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Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition (VECC) 
Final Argument 

1 

1.1 Bluewater Power Distribution Corporation (“Bluewater”) filed an application (“the 

Application”) with the Ontario Energy Board (“the Board” or “the OEB”), under 

section 78 of the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998 for electricity distribution rates 

effective May 1, 2011.  The Application was filed in accordance with the OEB’s 

guidelines for 3rd Generation Incentive Regulation, which provide for a formulaic 

adjustment to distribution rates and related charges. 

The Application 

1.2 As part of its Application Bluewater included:  

a) an increase in its 2011 Smart Meter Funding Adder from the $1.00 per 

customer per month to (revised)  $2.00 per customer per month,  

b) an adjustment to the customer class revenue to cost ratios,  

c) the disposal of variance account balances attributable to a wholesale market 

participant not contributing to the account balances, and 

d)  a request to recover the impact of lost revenues associated with various 

conservation and demand management (CDM) activities (i.e., an LRAM 

recovery).   

1.3 The following sections set out VECC’s final submissions regarding these aspects 

of the Application. 
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2011 Smart Meter Funding Adder (SMFA) 

2.1 The Manager’s Summary1

“The (SM) model indicates a proposed smart meter rate adder of $2.95 for a 12 month 

period in order to recover the proxy revenue requirement for the AMI system. Sheet 8 

from the Smart Meter rate calculation model, detailed below indicates the revenue 

requirement analysis.  

 indicates that  

                     
1 Page 16 
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Bluewater Power feels that $2.00 per month would be an appropriate rate adder rather 

than $2.95 in order to provide for smooth pricing in respect of distribution rates.  

2.2 VECC notes that in VECC IRR#1 Bluewater quotes the recent OEB decision 

regarding PowerStream: 

“ the recent OEB Decision for Powerstream (EB-2010-0209) for final approval of 

smart meter related costs, on page 12 quotes: “…The Board finds that a cost 

allocation approach based on class specific revenue requirement calculations offset 

by class specific smart meter funding to be inconsistent with previous Board 

decisions, and that there has been no clear requirement to track costs by class. The 

Board notes that historical funding collected from customer classes other than 

Residential and GS<50 kW is not material. The Board finds that a class specific 

calculation of the residual amounts for disposition of smart meter costs for each rate 

class is unwarranted, as there is insufficient benefit given the additional complexity.” 

2.3 VECC submits that Bluewater has selectively cited the Board’s EB-2010-0209 

Decision. The Board also accepted Powerstream’s cost allocation (page 14ff).  At 

page 17, it stated that “the Board finds that PowerStream’s original cost allocation 

methodology is reasonable and based on the principle of cost causality”. 

2.4 In VECC IRR#2a) Bluewater provides the capital cost estimates to date for each 

class.  This shows that commercial meters are about three times more expensive 

and the total capital costs incurred to date are in the proportions of 76% 

Residential: 24% GS<50kW 
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2.5 Bluewater also provided a comparison of the SM revenue collected to date from 

SMFAs. This shows that 89.5 % has been collected from the Residential Class 

and 10.5 % from the GS< 50 kW class (with a small amount from other classes).  
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2.6 VECC will not comment further on Bluewater’s historical Smart Meter costs and 

rate adder revenue since Bluewater is not currently applying for a Smart Meter 

disposition rate rider. 

2011 and 2012 Smart Meter Implementation Plan and Funding Adder 

2.7 In response to VECC’s request to calculate a 2011/2012 SMFA on a class –

specific basis using Capital Cost to allocate the Revenue requirement 2 Bluewater, 

while not agreeing to the principle, provided the following: 

 

                     
2 SMFA Calculation Model Sheet 8 
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2.8 This Table shows that using the above approach (which is consistent with 

PowerStream’s allocation of the SM revenue requirement) produces a vastly 

different result than a single aggregate SMFA.  

2.9 VECC submits that using a single SMFA results in a major ongoing cross- subsidy 

of the Commercial GS<50 Class by the Residential class. 

2.10 As far as the proposed SMFA for 2011 and 2011 is concerned, VECC submits: 

a) The original SMFA of $2.00 per customer per month ( rather than $2.95 per 

customer per month) under-collects the 2011 revenue requirement and is being 

continued into 2012. 

b) The class –specific SMFA shown in VECC IRR Table 2d will recover the 

revenue requirement in 2011 and is significantly fairer to residential ratepayers 

than an aggregate SMFA of $2.95 as originally proposed by Bluewater (Sheet 

8 of SM Model) and should be approved. 
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3 

3.1 In response to the interrogatories

Revenue To cost Ratios 

3

• The adjustments are in accordance with the Board’s EB-2008-0221 Decision, 

and 

 Bluewater made a minor correction to its 

Revenue Cost Ratio Workform.  VECC has reviewed the revenue to cost ratio 

adjustments proposed by Bluewater and submits that: 

• The Revenue-Cost Ratio Adjustment Work Form (as now corrected) has been 

completed appropriately. 

4 

4.1 Bluewater proposes

Embedded Market Participant Rate Rider 

4 to exclude its one Wholesale Market Participant customer 

when disposing of balances in Accounts #1580 and 1588.  VECC has reviewed 

Bluewater’s proposal and the related interrogatory responses5

5 

.  VECC 

acknowledges that these accounts may include variances attributable to this 

customer due to the difference between the Board-approved and actual loss 

values.  However, VECC agrees with Bluewater that this difference is likely to be 

small as compared to the any cost variance which should not be attributed to the 

Wholesale Market Participant.  As a result, VECC supports Bluewater’s proposed 

approach. 

5.1 Bluewater is proposing recovery of lost revenue in the amount of $241,149.13 

pertaining to OPA Conservation and Demand management programs 

implemented mainly in 2008 and 2009.  An earlier LRAM/SSM claim was 

approved by the Board as part of Bluewater ‘s 2009 COS application for the 

majority of programs implemented up to and including 2007.  

Lost Revenue Adjustment Mechanism (LRAM) and Shared Savings 
Mechanism (SSM) Recovery 

 
                     
3 VECC #4 
4 Manager’s Summary, pages 2-4 
5 OEB Staff #2 
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5.2 The Managers Summary (page 17) shows the details of the as filed claim by rate 

class, and the calculation of the rate riders as follows: 

 
LRAM-OPA CDM Programs 
 

5.3 Bluewater states in VECC IRRR 3a): 

On December 1, 2010 we received the 2009 Final Results from the OPA.  We 
have analyzed the variance between final and the preliminary results for 2009, and 
the result of updating the analysis with final figure would be an increase to the 
LRAM claim of $1,507. The associated rate rider using the revised value would not 
change as the difference is beyond the 4th decimal places of the rate rider. 
Therefore, Bluewater Power is not proposing to change the proposed LRAM claim, 

5.4 VECC accepts for LRAM purposes, the OPA Verification of OPA-funded CDM 

programs, including the update (not claimed) as a result of the final 2009 OPA 

results. 

6 

6.1 VECC submits that its participation in this proceeding has been focused and 

responsible and has provided ratepayer input to the review of the LRAM Claim.  

Accordingly, VECC requests an award of costs in the amount of 100% of its 

reasonably-incurred fees and disbursements. 

Recovery of Reasonably Incurred Costs 

 

All of which is respectfully submitted this 25th day of January 2011 
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