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ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, 
S.O. 1998, c. 15 (Schedule B) 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by ENWIN 
Utilities Ltd. ("ENWIN") pursuant to section 78 of the Ontario 
Energy Board Act for an Order or Orders approving just and 
reasonable rates for the delivery and distribution of electricity 
effective August 1,2007. 

REPLY SUBMISSION OF ENWIN 

This is the reply submission of ENWIN. It has been organized in two parts. Part A 
contains a summary of ENWIN's Application and ENWIN'S position in that regard. Part 
"B" contains reply submissions to the specific issues raised by the parties in this 
proceeding: Board Staff, the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition ("VECC"), and the 
School Energy Coalition ("SEC"). 

PART A: ENWIN's Application 

ENWIN filed its 2007 IRM Application on July 30, 2007. To address two historic issues 
that would affect its revenue requirement, ENWIN requested that the Ontario Energy 
Board (the "Board") approve two adjustments to historical data entered into the 2007 
IRM Model. These adjustments are summarized below. 

Adjustment # 1 : 
ENWIN's 2004 income tax return erroneously included $5,909,165 in 
undepreciated capital cost for a CIS asset that resulted in $5,909,165 in Capital Cost 
Allowance ("CCA"). This error was corrected on ENWIN's 2006 income tax return. 
Because the 2006 PILs Model required ENWIN to input data from its 2004 income 
tax return, the erroneous CCA amount was included in ENWIN's 2006 PILs Model. 
Because the 2007 IRM Model produces 2007 rates based on historic 2006 rates, the 
2007 IRM Model inappropriately assumes CCA for the CIS asset. An adjustment is 
necessary to prevent ENWIN from improperly suffering a $3,290,454 revenue 
deficiency in the 2007 rate year. 

Adi ustment #2 : 
The second adjustment addresses the use of loss carry forwards to offset 2006 PILs 
liability and the implication of this unique tax offset on future rate recovery. This 
issue is a result of part of the settlement agreement from ENWIN'S 2006 
distribution rate proceeding (the "Settlement Agreement"). As part of the Settlement 



Agreement, ENWIN agreed on a one-time basis to reduce its 2006 PILs income tax 
liability to $0 and its total 2006 PILs liability to $683,349 through the use of loss 
carry forwards. The Settlement Agreement anticipated an adjustment in ENWIN's 
2007 rate application to adjust out this historical anomaly. Because the 2007 IRM 
Model produces 2007 rates based on historic 2006 rates, the 2007 IRM Model 
inappropriately assumes similar loss carry forwards. An adjustment is necessary to 
prevent ENWIN from improperly suffering an $814,270 revenue deficiency in the 
2007 rate year. Board Staff, VECC and SEC were all participants in the 2006 
Settlement Agreement. 

ENWIN's Application proposed the adjustments to put ENWIN in the same position it 
would have been had the historic circumstances described above (i.e. the CCA and loss 
carry forward settlement issues) not occurred. 

The two adjustments were made to underlying historical feeder data in the 2006 PILs 
Model. The result of those adjustments was input into the 2007 IRM Model in a manner 
that protected the integrity of both models. 

ENWIN submits that the principles and methodology by which the adjustments were 
made are reasonable. Further, the adjustments result in just and reasonable rates. 

PART B: Reply to Submissions of Board Staff, VECC and SEC 

Based on the final submissions of the parties in this proceeding, all parties seem to 
support ENWIN7s proposed adjustments in principle: 

"In principle, VECC has no specific objections to the incorporation of 
the two issues raised by ENWIN into the consideration of 2007 rates." 
(VECC at para. 2.3 of its final submission) 

"SEC does not have an objection in principle to the PILs adjustments 
sought by ENWIN." (SEC at para. 2 of its final submission) (SEC did 
not make final submissions in respect of the CCA adjustment.) 

[CCA adjustment] "Staff has examined the 2006 tax return filed by 
ENWIN as requested through a Board staff interrogatory, and this 
return confirms that the correction has been made as stated by 
ENWIN. This means that the $5,909,165 for CCA over-represented in 
the revenue requirements would have decreased ENWIN's PILs 
liability by $3,290,454." (Board Staff at page 3 of its final submission) 

[Loss carry forward settlement adjustment] "ENWIN provided the 
recalculated 2006 PILs Model to illustrate the details of the calculation 
and it is consistent with adjusting for the loss carry forward. This 
addresses the entire loss carry forward in 2006 and would make a 



"normal" level of PILs expense." (Board Staff at page 4 of its final 
submission) 

Despite the general support for the principle of the Application's adjustments, Board 
Staff, VECC and SEC raised a number of points to which ENWIN offers the following 
replies. 

I. Reply to Board Staffs Submissions 

i )  Name of LDC on Rate Schedules 

In the Board Staff submission, Board Staff requested that ENWIN "clarify that rate 
schedules should be in the name of "EnWin Utilities Ltd." ENWIN submits that the 2007 
IRA4 Model does not allow the Applicant to identify itself as "ENWIN Utilities Ltd." To 
mitigate this constraint, ENWIN has made reasonable efforts to draw the connection 
between the current and previous names of the regulated entity. ENWIN's position is that 
the model should not be amended at this juncture because the discrepancy is not adverse 
or confusing to any interest. If the position of the Board that the model should be so 
amended, ENWIN does not object, so long as such an amendment does not delay this 
proceeding or the implementation of any order of the Board. 

ii) New Board Staff Issue: Revision of 2006 PILs Model data 

In the Board Staff submission, Board Staff invites the Board to examine the treatment of 
"Changes in Regulatory Assets" at Sheet "Test Year Taxable Income", box C53, in the 
2006 PILs Model. In reply, ENWIN notes that this line item is unrelated to the issues 
raised by ENWIN regarding CCA and loss carry forwards. 

ENWIN notes that the Application's historical adjustments to the 2006 PILs Model 
address issues that stem from the 2006 Settlement Agreement and Board disposition of 
the 2006 EDR Application (i.e. adjusting out the CCA error for an asset that was 
classified as a regulatory asset during the 2006 proceedings and adjusting out the unique 
shift of loss carry forwards into the 2006 tax year). The historical adjustments take into 
account the context of the 2006 proceedings, are supported by the evidence and 
calculations submitted by ENWIN, and have been scrutinized according to the due 
processes of the Board. 

The Board Staffs new issue contrasts sharply with the adjustments sought by ENWIN. 
Board Staffs new issue does not take into account the context and compromises of the 
2006 EDR proceedings. In that proceeding, the 2006 PILs Model and the line item at 
issue were before the Board, Board Staff and the Intervenors in the original filing on 
August 12, 2005 and throughout a complex and lengthy application which culminated in 
the 2006 Settlement Agreement and the Board's Decision on May 4, 2006. The materials 
Board Staff cited were all issued well before the Board approved the line item at issue as 
part of the final Board Decision in EB-2005-0359. 



Finally, the line item at issue has remained part of the 2006 PILs Model (original and 
adjusted) in this proceeding. This new issue is being raised at a late juncture in the 
proceeding. It is not appropriate to prolong resolution of this Application in response to 
an issue that could have been identified and investigated earlier in this proceeding. 
ENWIN proposes to examine this line item during preparation of its Cost of Service 
application, which it anticipates filing on or before August 15,2008. 

iii) Implementation 

In the Board Staffs submission, Board Staff invites ENWIN to reconsider the timing of 
the implementation of the proposed rate increase, including through a rate rider. 

In the Application, ENWIN indicated that its incremental 2007 PILs liability will be 
$3,988,807. Because ENWIN filed the Application after May 1,2007, ENWIN is not 
seeking to recover the full $3,988,807 in 2007. Rather, ENWIN has reduced that amount 
by $997,202 to address the fact that it is not entitled to recovery for the period before its 
rates became interim (i.e. May 1,2007 through July 31,2007).' Therefore, ENWIN is 
seeking to recover $2,991,605, representing recovery of the incremental 2007 PILs 
liability for the remaining 9 month period from August 1,2007 through April 30,2008.~ 

ENWIN originally proposed that its recovery be carried out over 6 months from 
November 1,2007 through April 30,2008. Because the 2007 IRM Model calculates rates 
assuming a recovery period of 12 months, it was necessary to input a grossed-up amount 
of $5,983,2 10.' Because the proposed implementation date of November 1,2007 has 
passed, ENWIN agrees that rate recovery should occur differently than set out in the 
Application. The following calculations are based on the assumptions that the Board 
approves ENWIN7s proposed adjustments, approves an effective date of August 1,2007, 
and permits implementation of the proposed rates on January 1,2008. 

ENWIN proposes to change base rates by inputting $3,988,807 into the revised 2007 
IRM Model attached as Schedule "A". This input reflects ENWIN7s incremental 2007 
PILs liability and will result in base rates that can be used by the Board for the 2008 IRM 
process. Based on this input, ENWIN will recover $1,329,602 from January 1,2008 
through April 30, 2008 in base rates.4 

ENWIN suggests that a rate rider is the most appropriate means to recover the remaining 
$1,662,003 representing the 5 month period of August 1,2007 through December 3 1, 
2007 (i.e. from the time ENWINys rates became interim until a rate order takes e f f e ~ t ) . ~  

' 3/12 x $3,988,807 = $997,202 
' 9/12 x $3,988,807 = $2,991,605 

Rates that recover $2,991,605 over 12 months = rates that recover $5,983,210 over 6 months. 1216 x 
$2,991,605 = $5,983,210 

4112 x $3,988,807 = $1,329,602 
5112 x $3,988,807 = $1,662,003 



To reduce the impact of the rate rider, ENWIN proposes to recover the rate rider over an 
extended period of time. If ENWIN were to recover the rate rider over 12 months, the 
allocation of the rate rider between rate classes and between fixed and volumetric charges 
could be determined by entering $1,662,003 into the 2007 IRM Model and taking the 
difference between the resulting rates and the actual base rates. However, ENWIN 
proposes to collect the rate rider from January 1,2008 through October 31,2008. This 
timeframe reduces the number of rate changes in a year by stopping rate rider recovery 
on the same date that the RPP changes. Because the 2007 IRM Model calculates rates 
assuming a recovery period of 12 months, it was necessary to input a grossed-up amount 
of $1,994,403.~   he resulting rate rider is set out at Schedule "B". 

The rate impacts associated with this implementation proposal for the 2007 rate year are 
set out at Schedule "C". In reply to the submissions of the parties, ENWIN submits that 
this revised implementation schedule correctly allocates between base rates and a rate 
rider. Under this proposal, there is no "grossing-up" to reverse as part of the 2008 lRM 
Application. The only adjustment in the 2008 rate year would be the discontinuation of 
the rate rider on November 1,2008. 

11. Reply to VECC's Submissions 

i) Comprehensive Cost of Service Application 

According to VECC, in principle it "has no specific objections to the incorporation of the 
two issues raised by ENWIN into the consideration of 2007 rates." However, based on 
VECC's interpretation of the Board's 2nd GIRM Report, VECC submitted that ENWIN 
should have addressed its PILs adjustments through a comprehensive cost of service 
application. 

ENWIN's proposed adjustments were developed to put ENWIN in the same position it 
would have been had the historic circumstances described above (i.e. the CCA and loss 
carry forward settlement issues) not occurred. To achieve this outcome, ENWIN's 
proposed adjustments are based on historical costs, adjusted to address the CCA and loss 
carry forward settlement issues. A comprehensive forward test year cost of service 
application would not be appropriate to deal with ENWIN7s historic issues, in part 
because it would not put ENWIN in the same position it would have been had the historic 
circumstances not occurred. 

ENWIN submits that the Application is not inconsistent with the Board's 2nd GIRM 
Report. The 2nd GIRM Report does not prohibit applicants from requesting adjustments 
to the historical data entered into the 2007 IRM Model. Rather, the 2nd GIRM Report 
provides that the Board expects distributors to file a comprehensive cost of service 
application if the adjustments contemplated by the 2nd GIRM Report are "insufficient for 
specific cost pressures (e.g. additional capital investment)". ENWIN submits that the two 
adjustments are driven by historical circumstances, not cost pressures. Further, the 2nd 

6 Rates that recover $1,662,003 over 12 months = rates that recover $1,994,403 over 10 months. 12/10 x 
$1,662,003 = $1,994,403 



GIRM Report "expectation" of an application of a particular type does not prohibit a 
departure from that expectation: treatment of each application is left to the discretion of 
the Panel seized of the matter at hand. 

The historic circumstances that are the subject of this Application are unique, well- 
defined, and narrow and therefore do not require a comprehensive cost of service 
application to resolve. Further, a comprehensive cost of service application in these 
circumstances would be inefficient, costly and impractical. 

Given that VECC has no specific objections to the incorporation of the two adjustments 
and given the stage of this proceeding, it would be unreasonable to require ENWIN to 
prepare and file a comprehensive cost of service application for 2007 rates. As summed 
up by SEC, "a cost of service adjustment for 2007 is not possible at this late stage" 

ii) InterimRates 

VECC raised a concern that the timing of the filing of ENWIN's Application (July 30, 
2007) relative to the effective date sought for a rate change will "result in retroactive 
ratemaking in principle if not in fact" since it is "unlikely that electricity consumers 
served by ENWIN would have been aware of the potential for a rate change as of August 
1, 2007." According to VECC, the purpose of declaring rates interim is "to give notice 
that the rates are potentially subject to change and, therefore, avoid the issue of 
retroactive ratemaking." VECC has not provided legal authority for this position. 

ENWIN submits that the use of interim rates is set out in the Ontario Energy Board Act, 
1998 (the "OEB Act") at subsection 2 l(7): 

The Board may make interim orders pending the final disposition of a 
matter before it. [emphasis added] 

The purpose of interim rates was explained by the Supreme Court of Canada in Bell 
Canada v. Canada (Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission) 
[I9891 S.C.J. No. 68: 

Traditionally, such interim rate orders dealing in an interlocutory manner with 
issues which remain to be decided in a final decision are granted for the 
purpose of relieving the applicant from the deleterious effects caused by 
the length of the proceedings. Such decisions are made in an expeditious 
manner on the basis of evidence which would often be insufficient for the 
purposes of the final decision. The fact that an order does not make any 
decision on the merits of an issue to be settled in a final decision and the fact 
that its purpose is to provide temporary relief against the deleterious effects of 
the duration of the proceedings are essential characteristics of an interim rate 
order. [emphasis added] 

OOC'S I'OK 1385780\1 



ENWIN requested in its Application that its distribution rates be made interim as of 
August 1, 2007 for the very purpose described by the Supreme Court of Canada: to avoid 
foregoing recovery during the course of this proceeding. As indicated in ENWIN's 
interrogatory response #5 to VECC, the Supreme Court of Canada has stated that a 
tribunal has the power to carry final rates back to the time at which interim rates had been 
set. In light of the Supreme Court of Canada's decisions and the Board's statutory power 
to make interim orders under subsection 21(7) of the OEB Act, the Board has the legal 
authority to grant ENWIN's rate relief effective August 1, 2007. 

111. Reply to SEC's Submissions 

SEC submitted that the relief ENWIN is seeking could result in ENWIN recovering in 
rates an amount for PILs that is greater than its actual PILs. To that end, SEC has 
proposed that ENWIN should provide a forecast of its 2007 PILs and give the parties the 
opportunity to examine the forecast to ensure it is reasonable. 

ENWIN submits that it should not be required to provide a PILs forecast as proposed by 
SEC. ENWIN's Application follows the Board's 2007 IRM process. SEC seems to 
support ENWIN's proposed adjustments and its reliance on the 2007 IRM process. 
Therefore, it is contradictory for SEC to support ENWIN's use of the 2007 IRM process, 
while at the same time proposing that ENWIN be required to file forecast information not 
required by the 2007 IRM process. As for every distributor, this approach could result in 
a variance between ENWIN's actual PILs costs and its Board approved PILs costs. This 
could be to the benefit or detriment of the distributor and is the principled treatment of 
PILs liability in the current ratemaking regime. SEC's proposed approach appears to be 
based on the time of year rather than principle and ENWIN recommends against creating 
a regulatory filing requirement on that basis. 

All of which is respectfully submitted this 5th day of December, 2007. 

ENWIN Utilities Ltd. 

Ogilvy Renault LLP 
Charles Keizer 



2007 INCENTIVE RATE TvIECHANiSivf ADJUSTTVIENT 
ENWIN Powerlines Ltd. 
EB-2007-0522, EB-2005-03 59 
July 27,2007 

n Tax Allowance 

Did the applicant receive Board approval for Large Corporation Tax in 2006? 

For distributors that had a Large Corporation Tax (LCT) allowance approved in their 2006 distribution rates, this sheet will reduce rates to reflect the 
removal of this allowance in 2007. The reduction in the allowance will be reflected through a percentage decrease in distribution rates calculated 
by the ratio of 2006 LCT allowance to the 2006 Base revenue requirement. The 2006 Board-approved LCT allowance is found in your Board- 
approved 2006 PlLs model, sheet "Test Year OCT, LCT", cell E181. The 2006 Board-approved base revenue requirement is found in your 2006 
Board-approved EDR model, sheet 5-1, cell F22. 

Enter your 2006 Approved LCT allowance I-$ 3,988,807.00 

Enter your 2006 Base Revenue Requirement 1 $ 45,391,929.00 

Rate Reduction Ratio 

Reduction by Large 
Monthly Service Reduction by Large Adjusted Monthly 2006 Volumetric Adjusted 

Class Corporation Tax 
Charge (without smart Corporation Tax Ratio Service Charge Rate Volumetric Rate 

meter rate adder) 
Ratio 

kW/  kwh kW/kWh 

Residential $7.78 -$0.68 $8.46 $0.0195 -$0.0017 $0.021 2 

General Service Less 
$22.34 -$I .96 $24.30 $0.0143 -$0.0013 $0.0156 

Than 50 kW 
General Service 50 to 

$299.74 -$26.34 $326.08 $3.0625 -$0.2691 $3.3316 
4,999 kW 
General Service 3,000 to 

$400.53 -$35.20 $435.73 $0.3703 -$0.0325 $0.4028 
4,999 kW - Intermediate 

Large Use - Regular $5,963.91 -$524.08 $6,487.99 $1.7193 -$0.1511 $1.8704 

Large Use - 3TS $20,047.43 -$I ,761.66 $21,809.09 $2.0367 -$O. 1 790 $2.21 57 

Large Use - Ford Annex $92,838.55 -$8,158.17 $100,996.72 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Standby Power - 
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

APPROVED ON AN 

Sentinel Lighting $4.52 -$0.40 $4.92 $0.0000 $0.0000 $0.0000 

Street Lighting 



MONTHLY RATE RIDERS 

Residential 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Only* & Rate Riders** & Rate Riders 
$ 8.81 9.16 8.81 
$/kwh 0.0214 0.0223 0.0214 
$ 0.35 
$/kwh 0.0009 

General Service Less Than 50 kW 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

General Service 3,000 to  4,999 kW - Intermediate Use 
Service Charge $ 440.01 
Distribution Volumetric Rate $/kW 0.4065 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) $ 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) $/kW 

Large Use - Regular 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Large Use - 3TS 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Large Use - Ford Annex 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Unmetered Scattered Load 
Service Charge 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Standby Power -APPROVED ON AN INTERIM BASIS 
Service Charge $ 0 
Distribution Volumetric Rate $/kW 0 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) $ 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) $/kW 

Sentinel Lighting 
Service Charge (per connection) 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

Street Lighting 
Service Charge (per connection) 
Distribution Volumetric Rate 
Rate Rider (Monthly Fixed) 
Rate Rider (Monthly Volumetric) 

* Calculated in Schedule A by inputting $3,988,807 in the 2007 IRM Model LCT field. 
** Calculated by inputting $3,988,807 + $1,994,403 in the 2007 IRM Model LCT field. $1,994,403 is the result of a gross-up of 
$1,662,003 to reflect collection over 10 months, rather than the 12 months assumed by the 2007 IRM Model. $1,662,003 x 12/10 
= $1,994,403. 



2007 INCENTIVE RATE MECHANISM ADJUSTMENT MODEL 
ENWIN Powerlines Ltd. 
EB-2007-0522, EB-2005-0359 
July 27, 2007 

Regulated Price Plan 2006 2006 2007 2007 
Residential Threshold $ 1 kwh Threshold $ 1  kwh 

less than or equal to 800 $ 0.058 800 $ 0.058 
greater than >BOO $ 0.067 > 800 $ 0.067 

Regulated Price Plan Non 2006 2006 2007 2007 
Residential Threshold $ 1 kwh Threshold $ 1 kwh 

less than or equal to 750 $ 0.058 750 $ 0.058 
greater than > 750 $ 0.067 > 750 $ 0.067 

Residential 

Consumption 100 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 

Residential 

Consumption 250 kwh 
o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 



Residential 

Consumption 500 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 I 

Residential 

Consumption 750 kwh 
o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 I 

Residential 

Consumption 1,000 kwh 
o k w  1 Loss Factor 1.039 I 

Sub-Total 8 31.65 8 35.56 $ 3.91 12.35% 29.13% 
Other Charges (kwh) 1039 $ 00232 $ 24.10 1039 $ 0.0232 $ 24.10 $ - 0.00% 19.75% 
Other Charges (kW) 0 $ - $  0 $ - $  - $ - 0.00% 0.00% 

Cost of Power Commodity 
(kwh) 

800 $ 0.0580 $ 46.40 800 $ 0.0580 $ 46.40 $ - 0.00% 38.01% 



Residential 

Consumption 1,500 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 

Residential 

Cost of Power Commodity 
(kwh) 

Consumption 2,000 kwh 
o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 I 

13.12% 

100% 

$ - 

$ 3.91 

-$ 0.16 

$ 3.75 

239 

General Service Less Than 50 kW 

0.00% 

3.31% 

-2.13% 

2.99% 

239 

Consumption 1,000 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 I 

$ 122.08 

f 7.32 

$ 129.40 

Total Bill before Taxes 
GST (2006 - 7%, 2007 - 6%) 
Total Bill after Taxes 

$ 0.0670 

$ 118.17 

$ 7.48 

$ 125.65 

$ 0,0670 $ 16.01 $ 16.01 



General Service Less Than 50 kW 

Consumption 2,000 kwh o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service Less Than 50 kW 

Consumption 5,000 kwh o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service Less Than 50 kW 

Consumption 10,ooo kwh o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 



General Service Less Than 50 kW 

Consumption 15,000 kwh 
o kw Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

Consumption 15,000 kwh 
60 kw Loss Factor 7.039 



l ~ o t a l  Bill after Taxes I $ 2,026.00 1 I f 2,092.54 I $ 68.54 1 3.28% 1 I 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

Consumption 40,000 kwh 
100 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

100,000 kwh 
500 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

Consumption 400,000 kwh 
1000 kw Loss Factor 1.039 

Sub-Total I I $ 2,975.31 1 1 $ 3,453.54 1 $ 478.23 1 l6,07% I 8,60% 
Other Charges (kwh) 1 415600 1 $ 0.0132 1 $ 5,485.92 1 415600 1 $ 0.0132 1 $ 5,485.92 1 $ - 1 0.00% 1 13.67% 



General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

Consumption I,OOO,OOO kwh 3000 kW Loss Factor 1.039 I 

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 

 ti^^ 1,500,000 kwh 
4000 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - Intermediate Use 

Consumption 15,000 kwh 
60 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

IMPACT 2006 BILL 

$ Volume 

2007 BILL 
RATE I $ $ 

Volume I RATE 
$ 

% 
CHARGE 

f 
% of Total 

Bill 



General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - lntermediate Use 

Consumption 40,000 kwh 
100 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - lntermediate Use 

Consumption 100,000 kwh 
500 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - lntermediate Use 



Consumption 400,000 kwh 
1000 kw Loss Factor 1.039 

GST (2006 - 7%, 2007 - 6%) I $ 2,442.51 1 I $ 2,320.54 I-$ 121.97 1 -4.99% 1 
Total Bill after Taxes I $ 41,008.53 1 I $ 40,996.23 I-$ 12.30 1 -0.03% 1 

General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - lntermediate Use 

Consumption 1,000,000 kwh 
3000 k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

General Service 3,000 to 4,999 kW - lntermediate Use 

consurnptjon ',500,000 kwh 
4000 kW Loss Factor 1.039 



Larne Use - Regular 

Consumption 2,000,000 kwh 
5000 kW Loss Factor 1.0145 

GST (2006 - 7%, 2007 - 6%) I $ 12,551.49 1 1 $ 12,015.13 I-$ 536.36 1 4.27% 1 
Total Bill after Taxes I $ 210,732.90 1 1 $ 212,267.26 1 $ 1,534.36 1 0.73% 1 

Cost Of 'OWer I 1,557,750 1 $ 0.0670 
(kwh) 

Total Bill before Taxes 
GST (2006 - 7%, 2007 - 6%) 

Total Bill after Taxes 

Larne Use - Regular 

71 97% 

100% 

$ - 

$ 267.77 

-$ 466.43 

-$ 198.66 

$ 104.36925 

$ 144,749.14 

$ 9,167.45 

$ 153,916.59 

1.557.750 1 $ 0.0670 

Consumption 3,500,000 kwh 
7000 kW Loss Factor 7.0145 

000% 

0.18% 

-5.09% 

-0.13% 

$ 104,36825 

$ 145,016.91 

$ 8,701.01 

$ 153,717.93 

Larne Use - Regular 

Consumption 5,000,000 kwh 
8000 kW Loss Factor 1.0145 



Large Use - Regular 

la we ti^^ 7,50O$"JO kwh 
10000 kW Loss Factor 7.0745 

Large Use - Regular 

 ti^^ 9,000,000 kwh 
15000 k w  Loss Factor 7.0745 I 

Larne Use - Regular 

Consumption 11,000,000 kwh 
20000 k~ Loss Factor 7.0745 



Larne Use - 3TS 

Consumption 7,500,000 kwh 
10000 kW Loss Factor 1.0145 I 

Larne Use - 3TS 

Consumption 9,000,000 kwh 
15000 k w  Loss Factor 1.0145 I 



l ~ o t a l  Bill after Taxes I $ 880,941.35 1 I $ 885,808.32 1 $4,866.97 1 0.55% 1 I 
Large Use - 3TS 

Consumption 11,000,000 kwh 
20000 k w  Loss Factor 1.0145 

Large Use - 3TS 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t j ~ ~  14,000,000 kwh 
25000 k w  Loss Factor 1.0145 

Street Lighting 

Consumption 750 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 I 



Street Lighting 

Consumption 1,000 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 

Street Lighting 

Consumption 1,500 kwh 
o k w  Loss Factor 1.039 

Street L i~ht ing 

Consumption 2,000 kwh 
0 kW Loss Factor 1.039 




