
EB-2010-0219
IN THE MATTER of the Ontario Energy Board Act 1998, Schedule B to the Energy Competition Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, c.15;

AND IN THE MATTER OF a consultation initiated by the Board to consider issues relating to cost allocation.

STAKEHOLDER CONFERENCE QUESTIONS
OF THE


SCHOOL ENERGY COALITION

All references are to page numbers in the Elenchus Report.

1. [Page 4]  Please confirm that the recommendations in the Report are based on the assumption that they will be implemented for a period of no more than two or three years, before a “comprehensive review” of cost allocation is carried out.  Please identify any of the recommendations that, in the opinion of Elenchus, are sufficiently robust that they can be considered to be long-term solutions to the issues identified.
2. [Page 12]  Please provide the rationale for having separate MicroFIT rates for each distributor, rather than a province-wide rate.  Please provide the consultant’s response to the decision of the Board at page 15 of the EB-2009-0326 Decision, as follows:
“First, in consideration of the Board’s objective to promote renewable sources of energy this approach will provide a single input cost component to the microFIT program province wide. The narrowing of the cost assumptions being made by both the OPA and microFIT program applicants will enhance the attractiveness and effectiveness of the program.”

3. [Page 16]  Please advise whether any review has been undertaken as to the relative cost associated with the development of customer weighting factors by individual distributors.  To what extent is the additional cost justified by the additional precision or other benefits of these custom factors?
4. [Pages 17 and 28]  Please advise whether, in light of the comments on pp.14-15, updating the default values may provide a benefit to those distributors who do not plan to use custom weighting factors.
5. [Page 17]  Please advise whether any review was done to determine whether there is any readily available information from other jurisdictions that could be used to inform the Board with respect to USL, streetlighting, or sentinel lighting cost allocation approaches and techniques.

6. [Page 17]  Please assess the benefits of some distributors keeping USL in a General Service Class, vs. the cost of requiring those distributors to create a new class for those customers.
7. [Page 25]  Please advise what work was done to determine whether the additional precision in allocating Miscellaneous Revenues under Option #1 was of sufficient benefit to cover the incremental cost of doing so.
8. [Page 25]  Please advise what work was done to determine whether any of the potential cost drivers, such as composite OM&A costs or distribution revenues, has a significant and robust correlation with the actual costs underpinning either all of the Miscellaneous Revenues, or the major account components, or any of the specific major accounts.

9. [Page 27]  Please identify the weighting factor issues associated with customers (such as school boards or other multiple location customers) that have many connections, separately metered, but one actual customer to whom bills and customer contacts are directed.
10. [Page 32]  Please provide the basis for the 10% and 500 KW threshold recommended, describe other thresholds that were considered, and explain why the other thresholds were rejected.  What are the “empirical estimates” referred to on page 37?
11. [Page 34]  Please advise how, other than considering the possibility that interruptible supply could be offered on a standby basis rather than firm supply for load displacement customers, the analogy to gas companies offering interruptible and firm supply can be used by the Board in considering the cost allocation for standby rates.

12. [Page 36]  Please explain why benefits have to be calculated on an individual generator basis.  Please provide a summary of research in other jurisdictions dealing with the benefits of distributed load displacement generation, and in particular work done in other jurisdictions associated with quantifying those benefits for ratemaking purposes, and any general assumptions or rules of thumb that have an empirical basis.

13. [Page 37]  Please provide the basis for the 5 MW threshold, and describe in more detail the different rules that, under the recommended approach, would apply for a larger load displacement facility that meets that threshold.
14. [Page 37]  Please describe the empirical or other basis for the 5% benefits reduction proposed, and describe any other options the Board could consider if it elects to use “its own judgment” alone to quantify those benefits.
15. [Page 43]  Please provide the basis for the recommendation of 1.40 as the upper bound for GS>50.  Please describe why choosing 1.20 would be a less appropriate choice.  Please expand on the statement on page 44 “it would be a significant change from the currently approved revenue:cost ratio for this customer class”.  Please identify which of the four reasons on page 40 are applicable to the recommendation of 1.40 as the upper bound, and how they are applicable.
16. [Page 43]  Please explain why the movement from 70% to 80% for streetlighting and sentinel lighting should take place over three or four years, when the movement of those classes from much lower levels - often below 20% to 70% - was accomplished in three years.

17. [Page 46]  Please describe what investigation was undertaken to reach the conclusion that “the implementation of IFRS does not seem to have an impact on the cost allocation model”.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the School Energy Coalition this 9th day of November, 2010

​​​​​​​​​______________________

Jay Shepherd
Counsel for the School Energy Coalition
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