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Question # 1

Ref: Exhibit C.2 & Report of the Board on 3rd Generation Incentive Regulation for Ontario's Electricity Distributors dated July 14, 2008

The response provided in Tab C, Interrogatory 2 indicates that Hydro Ottawa is not able to provide normalized revenues or normalized income for historical and bridge years.  

In the Report of the Board on 3rd Generation Incentive Regulation for Ontario's Electricity Distributors the Board included an off-ramp mechanism with an annual ROE dead band of +/- 300 basis points.  The Board further required distributors to make a report to the Board no later than 60 days after the company's receipt of its annual audited financial statements, in the event that the distributor falls short of or exceeds its ROE by 300 basis points.

a) Would Hydro Ottawa calculate the ROE on historical data based on actual earnings or weather normalized actuals?

b) If the response to (a) is based on actual earnings, does Hydro Ottawa agree that an off-ramp could be triggered by the impact of weather, either below or above the 300 basis point dead band?

Question # 2

Ref: Exhibits C.5 & C.6

a) Table 1 of the response to C.5 shows a consistent and significant increase in the cost of services provided to Hydro Ottawa Holding Inc. in 2009 from previous years.  Please explain these increases.

b) Table 1 of the response to C.6 shows a consistent and significant increase in the cost of services received from Hydro Ottawa Holding Inc. in 2009 from previous years.  Please explain these increases.

b) The response to C.6 indicates that the 2011 SLA's are prepared in the fall of 2010, therefore the 2010 values were carried forward for 2011 forecasting purposes, in the absence of any information to the contrary.  However, the 2011 figures provided are $115,200 or 2.4% higher than 2010 figures.  Please explain.

Question 3

Ref: Exhibit A2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 9

Please confirm that Hydro Ottawa has not included any settlement costs for late payment charges in the test year revenue requirement.

Question 4

Ref: Exhibit C.10

The figures in brackets in Table 1 are supposed to indicate additional vehicles.  However, in both cases they additional vehicles appear to be replacing existing vehicles.  Please explain.

Question 4

Ref: Exhibit C.14

Please provide the calculations requested in part (b) of the interrogatory.  

Question 5

Ref: Exhibit C.18 & Exhibit C1, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 17

Please explain the difference in the levels shown for GDP, RPI and non-manufacturing employment between the two evidence in the two references given.  for example, the response to Exhibit C.18 shows GDP in 2009 of 45,427, while the original evidence in Table 17 of Exhibit C1, Tab 1, Schedule 1 shows a value of 545,129.

Question 6

Ref: Exhibit C.27

What is the dollar impact to Hydro Ottawa of a once percentage point change in economic increases in compensation at the Holding Company?

Question 7

Ref: Exhibit C.28

Please explain why any of the Holding Company compensation costs should be allocated to Hydro Ottawa?

Question 8

Ref: Exhibit B.19

The response indicates that the forecast has been updated to include actuals to July 2010.  Does this mean that the equations have been estimated using the additional historical data through July 2010 or that the forecast values have been replaced with actual values through July 2010?

Question 9

Ref: Exhibit C.37

Please show how the $69,000 revenue requirement reduction indicated in part (c) has been calculated.

Question 10

Ref: Exhibit C.38

Part (c) of the response indicates that a reduction of over $800,000 in the revenue requirement calculation to service debt costs would clearly have financial impacts.

Please explain how the reduction in $800,000 in interest costs on debt that does not exist has a negative impact on the return on equity.

Question 11

Ref: Exhibit E1, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Grid Promissory Note

What is the date of the agreement for the Grid Promissory Note?

Question 12

Ref: Exhibit C.39

In part (d) of the response the administrative fee is justified based on the expertise for this function residing in the Holding Company.  A number of costs that the administrative fee is to cover are listed. Please confirm that none of the costs noted are recovered directly or indirectly from Hydro Ottawa other than through the administrative fee.

Question 13

Ref: Exhibit D.12

The response indicates that the estimated ROE for 2009 is 10.7% as compared to the 8.57% built into rates for the year.  Please provide the estimated dollar amount of the difference between the 10.7% estimated earnings and the 8.57% allowed return.

Question 14

Ref: Exhibit D.17

a) The response to several parts of the interrogatory indicate that the projections did not take into account the anticipated impact of the Government’s Conservation and Demand Management (“CDM”) targets.  What would be impact on the proposed projects and expenditures (amount and timing) if these targets were taken into account?  Please explain.

b) What portion of the total load of Hydro Ottawa does the 13 kV system in the east-end of the City of Ottawa represent?

c) What portion of the total load of Hydro Ottawa does the 28 kV system in the south-end of the City of Ottawa represent?

d) What portion of the total load of Hydro Ottawa does the 28 kV system in the west-end of the City of Ottawa represent?

Question 15

Ref: Exhibit D.20

a) The response to part (d) indicates that the OM&A has not been adjusted for the introduction of the HST.  Please explain why no adjustment has been made.

b) Has Hydro Ottawa made any adjustment to its total OM&A forecasts for 2010 or 2011 to reflect the elimination of the provincial sales tax as of July 1, 2010?

c) What was the amount of provincial sales tax included in the total OM&A expenditures for each of 2007 through 2009?

Question 17

Ref: Exhibit D.25

a) Please explain the determination of the discount rate of 5.28% that was used.

b) Please provide the NPV calculation for Options 1 and 4 using the after-tax cost of capital based on Hydro Ottawa's proposed capital structure and cost rates for the 2011 test year.

c) How has Hydro Ottawa taken into account the projected loss of $10.6 million associated with the Merivale and Bank street properties in the NPV calculations?

d) Please show the derivation of the $23.7 million for the sale of the redundant buildings used in the NPV calculation in Option 4.

Question 18

Ref: Exhibit C.15 and Exhibit D.33

a) Please explain how the reduction of $3 million in the 2011 capital expenditures related to the removal of the provincial sales tax now appears to incorporate the impact of the saving for the half year in 2010.  Is Hydro Ottawa saying that $1 million of the $3 million reduction in 2011 is actually the $1 million included in the 2010 capital expenditure forecast?  If yes, please explain where in the detailed 2011 capital expenditures shown in Exhibit B4, Tab 4, Schedule 1 this carryover reduction from 2010 is reflected.

b) The response to the VECC interrogatory provides the PST paid on capital expenditures in 2007 through 2009.  Please provide the total capital expenditures for each of these years.  Is the PST based on the total capital expenditures including expenditures that are not closed to rate base but put into CIP at year end?  Also, are the capital expenditure amounts net of the contributions and grants?

Question 19

Ref: Exhibit B3, Tab 2, Schedule 

The questions below are based on the 2009 figures in the referenced tables.

a) Please confirm that the expense lead of 32.65 days for payments to the IESO shown in Table 11 reflect a service period of 15.25 days with payment being made to the IESO, on average, 17.4 days into the following month (32.65 less 15.25).  If this cannot be confirmed, please advise the average payment date for power purchased in the previous month.

b) Please confirm that the GST expense lead associated with the cost of power paid to the IESO of 42.92 days shown in Table 18 reflects payment of the GST on average 17.4 days into the month where the invoice is received and receiving credit for the payment at the end of the following month.  If this cannot be confirmed, please explain how the GST expense lead associated with the cost of power paid to the IESO is determined on a theoretical basis.

Question 20

Ref: Exhibit B3, Tab 2, Schedule 1 & Exhibit C.14, part (u)

The response to pat (u) of Exhibit C.14 indicates that the "GST revenue lag is the number of days between when GST is remitted to the Canada Revenue Agency, and when the GST is actually collected from a customer."

a) Is the GST remitted to the Canada Revenue Agency based on when the GST is collected from a customer or when the customer is invoiced?

b) If a customer is invoiced in a specific month, is the GST then remitted to Revenue Canada at the end of the following month?  For example, for all invoices produced in the month of July, is the associated GST is remitted to Revenue Canada on the last day of August?  If this is not the case, please explain the timing of the remittance.

c) Please show the derivation of the GST lead days of 16.53 shown in Table 17 for revenue from residential and general service customers.  Please include in the explanation the 25.47 day collection lag for these customers referenced in part (u) of the response provided at Exhibit C.14.

Question 21

Ref: Exhibit A.8 & Exhibit B.19

Please update Table 1 in Exhibit A.8 to reflect the updated system forecast found in Table 1 of the response to Exhibit B.19.  In particular, please update the 2010 weather normal kWh sales and customers to reflect normalized actuals through July 2010 and the updated forecast for the remainder of the year.  Please also update the 2011 figures to reflect the updated forecast.

Question 22

Ref: Exhibit C2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 9 & Exhibit A.11, part (b) & Exhibit C2, Tab 1, Schedule 5, Table 1

a) Please confirm that the asset value associated with the small number of houses that Hydro Ottawa purchased next to distribution stations many years ago to facilitate future station expansion has not been included in rate base.

b) Please confirm that no OM&A or depreciation costs associated with these houses has been included in the test year revenue requirement.

c) Does Hydro Ottawa still expect to expand the distribution stations where these houses were purchased?  If so, what is the timetable for the expansions?

d) Please confirm that the $558,000 associated with rental income from Hydro One for substations will be added to the Property Rental line in 2011 in Table 1 of Exhibit C2, Tab 1, Schedule 5, increasing the 2011 budget revenue offset forecast to $8,485,290.  If this is not the case, please explain.
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QUESTION TC #1

Reference:
Energy Probe #15 b)

VECC #33 a)

a) Is Ottawa Hydro now proposing to not record the incremental input tax credit related to HST in a deferral account after July 1, 2010?  

b) If yes, please explain how the response to VECC #33 a) supports this change.

QUESTION TC #2
Reference:
VECC #13 a) and VECC #17



Exhibit C1, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 6

a) The response to VECC #13 a) shows forecast increases in capacity requirements for the all of the voltage systems in all areas of Hydro Ottawa.  At the area level, the 2009 – 2011 increases range from 4% to 7.8%.  However, the load forecast in the main Application shows weather normal peak (prior to any CDM adjustment) only growing at 2.3%.  Please reconcile and explain the difference in growth rates.

QUESTION TC #3
Reference:
VECC #15 f)

a) Please confirm that the proposed capital spending for 2010 and 2011 calls for the replacement of 15 to 20 padmount and kiosk transformers each year.

QUESTION TC #4
Reference:
VECC #31 e)



Exhibit B4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pages 20-21

a) There appears to be a significant increase in “Plan of Subdivision Proposals” in 2010 over 2009..  Does this require any change in the forecast residential subdivision construction expenditures for 2010 and/or 2011, as the original Application based the 2010 spending on a 2009 forecast which was less than actual? 

b) If the response to part (a) is yes, does this also require that the load forecast for 2011 residential use be revised?  If not, why not?

QUESTION TC #5
Reference:
VECC #38 a)

a) Does Hydro Ottawa agree that the actual load data used to develop the forecast model will include not only natural conservation up to January 2010 but also the results of any CDM programs it has implemented over 2005-2009?  If not, why not?

b) Please indicate the annual CDM savings (GWh) achieved by Hydro Ottawa in each year from 2005 – 2008.  Have the savings achieved each year been increasing over this period?

c) With respect to VECC #38 c) and d), please provide copies of information received from the OPA regarding the revised CDM projections/targets that Hydro Ottawa relied on in preparing its proposed CDM adjustment.

d) Do the updated projections for CDM presented in Table 1 of VECC #38 c) represent total provincial CDM or just the portion attributed to LDCs?

e) Please extend Table 1 (VECC #38) to include 2011 and the calculation of the 1,211 MW used in the Application (Exhibit C1, Tab 1, Schedule 1).

QUESTION TC #6
Reference:
VECC #39

a) Please confirm that for purposes of Exhibit C the kWh associated with Sentinel Lights was included in the Residential class.

QUESTION TC #7
Reference:
OEB Staff #9 a)



VECC #5

a) With respect to Staff # 9 a), please prepare a Schedule that shows:

· The cost for 2008 associated with the Staff in Hydro Ottawa’s Finance function and the amount billed to HOI for services.

· The cost for 2009 associated with the Staff in Hydro Ottawa’s Finance function and the amount billed to HOI for services.

· The cost for 2010 and 2011 associated with Staff in Hydro Ottawa’s Finance function and the amount billed to HOI for services.

b) With respect to six staff transferred to HOI in 2009, please provide a schedule that sets out the total costs associated with this staff (as part of HOI) for 2009 through 2011 and the amount for each year that was billed to HOL.

QUESTION TC #8
Reference:
OEB Staff #10 b)



Exhibit C2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Attachment V

a) The response to the Staff IR states that the $216,818 variance is due to losses on work for others.  However, in Attachment V, these losses are only $47,523.  Furthermore, in Attachment V the revenue from affiliates is reported as $731,053 (as opposed to $900,348).  Please reconcile.

QUESTION TC #9
Reference:
Energy Probe #19 e) - i

a) Please indicate for 2010 and 2011 the total HOI costs associated with the three new positions added in 2010.

b) Please indicate the additional costs allocated from HOI to HOL in 2010 and 2011 as a result of the addition of these three new positions.

QUESTION TC #10
Reference:
VECC #42

a) How many microFIT installations does Hydro Ottawa expect to have by 2011?

QUESTION TC #11
Reference:
OEB Staff #18



OEB Staff #19 a)



CCC #28



Energy Probe #47 g)

Preamble:
The response to the OEB Staff IRs suggests that Hydro Ottawa does not make any allowance for vacancies in its head count forecast for 2010 and 2011.  However the responses to the CCC and Energy Probe IRs indicate that an allowance for vacancies is included in the overall compensation expense forecast.

a) Please confirm if the understanding set out in the Preamble is correct.

b) Please confirm if the compensation expenditure forecast for 2010 and 2011 as set out in Attachment Y includes an allowance for vacancies.  If yes, how has it been included?

c) If not, is there an adjustment applied to the Compensation Charged to OM&A (as shown in Attachment Y) before it is actually included in the forecast OM&A costs?

QUESTION TC #12
Reference:
CCC #23

a) Where in this Schedule (i.e., which accounts) is the transfer of staff from HOL to HOI in 2009 captured?  There does not appear to be a noticeable decline in any the accounts reporting Salaries and Expenses.  If the costs in the related accounts do not decline, please explain why.

QUESTION TC #13
Reference:
CCC #25



Energy Probe #22

a) Please clarify how much of the $400,000 cost forecast for the current Application is included in the OM&A for 2011.  In responding, please indicate where these costs are reflect in the 2011 costs reported in CCC #25.

b) What does the $70,000 attributed to “seconded staff” represent?

QUESTION TC #14
Reference:
VECC #56

a) Please re-do the Cost Allocation and provide a revised Sheet O1 where the distribution revenue by class is reduced by the TOA and the cost of the TOA is not included.

QUESTION TC #15
Reference:
VECC #57



Exhibit C1, Tab 1 Schedule 1, page 14



Exhibit G1, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Attachment AE, page 23

a) Exhibit C1 suggests that the kW forecast for Standby Customers is 115,200 for 2011.  However, the response to VECC #57 and Exhibit G1 both suggest the total kW is 247,200.  Please reconcile.

b) Please indicate the basis for the 2011 forecast for Standby load.

c) With respect to VECC #57, Table 3, please explain the change in customer count for Street Lights 

QUESTION TC #16
Reference:
Exhibit G1, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Attachment AF



Exhibit H1, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 1

a) Exhibit G1 does not include proposed R/C ratios for Standby Power.  However, Exhibit H1 includes these classes and proposed 2011 revenue allocations.  Please update Exhibit G1, Attachment AF to include Standby and ensure the total Test Year revenue reconciles with the value shown in Exhibit H1.  If it does not reconcile, please explain the difference.

QUESTION TC #17
Reference:
OEB Staff #25

a) Hydro Ottawa has provided copy of the Board’s model as requested.  Hydro Ottawa also notes an adjustment for the LV Switchgear Credit that is necessary.  Please clarify if this adjustment was made for the model results filed.  If not, please do so.

QUESTION TC #18
Reference:
CCC #38

a) The response suggests that the expansion of the 44 kV to Goulbourn will improve the operability and reliability of the system.  Please outline the operability and reliability benefits of the expansion assuming there is no additional distributed generation connected.

QUESTION TC #19
Reference:
VECC #24

a) Please outline the purpose of the OPA’s ECT for the region.  What are the implications of the ECT for the quantity of distributed generation that could be “connected” via the Goulbourn expansion?

QUESTION TC #20
Reference:
CCC #39

a) Please describe the nature of the “technical issue” associated with Hydro One Networks.  What is the anticipated timing regarding resolution of the issue?

b) Does this technical issue also impact the ability of distributed generators to connect to the Goulbourn expansion (once its completed)?

QUESTION TC #21
Reference:
Energy Probe #44



VECC #22



Report of the Board EB-2009-0349, page 15

a) The Board’s Report sets out certain percentages of capital spending for distributed generation that are to be used to determine “direct benefits” absent a detailed analysis by the distributor.  Why didn’t Hydro Ottawa follow the direction of the Board and determine the direct benefits associated with its proposed spending using these percentages?

b) Please calculate the direct benefits associated with Hydro Ottawa’s proposed spending related to distributed generation based on the approach set out in the Board’s report.

QUESTION TC #22
Reference:
VECC #23

a) Please confirm there is no budget for consultants in 2011 included in the current Application associated with these initiatives.

QUESTION TC #23
Reference:
VECC #21 b) and c)

a) Why is it reasonable to proceed with these ice storage trials if Toronto and Veridian are already conducting trials in this area?

b) Given the infancy of the smart grid and renewable programs why is it appropriate to proceed with four new positions as opposed to taking a more gradual approach to staffing as requirements are established?

Hydro Ottawa Cost-of-Service Distribution Rate Application

EB-2010-0133

Technical Conference, September 22-23, 2010

Questions by Board Staff

Note:  Tab A references are to Hydro Ottawa responses to Board staff interrogatories, filed September 9, 2010.  Similarly, other Tab ‘letter’ references.
Green Energy Act Basic Plan

1.   Direct Benefits
References: Exhibit B1, Tab 2, Schedule 3, Attachment P, p. 24; and Tab C, #44 
The response to the interrogatory confirms that Hydro Ottawa is proposing that its own ratepayers bear the full costs for GEA capital and OM&A expenditures, because it is “not a material amount”.
a. On what basis has Hydro Ottawa decided that materiality is necessary before a calculation of direct benefits is done?

b. What would be the difference to a Residential monthly bill for 800 kWh if the direct benefits were calculated to be 15% and the 85% balance were recovered instead through the provincial cost recovery method of S79.1 of the Act?

c. Provide the same calculation also for 0% direct benefits and 100% provincial recovery.

2.  Goulbourn Project

References: Exhibit B1, Tab 2, Schedule 3, Attachment P, p. 13; and Tab B, #40

In the response to the interrogatory, Hydro Ottawa indicates that the Goulbourn project will have no impact on the 2011 revenue requirement  

a. Please confirm that it will impact the 2012 revenue requirement.  If so, are there any projects identified at this time which would connect to it?

b. When it goes in service, does it immediately benefit the reliability of the system? Please explain how it does this.

c. Is Hydro Ottawa intending to recover its investment through its own ratepayers on the basis of the direct benefit or will the Applicant be seeking to recover any amounts through the provincial cost recovery method of S 79.1?
3.   Carleton University SuRE Program 
References: Exhibit B1, Tab 2, Schedule 3, Attachment P, pp. 23-24; and Tab B, #43

The response indicates that the SuRE program may provide benefits within Hydro Ottawa’s system, which would benefit the ratepayers that bear the cost of the support to education.

a. Please describe more fully what benefits would or might accrue to ratepayers as an outcome of the SuRE program.

b. Please indicate whether the support is for only one year, as shown in section 4.3.1 of the plan, or whether it would be an annual amount.

4.   Recovery of GEA Basic Plan Costs

References: Exhibit B1, Tab 2, Schedule 3, Attachment P, p. 24; and Tab B, #45

The response indicates that Hydro Ottawa will be looking at recovery of the Green Energy projects from provincial ratepayers if warranted. 
Does Hydro Ottawa envisage an application in 2012 for that purpose, or how will it seek that recovery?

5.   Cost of Power: Transmission Connection Costs
#.   Reference:  Tab A  #5,  Table 1 

a. What is the proportion of Hydro Ottawa’s total load that is charged for Transformation Connection, compared to the proportion that is delivered through transformer stations at higher than 50 kV that belong to Hydro Ottawa?   

b. Does the forecast growth rate in peak demand (5% since 2009) apply equally to delivery points that are at various voltage levels?

c. Why is the Low Voltage Switchgear Credit included “Connection Cost” in 2011, and apparently was not included in 2009?  Confirm that this credit is included in working capital in 2011, and explain why a credit should be included in working capital?

Outside Services Employed (Account 5630)

6.   Reference: Tab A, #16 (a)

Hydro Ottawa had spent only 20% of its 2010 budget for Outside Services at mid-year.  
Is any part of the 2011 budget required to complete work that had been planned for 2010?

7.   Reference: Tab A, #16 (b)

a. Will the consulting service related to the Lean Program be completed in 2011?

b. How much of the consulting services related to Human Resources is an on-going cost, and how much is developmental in nature that may decrease after 2011?

c. Would it be valid to recover any part of the cost of these consulting services over a period of several years, rather than in the 2011 budget as proposed?

Head Count
8.   Reference: Tab A, # 18

The response notes that the planned increases in staff complement to 569 in 2010 and 592 in 2011 are related to the Workforce Planning Strategy, the Customer Service Strategy Plan, and the Green Energy Act Plan.

Please give a breakdown of the increase into these three plans and/or any other general areas not covered in one of the plans listed.

9.   Reference:  Exhibit D4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, p. 3 

Twenty-nine positions are listed under the heading ‘Workforce Planning’, with the note that they are related to demographic challenges. 

Please indicate which of the positions are staff increases, which are replacements for attrition, and which if any are temporary increases to allow for overlap between new and experienced employees.

10.   References: Green Energy Act Basic Plan (Exhibit B1, Tab 2, Schedule 3, Attachment P); and Tab E, #16(l)
The Plan mentions at p. 24 that there are four additional positions, with equal amounts of cost in each year starting in 2011.  The response to the interrogatory describes seven positions, of which one is a “Green Energy Engineer”.

a. What are the responsibilities and skills of the other three positions expected to be?

b. Is there expected to be any re-deployment of existing staff to programs that are covered in the Basic Plan?

Pension Costs

11.   Reference: Exhibit D4, Tab 1, Schedule 1 / Table 7

The OMERS Sponsors Corporation (SC) announced on September 8, 2010 that it has approved temporary changes to support the funded status of the OMERS Primary Plan, increasing the contributions to be made by employers and employees by 1% in 2011, 1% in 2012, and 0.9% in 2013.  The web page reference is: <http://www.omers.com/OMERS_updates/Temporary_rate_and_benefit_changes_approved.htm>

Is it necessary to update Exhibit D4 / 1 / 1 / Table 7, and as a result, Hydro Ottawa’s revenue requirement?  If so, please do the required calculation.
Smart Meters

12.   References:  Exhibit I1, Tab 1, Schedule 2, pp. 3-5; and OEB Guideline G-2008-0002 ‘Smart Meter Funding and Cost Recovery’, October 22, 2008

Hydro Ottawa proposes to include all smart meter capital additions to the end of 2010 in its 2011 rate base.  It is seeking approval that its expenditures for the smart meter program to the end of 2010 are prudent. 

In the Board’s Guideline for smart meter funding and cost recovery, the Board’s specifies the following requirements:

· The application must be based on cost already expensed (page 11)

· When applying for recovery of smart meter costs, a distributor should ensure that all cost information has been audited (page 12) 

a. Is Hydro Ottawa’s proposal consistent with the requirements or recommendations in the Board’s Guideline G-2008-0002?  Please explain.  

b. If not, please explain why the Board should deviate from its policy in Hydro Ottawa’s case. 

c. Has Hydro Ottawa considered filing an application at a later date, when its 2010 actual audited smart meter costs will be available? 

13.   Reference: Tab A, # 33(b)

The estimated cost of 1302 ordinary Smart Meters is provided, equal to approximately $485,799.  The actual cost of the equipment actually installed at the locations is $1,426,087.   Hydro Ottawa notes that not all systems use the regional collector approach.  

Did Hydro Ottawa consider approaches other than the regional collectors?  Please provide the analysis supporting the approach chosen by Hydro Ottawa.
14.   Request for Variance Account for International Financial Reporting System (IFRS) Changes
Reference: Exhibit I1, Tab 1, Schedule 3

Following its September 7-8, 2010 meeting, the Accounting Standards Board made the following announcement concerning IFRS in rate-regulated entities:

“The AcSB redeliberated the proposals in its July 2010 Exposure Draft, “Adoption of IFRSs by Entities with Rate-regulated Activities” and its June 2010 Exposure Draft, “Adoption of IFRSs by Investment Companies,” based on comments received.  The AcSB decided to amend the Introduction to Part I of the CICA Handbook – Accounting to require:

(a) qualifying entities with rate-regulated activities, investment companies and segregated accounts of life insurance enterprises to adopt IFRSs for the first time no later than interim and annual financial statements relating to annual periods beginning on or after January 1, 2012; and 

(b) entities electing to defer the first-time adoption of IFRSs to disclose that fact.”

The web-page reference is  <http://www.acsbcanada.org/decision-summaries/2010/item42260.aspx>

In light of this recent development, does Hydro Ottawa intend to modify or withdraw its request for approval of a variance account for IFRS Changes?

15.   Stranded Meter Costs – Hydro Ottawa (EB-2010-0133)

Reference: Exhibit I2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pp. 10-12

a. Please describe the accounting treatment followed by the applicant on stranded meter costs for ratemaking and financial reporting purposes.

b. If net stranded meter costs were recorded in Account 1555, Sub-account Stranded Meter Costs, please indicate the depreciation amount, if any, that has been removed from the revenue requirement.   

c. Hydro Ottawa has revised its net stranded meter amount to be recovered, compared to the forecast in 2007.  Has Hydro Ottawa reduced its revenue requirement to account for this reduction? 
