown. Hastherebeen aformal review by
the OEB of the claimed savings? Hasthe Board approved the estimate of the total
savings shown?

Response:

In keeping with the Provincial Government’s mandateto create a“ culture of
conservation” in the Province of Ontario, the Applicant has encouraged its customersto
partakein thisinitiative. The Applicant hasalso participated in all Ontario Power
Authority (OPA) programs and exceeded the OPA’stargets. Based upon the OPA
targetsfor Newmarket, the Applicant used theresultsto more accurately calculateits
customer usage.

The Applicant has not requested any additional monies from the Ontario Energy Board
(OEB) for lost revenue and ther efore has not requested a formal review by the OEB.

Interrogatory # 49
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 12

The 2007 actual kWh figure shown in thisresponse of 91,102,385 is 211,968 kWh less than the
actual 2007 figure shown in Exhibit 3.1.2 (page 88) of 91,314,353 kWh. Thisdifferenceisthe
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kWh for the USL class.

a) Please explain why the USL related volume of 211,968 kWh is subtracted in the
response to Energy Probe Interrogatory # 12, when it appearsto have already been
removed from the 2007 data.

Response:
Thiswas subtracted in error.

b) What istheimpact on revenues of an increase in the GS < 50 volumes of 211,968 kW ?
Response:

The Distribution Revenue (using 2005 Rates) is $2,982.

¢) Please show the customer numbersor other factorsused to calculate the customer
growth figure of 1,496,402 kWh.

Response:
Actual usage by this classfor 2008 was 90,153,061 kWh.
2008 GS<50 Increase dueto Customer Additions
1 Total 2007 kWh 91,102,385
2 2007 Total Customers (Yr End) 2,599
3  kWh/Customer (1 divided by 2) 35,053
4 2008 Total Customers (Yr End) 2,642
5 Total 2008 kWh @ 2007 Usage (3 multiplied by 4) 92,598,787
Increase due to Customer Additions (5-1) 1,496,402
Interrogatory # 50

Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 13

Please explain why 2005 rates have been used to calculate the revenues. Why wer e 2007 rates
not used?

Response:

The Applicant hasnot had or requested a Distribution Rate change since 2005.

Interrogatory # 51
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 14 g)

a)

Please update the table shown in this responseto reflect actual 2008 figur es.
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b)

Account Name UiOf Aug-07 Aug-08 %.22? 2008 Actual
SSS Administration Charge 4080 (60,231) (62,303) (90,500) (93,814)
Retail Service Revenues 4082 (25,106) (26,321) (36,500) (39,872)
STR Revenues 4084 (960) (1,074) (1,500) (1,384)
Revenue-Rentals 4210 (53,759) (51,395) (68,200) (78,356)
Revenue-Late Payment Charges 4225 | (119,881) | (105,092) | (180,000) (161,260)
Specific Service Charges 4235 | (196,852) | (165,759) | (305,245) (259,475)
Revenue-Sale of Scrap Metals 4325 (17,115) (14,665) (10,000) (10,795)
Gain on Sale of Assets 4355 (10,272) (20,644) (750)
Loss on Sale of Assets 4360
Revenue-Miscellaneous 4390 2,204 (10,274) (20,000) (6,849)
Interest Earned 4405 | (244,388) | (146,382) (42,000) (156,834)
Grand Total Other Revenue (726,360) | (603,909) | (753,945) (809,389)

Therewas an accounting error in theoriginal IR responsein the* Gain on Sale of
Assets’ account for August. Thishas since been corrected.

Doestheinterest earned (US of A account 4405) include theinterest earned and the
interest cost associated with balancesfor deferral, variance and/or regulatory asset
accounts? If yes, please providethe actual 2008 figure broken down into thetwo
components, thefirst being associated with the deferral/variance/regulatory asset
figure and the second associated with all other sour ces of interest.

Response:

No it does not.

Interrogatory # 52
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 23

a) Please explain why rate base should include any net assetsrelated to account 1985
Sentinel Lighting Unitswhen the 2007 Electricity Distribution Rate Handbook
indicated that this account was a non-distribution asset.

b)

Response:

These Lights should not have been included. The impact isareduction in the Rate Base

of $118.75.

For accounts 1840/1845/1855 please explain why the net balance forward is depreciated

over 21 yearswhile the additions appear to be depreciated over 25 years.

Response:

Thisclassisdepreciated over 25 years.
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¢) For account 1850 please explain why the net balance forward is depreciated over 22
year swhile the additions appear to be depreciated over 25 years.
Response:

Please seeresponse for Interrogatory Response #52 b).

d) Pleaseprovide any depreciation studiesthat have been used to justify a depreciation
period of 21 yearsfor accounts 1840/1845/1855 or 22 yearsfor account 1850 instead of
the 25 year s specified in the 2006 EDR Handbook for these accounts.

Response:

These classes are depreciated over 25 years.

e) Please explain the difference between the total depreciate expense shown in the
responseto Interrogatory # 23 of $4,302,881 and the $4,337,658 shown in Exhibit 2.1.7.

Response:
The Table has been updated to reflect actual values.

Avg Years

Asset Account 2008 Data fortheClass Depn Exp
1806 Distribution - Land Rights Forward 0
Less Fully Depreciated 0

Net 0 30 0

Additions 400,000 6,667

Total 2008 Depreciation 6,667
1820 Mun Trans Stn<50kv Forward 7,973,659
Less Fully Depreciated 1,350,000

Net 6,623,659 30 220,789

Additions 981,700 16,362

Total 2008 Depreciation 237,150
1830 Distribution Lineso/h Poles  Forward 11,411,390
Less Fully Depreciated 1,190,000

Net 10,221,390 25 408,856

Additions 1,671,173 33,423

442,279
1835 Distribution Lines o/h Cable Forward 14,200,847

Less Fully Depreciated

Net 14,200,847 25 568,034

Additions 2,068,927 41,379

609,412
1840 Distribution Linesu/g & Forward 33,758,429
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&
1845

1855

1850

1860

1860

1910

1915

1920

1925

Services

Distribution Transformers

Distribution Meters

Smart Meters

Leasehold Improvements

Office Equipment

Computer Equipment

Computer Software

Less Fully Depreciated
Net
Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions
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33,758,429
2,783,587

14,183,937

14,183,937
973,680

6,890,175

6,890,175
401,640

3,590,944

3,590,944
1,696,019

419,236
175,000

244,236
58,000

275,235
88,000

187,235
5,000

652,493
475,000

177,493
17,900

1,138,804
125,000
1,013,804
91,500

25

25

25

15

10

1,350,337
55,672

1,406,009

567,357

19,474

586,831

275,607

8,033

283,640

239,396

56,534

295,930

48,847

5,800

54,647

18,723
250

18,973

35,499
1,790

37,289

202,761

9,150

211,911




1930

1935

1940

1945

1980

1985

1995

Rolling Stock & Equip.

Stores Warehouse
Equipment

Misc. Tools & Equip.

Measurement & Test
Equipment

System Supervisory
Equipment

Sentinel Lighting Units

Contributed Capital

Total Depreciation Expense

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

Forward

Less Fully Depreciated
Net

Additions

2,942,172
1,260,000

1,682,172
843,080

142,099
65,000

77,099

419,726
210,000

209,726
64,000

102,535
44,000

58,535
26,600

739,035
70,000

669,035
20,000

13,085
11,000

2,085

(13,902,242)

(13,902,242)
(2,137,082)

10

10

10

15

10

25

240,310

60,220

300,530

7,710

7,710

20,973

3,200

24,173

5,854

1,330

7,184

44,602
667

45,269

209

209

(556,090)

(42,742)

(598,831)

3,976,981

The difference between the estimated depreciation using Appendix B of the EDRH and the
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depreciation in the applicant’s filing is the result of a depreciation review completed by the
applicant in 2006.

Thereview found that certain assets were being under amortized between 1983 and 1990. Asa
result, the applicant adjusted the depreciation ratesto those contained in EDRH Appendix B to
better reflect their life expectancy and consistency in regulatory treatment. Thedifferencewill
reducetozeroin 2011

The applicant believes the difference is a legitimate depreciation expense and as such, has
included it in theratefiling.

Interrogatory # 53
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 8

a) Please confirm that the OM & A component of the wor king funds allowance for 2008 of
$5,747,977 includes $5,483,028 for OM & A costs and $264,949 for property and capital
taxes.

Response:

The Applicant confirmsthat the above statement is correct.

b) Were property and capital taxesincluded in the controllable expenses used for
calculating the allowance for working fundsin the 2006 EDR model?
Response:
The Applicant did not apply for a rate change through the 2006 EDR model.

c) Please confirm that the OM & A expense of $5,483,028 includes $338,937 of re-allocated
depreciation expense.
Response:
This statement isincorrect. The above mentioned valueis charged to Vehicle burden
accounts and then reallocated to direct accounts based on Vehicle hour rates, and

material storesburden rates. These accounts can be OM& A or Capital.

Interrogatory # 54
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 25

Please confirm that the Holding Company isnot a regulated entity.
Response:

Please describe “ Regulated Entity” asit isdefined by Energy Probe. Based on the
Applicant’ s definition, the holding company isnot aregulated entity.
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Interrogatory # 55
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 29

The applicant indicates that thetotal project costs associated with the 2008 ratesrebasing
application to be $60,000. The applicant also indicated that it budgeted $25,000 in 2008 for
this process.

Given that the baserates established for 2008 will be used to set ratesfor 2009, 2010 and 2011
under the IRM mechanism, does Newmarket — Tay believe that the cost of $60,000 should be
amortized over four years (i.e. $15,000 per year)? If not, please explain why not.

Response:

The Applicant agreeswith the four-year amortization period, however, as
demonstrated in theinitial submission and subsequent response to Energy Probe’ sfirst
round of interrogatories, the Applicant is of the opinion that the costs of this
proceeding will significantly exceed both the $25,000 and subsequent $60,000 figures.
Should actual costs exceed the $60,000, the Applicant requests a deferral account for
recovery of these funds.

Interrogatory # 56
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 30

Newmarket — Tay forecast an increasein property tax of 11.6% in 2008 as compar ed to the
2007 level.

a) Please explain what thedriversarein thisincrease of more than $12,000.
Response:

The Ontario Energy Board ordered the construction of the Holland Junction Station.
The Applicant wasrequired to purchase land and land rightsin King Township to
facilitate thissite. Asaresult, the Applicant will be incurring additional property
taxes. Thefull incremental expenses are not known at thistime, due to timing of the
purchase of property, however, the Applicant believesthat itsoriginal estimateislow
by $1,500 to $2,000 per year.

b) Please providethe actual 2008 property taxes.
Response:

$117,737

Interrogatory # 57
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 31 c)

Energy Probe | Rs of Newmarket-Tay Power 11



a) Please explain wherethe $3,701,699 figur e comes from sinceit isdifferent than the
$3,720,133 figure shown in the calculation of the CCA for 2008 at page 124 of the
evidence.

Response:

Through the Interrogatory process, the Applicant realized the tax calculation
contained two minor errors:
1) The Applicant assumed a half-year rulefor thefull year of 2007 additions,
wherein actuality there was a year-end on April 30, 2007 for the merger with
Tay Hydro. The Applicant then used actual data for thelR, and
2) TheApplicant had recorded class 47 assetsin Class 1 in 2006.

b) Please explain how the figure of $72,910 was calculated.
c) Pleasereview thefollowing calculation and provide any feedback asto why the
calculation isnot a correct response to I nterrogatory #31 c):

UCC at start of year 5,693,312

Net cost of additions 7,143,625

Adjustment for additions (3,571,813)
Base amount for CCA 9,265,124
CCA for theyear (8%) 741,210
CCA claimed 655,727
Difference 85,483
Response:

Asnoted in theinterrogatories, the method of calculation has been prepared by the
Applicant’sauditors, from deregulation to 2004, when the Applicant prepared the tax
return. Thismethod has also been audited and accepted by the Ministry of Finance
auditors.

If the Applicant usesthe method asrequested, the results are asfollows:

UCC Start 2008 8,614,242
Net Cost as listed in Energy Probe IR 31a) 7,143,625
Adjustment for additions as listed in Energy Probe IR 31a)  -3,571,813
Base amount UCC 12,186,054
CCA on IR asrequested 974,884
CCA Claimed on IR 901,974
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Difference 72,910

The Applicant’s calculation is asfollows:

UCC Start $8,614,242.
Net addition $7,457,944
Adjustment -$3,728,972
Tota UCC $12,343,214
CCA at 8 percent $ 987,457
CCA on 2008 proxy return $901,974
Difference $85,483

It should be noted that this change cannot be taken in isolation. Therewould be a
cumulative effect on UCC balances from thefirst date of filing a PIL return if the
Applicant wereto changeits CCA calculation method to match IR’s.

Interrogatory # 58
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 33 d
Response:

The Applicant’stax practiceisto capitalize these amounts and use a 30 per cent
declining balance. The client hasleft these amountsin classten. The CCA ratesfor
class 10 are the same at 30 percent.

Softwar e - Class 10 2006 2007
Rate 30 per cent declining balance

2006 Additions $321,695.00

2006 CCA $48,254.25
2006 EndingUCC  $273,440.75

Ener gy Probe |Rs of Newmarket-Tay Power 13



2007 Opening $273,440.75

2007 Additions $193,978.80
2007 CCA $111,129.05
2007 Ending UCC $356,290.51
2008 Opening $356,290.51
2008 Additions $91,500.00
2008 CCA $120,612.15

2008 EndingUCC  $327,178.35

a) Please confirm that if the softwar e expenditures had been put in CCA Class 12 for
2006, 2007 and 2008, the CCA claim for 2008 would be $142,740. If thiscannot be
confirmed, please provide the calculationsthat result in a different 2008 CCA claim
under the assumption that these additions wer e put into Class 12 in each of 2006, 2007
and 2008.

Response:

If placed using class 12 the resultswould be as follows:

Softwar e — Class 12 2006 2007
Rate 100 Per cent Declining Balance

2006 Additions $321,695.00
2006 CCA $345,822.13
2006 Ending UCC $24,127.13
2007 Opening $24,127.13
2007 Additions $193,978.80
2007 CCA $121,116.53
2007 Ending UCC $96,989.40
2008 Opening $96,989.40
2008 Additions $91,500.00
2008 CCA $142,739.40

2008 Ending UCC $45,750.00

b) Please provide alisting of the softwar e capital expendituresfor each of 2007 and 2008
and into the components and show for each item whether it isconsidered systems
software or applications software. Please indicate how each component meetsthe
definition of “ systems software”.

Response:

Please define application softwar e and system software.

Additions 2007
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Financial System Software $ 124,228 Application software
Including training support and
customization

File Nexus System Software $ 31,722 Application software
Document storage and retrieval

Operational database for system

engineering $ 32460 Application software
Immaterial amounts $ 5,568

Total $ 193,978

Additions 2008

Financial System Software $ 25,085 Application software
Including training support and

customization

Interactive Voice Response Software $ 20,250 Application software
Immaterial amounts $ 964

Total $ 46,299

c) Please confirm that system softwar e acquired after March 22, 2004 and before March
19, 2007 should berecorded in Class 45, with a CCA rate of 45%.
Response:
Please define application softwar e and system software.

d) Please confirm that system software acquired after March 18, 2007 should be recor ded
in Class 50, with a CCA rate of 55%.
Response:

Please define application softwar e and system software

Interrogatory # 59
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 34
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Revenue Canada defines data networ k infrastructure equipment to be recorded in CCA Class
46 as equipment that supports advanced telecommunication applicationsincluding assets such
as switches, multiplexers, routers, hubs, modems and domain name serversthat are used to
control, transfer, modulate and direct data. Similarly, assetsto berecorded in CCA Classes
45 and 50 ar e defined as general purpose computer equipment and systems softwarethat is
not used principally as electronic process control, communication control, or monitor
equipment, and the systems softwar erelated to such equipment, and data handling equipment
that isnot ancillary to general purpose computer equipment.

a) Pleaseprovideallisting of the computer equipment capital expendituresfor each of
2006, 2007 and 2008 into the components and show for each item whether it is
consider ed network infrastructure equipment or general purpose computer equipment

based on the definitions provided above.

Response:

Additions 2006

New Domain Controller $ 58,778.20 Data Network Infrastructure
Billing Server $ 43,730.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Network printers $ 4,329.37 Data Network Infrastructure
Router $ 48381 Data Network Infrastructure
Network Computers $ 12,071.59 Data Network Infrastructure
UPS $ 16,124.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Immaterial Amounts $ 1,416.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Total $136,932.97
Additions 2007
Financial Systems Server $ 27,437.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Enlarge Sequel Server $ 6,301.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Router $ 985.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Tape drive and Back UP
System $ 3,459.12 Data Network Infrastructure
UPS $ 5,639.30 Data Network Infrastructure
Network computers $ 18,548.40 Data Network Infrastructure
T1 phone Hub $ 1,300.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Printer $ 2,162.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Immaterial Amounts $ 779.00
Total $ 66,610.82
Additions Actual 2008
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Exchange Mail Server $ 21,350.00 Data Network Infrastructure
New Interactive Voice

Response Server $ 23,013.60 Data Network Infrastructure
Routers $ 1,925.00 Data Network Infrastructure
Network Computers $ 24,026.96 Data Network Infrastructure
Total $ 70,315.56

b) Please confirm that general purpose computer equipment acquired after March 22,
2004 and before March 19, 2007 should be recorded in Class 45, with a CCA rate of
45%.

Response:

Please define General Purpose Computer Equipment

¢) Please confirm that general purpose computer equipment acquired after March 18,
2007 should berecorded in Class 50, with a CCA rate of 55%.
Response:

Please define General Purpose Computer Equipment

Interrogatory # 60
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 36

a) Theoriginal application proposed to settle the outstanding account balances as of April
30, 2008. Given that ratesare not likely to beimplemented until May 1, 2009 at the
earliest, does Newmar ket — Tay now propose to settle the projected outstanding
balances as of April 30, 2009? If not, why not?

Response:

The Applicant confirmsthat the Deferral Account Balances Recovery Rate will be
adjusted to reflect amore current balances and recovery term, once these are known.
The Applicant, as stated before, would like to provide overall rate stability toit’s
customersin these uncertain times.

b) Please providethe actual balances asof April 30, 2008 if they are different from that
shown in Exhibit 5.
Response:

The Deferral Account balancestotal $2,729,181 vs. $2,604,905 projected in the
submission.
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c) Pleasecalculatethe DA ratethat would berequired over the period May 1, 2009
through April 30, 2012 (i.e. athreeyear IRM plan term), taking into account the actual
April 30, 2008 balance, and therecovery from therider currently in placethat is
described as collecting at an accelerated pace.

Response:

Actual Balance to Recover asat Apr 30, 2008 2,729,181
Estimated Deferral Account Recovered May 1,

2008 to Apr 31, 2009 at existing rate (1,250,000)
Projected Balance Apr 30, 2009 1,479,181
Annual recovery required 739,591

Thefollowing revised rates would be adequate to collect this balance over the
remaining 2 years.

Unit Revised Rate
Residential kWh 0.0010
GS<50 kWh 0.0010
USL kWh 0.0010
GS>50 kW 0.4470
Sentinel Lights kW 0.3008
Street Lights kW 0.1969

Interrogatory # 61
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 37

IsNewmarket — Tay awar e of any 2008 rate rebasing Decisions wher e the Board approved a
short term debt component of 1.3% as opposed to 4.0% of rate base? If yes, please provide a
copy of therelevant Decision(s).

Response:

In the Report of the Board on Cost of Capital and 2nd Generation I ncentive
Regulation for Ontario’s Electricity Distributorsthereisa 3-year implementation plan
indicated in Section 3.1 Term and Starting Base. The Applicant assumed that this
phaseisapplied to all components of the change.

Interrogatory # 62
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Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 40

Under the Specific Service Chargesthere are no charges shown for accessto power polesor
polerentals. Please confirm that Newmarket — Tay does not receive any revenue associated
with polerentals.

Response:

The Applicant doesreceive revenue from Pole Rental. Theserevenueswereincluded
in Account 4210 — Rent From Electric Property, asdescribed in the US of A.

Interrogatory # 63
Ref: Responseto Energy Probe Interrogatory # 44

The Ontario Energy Board’s Decision and Order on Cost Awardsin the EB-2007-0063 Smart
Meter s proceeding, issued December 13, 2007, ordered Newmarket Hydro Limited to
immediately pay Energy Probe $227.65, and ordered Tay Hydro Electric Distribution Co. Inc.
toimmediately pay Energy Probe $22.99.

Please provide the dates that these payments wereissued and the datesthat they were
deposited by Energy Probe.
Response:

An omission occurred dueto thevaried form of invoicing in this proceeding.

Remittance with interest of the outstanding amounts has been made. The Applicant
appr eciates the dunning notice.
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