
EB-2009-0332
IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, c.O.15, Sch. B;

AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by  Horizon Utilities Corporation for recovery of a Z factor commencing January 1, 2010.

INTERROGATORIES
OF THE


SCHOOL ENERGY COALITION

Application
1. Page 4.  Please advise when the Applicant first became aware that the Subject Customer’s load would likely be changing, and why the changes were not brought to the attention of the Board panel in the EB-2007-0697 proceeding so that they could be included in the load forecast for the Test Year. 

2. Page 6.  Please calculate the overall sufficiency/deficiency of the Applicant for the calendar year 2008 based on actual results, and the calendar year 2009 based on actuals to date plus forecast.

3. Page 7.  Please file, in confidence, copies of the documents and other evidence on which the Applicant based its forecast of the Subject Customer’s plans and resulting load, including in this material information on the name and circumstances of the Subject Customer.
Manager’s Summary
4. Page 5.  Please confirm that the Subject Customer’s actual load for the 2008 Test Year (i.e. calendar 2008) was 832,716 KW, and that represents a reduction of 319,754 KW or $295,325 in distribution revenue relative to the 2006 load, and a reduction of 171,475 KW or $158,374 in distribution revenue relative to the 2007 load.
5. Page 5.  Please provide the Applicant’s current forecast of the actual load it expects from the Subject Customer for each of calendar 2009 and calendar 2010, including actuals to date for 2009.  
6. Page 5.  Please explain why the 148,279 KW reduction in load of the Subject Customer from calendar 2006 to 2007 was not included in the 2008 load forecast for the Large User class.

7. Page 6.  Please confirm that the calculations in Table 2 include the Rate Rider for the revenue shortfall resulting from the delay in the implementation of the EB-2007-0697 rate increase.  Please explain why this was included when the Board, in its rate order dated November 13, 2008, specifically denied the Applicant’s request for a) a variance account, and b) customer specific riders in the Large User class, to capture potential under recovery through the rate rider from the Subject Customer and one other Large User.

8. Page 6.  Please detail all ways in which the variance account requested in this Application differs from the variance account denied by the Board in the EB-2007-0697 Rate Order decision.

9. Page 6.  Please provide actual load for the Subject Customer for each month in 2009 to date.

10. Page 7.  Please confirm the Applicant’s current intention that its next cost of service application will be for the Test Year January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2011.  Please advise why, if that is correct, forecast load shortfalls from the Subject Customer from January 1, 2011 to April 30, 20111 would be included in the proposed Z factor recovery.

11. Page 7.  Please advise why, if the Applicant was aware of this significant impact in the fall of 2008, it did not file a cost of service application for a 2010 Test Year, rather than wait until 2011.

12. Page 9.  If this excerpt from the Notice does not include the entire text of the communication, please file a copy of the full letter with all attachments.
13. Page 11.  Please list, with reference to the most recent cost allocation run, all costs properly applicable to the Subject Customer, and identify which of those costs will change as a result of reduced load from the Subject Customer.
14. Page 11.  Please recalculate the working capital allowance and the bad debt allowance based on each of actuals for calendar 2008 (e.g. deducting working capital related to the Subject Customer), and forecast changes in requirements for 2009 and 2010, and show the impact on revenue requirement for each year of reducing those costs.

15. Page 11.  Please calculate the impact on revenue requirement for each of calendar 2008, 2009 and 2010 of any conservation measures implemented by the Subject Customer since 2006.

16. Page 14.  Please explain why it is appropriate to allocate this cost between classes based on distribution revenues, but within the class it is appropriate to allocate it equally between the customers in the class.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the School Energy Coalition this 8th day of November, 2009
SHIBLEY RIGHTON LLP

Per: ​​​​​​​​​______________________

Jay Shepherd
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