
EB-2010-0104
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 an Application by Oakville Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc. for an Order or Orders approving just and reasonable rates and other service charges for the distribution of electricity, effective on May 1, 2011.


INTERROGATORIES
OF THE


SCHOOL ENERGY COALITION

1. [General]  Please advise the actions the Applicant will take in the event that the Board does not approve the incremental capital module applied for. 

2. [p. 11] Please confirm that the 2010 capital expenditures budget of the Applicant of $14,721,227 did not include any expenditures directly or indirectly related to the proposed Oakville MTS #1.  Please identify and quantify all OM&A and other expenditures included in the 2010 revenue requirement related to the proposed Oakville MTS #1, including personnel, consulting, feasibility, pre-approval, and other costs of all types.

3. [p. 18]  With respect to the capital spending table:

a. Please confirm that none of the amounts of $445,703 and $12,762,816 have been or will be included in rate base prior to January 1, 2011.
b. Please advise the amount spent to date, by category, in the 2010 Bridge Year, and any changes to the 2010 Bridge Year spending forecast.

c. Please restate the current forecast of $20,488,489 using the categories contained in the document (Unnumbered page at the beginning of Appendix 7 - bottom total $20,493,000) entitled “Oakville MTS #1 – Project Budget” attached to the Costello Associates study, and provide a side by side comparison of the two referenced budgets.  Please provide an explanation of any material differences between any component in the two budgets.
4. [Appendix A]  With respect to this evidence:

a. P. 47.  Please identify the subject matter of the legal advice provided to the Applicant by its counsel related to Transformer Stations Supply Options.  Please confirm that all persons drafting and/or giving that advice were members of the Law Society of Upper Canada.  If any of that advice was not given by and prepared solely by members of the Law Society of Upper Canada duly qualified to practice law in Ontario, please provide that portion of the advice unredacted.  With respect to all of the advice on which solicitor-client confidentiality is claimed, please provide a full unredacted copy to the Board (and not to the parties) for review.

b. P. 48.  Please identify the “Agreements” referred to in the second paragraph, and relate the answer to the “cost estimates” on which confidentiality is sought.  Please advise whether the Applicant has entered into any agreements with Hydro One with respect to either of the Hydro One transformer options discussed in the Application, and if so provide those agreements.

5. [Costello Study, p. 7]  Please provide all communications with Hydro One with respect to the “systemic problem” referred to.

6. [Costello Study, pp. 13 and 19]  Please provide a copy of the “brief” Hydro One proposal for two options for a North Oakville TS, together with any supporting documentation or communications providing any additional details.

7. [Costello Study, p. 16]  Please provide details and sources supporting the statement “LDC’s typically build municipal transformer stations for significantly less cost than Hydro One.  Historically LDC cost savings were in the range of 20-30%, however with recent pricing from Hydro One, the savings are even greater”.

8. [Costello Study, p. 22]  With respect to the comparison between the Hydro One North Oakville TS option and the proposed Oakville MTS #1 option:

a. Please describe any differences in the expected lifetime of the two stations.

b. Please estimate the percentage of the capital cost of each of the Hydro One station and the new Oakville MTS #1 that is expected to be expended on:

i. Labour costs (all compensation, without any overheads) of employees of the Applicant, or

ii. Labour costs (all compensation, without any overheads) of employees of Hydro One.

c. Please estimate the average total compensation per union employee of the Applicant in the Test Year.  Please include in the total the averages of base wages, overtime, incentives, and benefits as set forth in Appendix 2-K of the Filing Guidelines for cost of service applications.  If the Applicant has any comparisons of the average total compensation per union employee of the Applicant relative to Hydro One, please provide those comparisons.

9. [Costello Study, p. 23]  Please provide a spreadsheet that shows the rate contribution of incremental load to the cost of the proposed new Oakville MTS #1, relative to the annual impact on rates, by providing, for each year commencing in 2011:

a. The expected annual costs included in rates from the new Oakville MTS #1, including amortization, cost of capital, PILs, O&M, and any other cost impacts.  A breakdown of costs is not necessary, as long as all are included.

b. The portion allocated to TS of the expected annual incremental revenues from rates in the area served by the new Oakville MTS#1, under the current growth assumptions.  Please describe any simplifying assumptions used, and provide an estimate of the impact of any load growth sensitivity analyses that have been developed.

c. The net amount of the shortfall in incremental annual cost borne by today’s customers, identifying the crossover year.

10. [Costello Study, p. 24]  Please provide a numerical example showing how the additional borrowing for the proposed TS would “increase the overall return to the shareholder as the corporation increases leverage at a cheaper rate”.

11. [Costello Study, p. 35]  Please provide examples, with sources, supporting each of the following statements:
a. “There have however been several cases where Hydro One has allowed load growth to exceed the capability of the station ratings”.

b. “”Hydro One recovers their regulated transmission tariff based on the loading of the facility, so it could be argued that there is a financial benefit to operating stations beyond their capacity”.

c. “LDCs have taken the position that system reliability has been compromised by the age, condition, or loading at existing Hydro One stations”.

12. [Costello Study, p. 36]  Please advise the costs in 2010 and 2011 associated with “specialized training” and “new operational procedures”, and identify where, if at all, any of those costs are included in the Board-approved OM&A for 2010.  Please confirm that none of the costs associated with training, changes in operational procedures, upgrading of IT capability, or any similar charges are included in the capital budget of the proposed new Oakville MTS #1.
13. [Costello Study, p. 41 and following]  Please reproduce the project Gantt chart for the proposed Oakville MTS #1, identifying for each task the current status of the work on that task (i.e. where on timeline is the work right now), and any changes required to the forecast completion of each task that is not currently complete.  Please confirm that the “aggressive” in-service date prior to the summer of 2011 is still expected to be achieved.  If any of the tasks are behind schedule, please describe the actions to be taken to get the project back on schedule.
14. [Costello Study, Appendix 7]  With respect to this Appendix:

a. Please explain the figure of ($5,383,709.08) on the line “NPV of Shareholder Return” on the page entitled “Approximate Present Value of Shareholder Return”, and show in detail how it is calculated.  If that figure is the NPV prior to taking “OM&A” into account, please confirm that the column OMA includes only amortization, and not any of the annual operating costs of the station.  

b. Please confirm that the NPV figures in the same table do not include any impact on working capital. 

c. Please advise the debt rate assumed in the same table.
d. Please advise whether the distribution rate impact of 9.95% for residential customers on the page marked “Oakville only – Option 1 – TS + Lines” is the impact for 2011 only, the impact once the full costs are included in rates, an average impact, or some other amount. Please confirm that the table does not include the impact of incremental loads.  Please prepare a similar table for GS >50KW customers.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the School Energy Coalition this 12th day of November, 2010

​​​​​​​​​______________________

Jay Shepherd
Counsel for the School Energy Coalition
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