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Wednesday, March 16, 2011

--- On commencing at 9:38 a.m.

MS. HELT:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Maureen Helt. I am counsel with the Board, and I have with me Christie Clark, who is the case manager for the Brant County Power Inc. 2011 cost of service application, Board File No. 2010-0125.

As I stated, we are here for the purpose of a technical conference.  My understanding is that Brant County would like to make some opening remarks first.

However, before we do that, I think it would be helpful if we had appearances from the parties, please.
Appearances:

MR. HARPER:  My name is Bill Harper.  I am a consultant for VECC, the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Michael Buonaguro, counsel for VECC.

MR. AIKEN:  Randy Aiken, consultant for Energy Probe.  With me is David MacIntosh.

MR. STOLL:  Scott Stoll.  I am counsel to Brant County Power Inc.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Ed Glasbergen, CFO for Brant County Power.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Ian McKenzie, consultant for Brant County Power.

MS. HELT:  Thank you very much.  I see that everyone knows how to mobilize and use the microphones, which is a good thing.

If for whatever reason you are not being recorded, the court reporter, Teresa Forbes, will be sure to let you know.

So perhaps at this time -- I don't think there are any preliminary matters.

MR. STOLL:  I was just going to speak for a couple of minutes, and then I understand there are a few questions from each, and I think Bill is going to go first for VECC.

MS. HELT:  That's fine.  So if you want to proceed, Mr. Stoll?
Opening Submissions by Mr. Stoll:

MR. STOLL:  Right.  Okay, I appreciate it.

Just as a little bit of background, and part of this comes through in the evidence, but prior to the rate case, Brant County had done a fairly significant review motion with Brantford Power.  And part of that, through that process, there was a change in the management executive Brant County Power.

So Mr. Glasbergen has been with them since 2009, the president -- 2008.  So there has been a significant change.  So some of the historical explanations may not be able to be fully answered, to the way some people might like, if we go back beyond those dates.

Also, just some of the information and some of the accounting and tracking of some of the numbers from, like, the 2006, et cetera, there may be a couple of issues historically that we have difficulties answering just because of the changeover.

Hopefully -- I don't think anything will turn on it at the ends of the day, but, as part of the filing, Brant County included some information which basically talked about a year in transition, and part of that has been the change in the management and just bringing some more rigour and discipline to the utility from a business standpoint.

So hopefully that comes through in some of the information and where they're going, but it has been a bit of a work in progress for the utility, and it continues to be.  So that is kind of a bit of the background on where they are.

A couple of items that I can clear up, hopefully.  They're on the SSS admin charge.  It was omitted from the other revenue, and so we will correct that in the update.

I think it is, like, an annual -- probably like around $25,000, so it is not a big, big number, but we will get that fixed.

With respect to the variance accounts, we have completed the field work on the audit and we think the numbers are pretty close to -- so we can provide an update, for settlement purposes, to talk about the variance accounts, just for informational purposes for people, as well, because I think the last numbers we had for the variance accounts were -- sorry, last number for the variance accounts, December 2009.  So we do have updates on that.  That will be coming.

And the smart meters, we will be pulling -- removing those from the capital side.  There is a value stated in some of the working copies that we gave.

And on the late payment, just to be clear, Brant County is not going to seek recovery for the late payment penalty.  So hopefully that is clear, as well.  And at that point, I think we can turn it over to questions.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.  Mr. Harper.
Questions by Mr. Harper:

MR. HARPER:  Yes.  Actually, I am just working through the questions and the answers that you circulated earlier this morning.  My first follow-up is with respect to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 3, I believe it is.

If you turn to 3(d)?

MS. HELT:  Perhaps if I can just interrupt, it may be helpful, if we are going to be referring to the technical conference answers that have been prepared by Brant County, to have them marked as exhibits for ease of reference for the purpose of this technical conference, unless there are any objections to that.

MR. AIKEN:  Not an objection, Maureen, but should we also be marking the questions as an exhibit?  I noted in the responses there are no questions.

MR. STOLL:  I was going to file, like, a clean copy on Friday with all of the questions and responses.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.

MR. STOLL:  So that it is a better record to be on the public record at that point.  So it will be cleaner and...

MS. HELT:  I think probably it would be best, if someone is referring to the transcript, that we do have both the questions and these responses marked.  Then if you can provide your clean copies, that will certainly be helpful for the purpose of the settlement conference and preparing for that.

So why don't we do that administrative matter first?

So we will mark the VECC technical conference questions as Exhibit KT1.1, and the Brant County responses to VECC's technical conference questions as KT1.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.2: RESPONSES TO VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS.

MS. HELT:  We might as well mark all of the questions and responses at this time.  So the technical conferences of Energy Probe -- technical conference questions of Energy Probe to be marked as KT1.3; Brant County responses to Energy Probe technical conference questions as KT1.4; Board Staff technical conference questions KT1.5; and Brant County responses to Board Staff technical conference questions as KT1.6.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.3:  ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.4:  RESPONSES TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.5:  BOARD STAFF TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS

EXHIBIT NO. KT1.6:  RESPONSES TO BOARD STAFF TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS

MS. HELT:  And I note there were some other additional documents that were provided.  We can mark them as we go through the questions, if that is satisfactory to everyone.

MR. STOLL:  Yes.  I think they're attachments to some of the questions.

MS. HELT:  Right.  We will mark them as we go through.

MR. STOLL:  All right.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.  Sorry, Mr. Harper, go ahead.

MR. HARPER:  That's okay, and thank you.  The first follow-up I had was with respect to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 3(d), where we were asking you for clarification, so we could understand more clearly exactly what the CDM variable that was used in your regression equation for doing a load forecast actually represented.

In your response, you say it represents the monthly kilowatt-hour savings that Brant County would have obtained by having customers participate in the CDM programs by the OPA.

I just wanted to clarify that, say, for 2007, that would be the monthly savings from programs that were implemented in 2007, or the monthly savings from programs that were implemented in 2007, plus the carry-over from programs that have been implemented in 2006?

I guess I was just wanting to understand which of those -- like, conceptually, which of those two was the CDM variable trying to represent.

I think it is the first, but I just wanted to make sure.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes, thanks, Bill.

I agree with you.  I believe it is the first, but I will need to clarify with that our consultant, and I can do that for you, sure.

MR. HARPER:  I guess what I was wondering about, then, as we go forward, if you think of CDM and the fact there is persistence in CDM programs from one year to the next - I think the OPA report shows the 2006 programs, there is persistence in 2007, 2008, 2009 - whether it is reasonable in your regression analysis to use as a CDM variable only the savings for programs in that particular year as opposed to trying to -- why wasn't the variable structured so it captured, like, what was viewed as being the monthly savings from all of the programs that have been implemented, not only that year but the previous years as well, so that it was a true reflection of what all the CDM savings were that Brant County had achieved to that month and time?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I will be happy to clarify that for you.

MR. HARPER:  Maybe if you could follow up on that, because --


MR. GLASBERGEN:  Absolutely. 

MR. HARPER:  That would be great.

MS. HELT:  Would you like that marked as an undertaking, then?

MR. HARPER:  That would be helpful. 

MR. STOLL:  Do you want to succinctly state the undertaking?

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  I guess the undertaking -- I will try.


Undertaking has two parts to it.  The first part is whether the CDM variable used in the regression analysis represented just the monthly savings from the programs implemented for the year in question, or whether it was monthly savings for the programs for the year in question, plus the carry-over of persisting programs from previous years.

And then if it was the first -- which we believe it is -- why that is an appropriate variable to use in the regression equation, as opposed to one that represents all savings that have been achieved to date.

MR. STOLL:  Okay.

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking J T1.1.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  to EXPLAIN WHETHER CDM VARIABLE USED IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS REPRESENTED MONTHLY SAVINGS FROM PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED FOR THE YEAR IN QUESTION, OR WHETHER IT WAS MONTHLY SAVINGS FOR THE PROGRAMS PLUS CARRY-OVER OF PERSISTING PROGRAMS FROM PREVIOUS YEARS, AND IF IT REPRESENTED ONLY YEAR IN QUESTION, EXPLAIN WHY IT IS MORE APPROPRIATE THAN ONE REPRESENTING ALL SAVINGS ACHIEVED TO DATE.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Then actually staying with the response to that question, you provided an updated table.

In that updated table, in part (d), you show the total annual CDM savings for 2006 through 2010.  And you have filed a -- you filed the OPA -- as one of the attachments to the responses, you filed the OPA report that substantiates those annual savings.

And I am just trying to make sure I understand and we have a common understanding of what the annual savings represent.  Maybe I can, again, use 2006 as an example. 

Is the 832,687 which is shown here, is that the actual savings achieved from the programs in 2006?  Recognizing that those programs were obviously not all implemented January 1st; they were probably implemented during the course of the year. 

Or is it the annualized value of that that you would expect to see if the programs had been in place for the full year? 

Because in doing your calculation of the variables there, it is my assumption that -- it is my understanding it was the first of those two is the interpretation that you applied, and I wanted to confirm if that was the interpretation and whether in your view that interpretation aligns with how the OPA has reported the numbers.

I understand, again, you will probably have to go back and talk to the same source, but --


MR. GLASBERGEN:  Exactly, yes. 

MR. HARPER:  But I think that is --


MR. GLASBERGEN:  I would be happy to do that.

MR. HARPER:  That is the point I was wanting to clarify.  Was that succinct enough? 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I think so.

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.2.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  to EXPLAIN WHETHER UPDATED TABLE IN PART (D) SHOWS ACTUAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED OR WHETHER IT SHOWS EXPECTED ANNUALIZED VALUE IF PROGRAMS HAD BEEN IN PLACE FOR THE FULL YEAR

MR. HARPER:  The final one was, staying with that same table, I guess you show a CDM savings projected for 2011, and that is based on the CDM target that the Board has established for you of 9.85 gigawatt-hours.  That's the approved target the Board has set. 

On that basis, you have a CDM value there, which has been calculated as just one quarter of the 9.85, if I understand the balance of the response here.

In part (h); that is addressed in part (h), in terms of how you calculated the value.  It was just the 985 divided by 4.

What I was wanting to follow up on was in November of 2010, Brant County filed its CDM strategy with the Board, as all of the distributors were required to do. 

In that strategy, actually, you used your preliminary target -- which had been a little over 13 gigawatt-hours as opposed to the final approved total of 985?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  Also in that strategy, based on the 13 gigawatt-hours, you were showing a planned reduction for 2011 of only roughly 1.5 gigawatt-hours, whereas now with the reduced target in this load forecast, you have a CDM savings that is considerably higher.

So I was wondering if it would be possible to reconcile the CDM savings you have used in here, in conjunction with the target, with what you have got in the CDM strategy you filed with the Board. 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.  Again, we will be happy to do that for you, Bill, sure. 

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  to RECONCILE UPDATED CDM SAVINGS WITH AMOUNTS FROM BRANT COUNTY POWER INC. CONSERVATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 2011 TO 2014 STRATEGY FILING.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Just for the record, it is referring to the Conservation Demand Management Code of Electricity Distributors, Board file EB-2010-0215.  Letter from Brant County, November 1st, 2010 is the reference.  It is called the Brant County Power Inc. Conservation Demand Management 2011 to 2014 Strategy Filing. 

MS. HELT:  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro. 

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Those are all of the questions I have.

Mr. Buonaguro has some questions on some of the other aspects of the response.

Questions by Mr. Buonaguro:


MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  We just have a few more follow-up questions based on the responses we received. 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Sure.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I am turning now to VECC No. 6. 

And the question, Technical Conference Question No. 6, asks at part (a):

"Please provide a schedule that sets out, for each customer class, the kWh values as assumed for the CA runs provided in Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 2 versus Schedule 3 and the percentage difference for each class."

At least in part of the response, the second paragraph of the response says the kilowatt-hours were not changed for the cost allocation runs that exclude transformer allowance.  This transformer allowance is provided on a per-kilowatt basis and did not impact the kilowatt-hours utilized.

Just to clarify, my understanding or our understanding is that the schedule 2 run is a 2011 run; is that correct? 

MR. MCKENZIE:  Yes.  The cost allocation runs that were provided in the original application were 2011 runs.  I think based on 2010 data, was the Board's mandate. 

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay. 

MR. MCKENZIE:  There has been a couple of different versions of it floating around, and part of the process today is to be able to make sure everyone is on the same page and have one final cost allocation run that properly articulates the whole transformer allowance changeover, and the Board required changes, so...

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So I will tell you the reason we asked the question is because we had assumed that the schedule 2 run -- which is the 2011 run using 2010 data, as you are telling me -- we had thought it used -- I guess it would be '10 kilowatt-hours, but used 2004 kilowatts.

So that is why we are asking to go back to the 2004 data and see what the difference is between 2004 and 2010, and then increase the kilowatts so that it is also -- it also represents 2010 data. 

But then in the answer, you are telling us that, no, in fact the -- for the 2011 run, you didn't use 2010 kilowatt-hours either.  You used the 2004 data as well; is that correct? 

MR. MCKENZIE:  No.  I think it may depend on which sheet we're talking about, in the work sheet inside the cost allocation run.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I see.

MR. MCKENZIE:  I6, which is the customer data, was used on 2010 and 2011 rate application data. 

What we used historical values for was -- I believe it is sheet I8, which is the demand data that sets up coincident peak and non-coincident peak values for customer classes.  That wasn't updated, and hasn't been updated as of today through the filing, whatsoever. 

So we have been using the 2006 cost allocation filing, which used 2004 data that was prepared by Hydro One back in that time period consistently in this 2011 run. 

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thankfully, Bill is still here. 

[Laughter.]

MR. HARPER:  So I guess so in the 2011 cost allocation run, we've got 2011 customer counts.  We've got 2011 kilowatt-hours because that is in the I6 sheet.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Billing determinants.  Correct.

MR. HARPER:  Billing determinants, but we have 2004, effectively, demand allocators in the I8 sheet?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Correct.

MR. HARPER:  What we're trying to effect through that IR was to say you can go back and -- you've got the 2004 cost allocation that was filed in schedule 3 in that same exhibit.

So what we're trying to do -- and as you have noted, you haven't updated the demand data.  What we're doing was saying, Well, you can go back and look at the percentage change in kilowatt-hours between 2004 and 2011 between those two sheets.

And if you were to make a simplifying assumption that the demand was to change -- you know, if kilowatt-hours went up by 25 percent, the demand for that class would go up by 25 percent.  So you could take those percentage changes in kilowatt-hours by class and apply them to the 2004 billing determinant -- excuse me, demand allocators you used to try and come up with a better representation of what would be 2011 demand allocators for each customer class.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Just to make sure we're all understanding, so what you're saying is a straight percentage adjustment to the I8 data --


MR. HARPER:  Yes.

MR. MCKENZIE:  -- that will then adjust the rest of the cost allocation?  We can definitely provide that.  I am not sure it follows 100 percent that a reduction in kilowatt-hours is going to equal a reduction in demand, especially in, you know, the general service customer class.  We can provide that analysis for you.

MR. HARPER:  I guess it is probably -- it may not be perfect, but it is probably better than using the 2004 demand data all the way throughout, particularly if the different classes -- like, if all of the classes increase -- their kilowatt-hours increase the same percentage, it is not going to have much of an impact on the run.

But if some classes are growing and some classes are shrinking, it could have a major impact on the results, if -- you know, and distort if you use 2004 data.

So that was effectively what we were trying to get through that question.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Fair enough.  I apologize.  I didn't grab that.  If that was your goal, we can definitely provide that analysis.

MR. HARPER:  Great.  Thank you very much.

MS. HELT:  So that will be undertaking JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  To Provide an Analysis showing effect of straight percentage adjustments of I8 data for various classes on cost allocation

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Now, VECC No. 9 asked about the variance account balances to confirm that you are seeking clearance, AND you did actually confirm as we started -- in the question, AND then you talked a little bit about the fact you are seeking clearance of these variance accounts in this proceeding.

Perhaps you can just recap.  Do you anticipate that the audits are going to be available in time for the Board to make a decision in this case?

MR. MCKENZIE:  I don't think the audit is going to be signed off -- you are not going to have audit papers signed by the audit firm before the settlement conference next week.  I think they're targeting by end of March, Ed?  Yes, that's correct.  He confirmed that.

We are confident that the numbers are -- the variance account numbers are where they're going to be.  We've gone through -- on billed analysis, we have done a review of the 2010 activity.  So we think that the 2010 numbers, year-end numbers, are where they're going to finally land, and we are hoping to provide that as an informational filing before next week's settlement conference.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And just lastly, VECC No. 15, we asked a series of questions about -- I have to flip back to the questions here -- about wage increases.  And just in reading the answers, you referred to the comparison study and adjustments made as a result of the comparison study.

Perhaps I'm belying the fact that I am not the one who wrote the question, but I saw "comparison study" and I tried to find the comparison study in the evidence.  I didn't find it easily.  Is it something that is already in the evidence?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  It is not something that is in the evidence.  I do have it here.  What the comparison study was is the previous CEO and I guess the CFO polled neighbouring LDCs - I think I have that in the response, as well - I think six or seven LDCs as to what they were currently paying their staff.

And that is what they used as a basis in their collective bargaining agreements with the union and stuff.  And in their wisdom at that time they gave -- I think it was a five, five three-year -- 5, 5 percent increase in that three-year CDA.

So to answer your question, yes, I do have that here.  It is a one-page Excel sheet with -- it was basically a questionnaire sent out to the neighbouring LDCs as to what they were paying their staff.  So I can make it available, if that is what you require.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes, if you wouldn't mind.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Absolutely.

MR. BUONAGURO:  That would be an undertaking to produce it.

MS. HELT:  Undertaking JT1.5.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Actually, if you have it, we could probably just give it a document number.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I have it here.  I can make a copy of it or I can make a copy from --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Go straight past undertaking and make it an exhibit?

MS. HELT: So we will mark that as Exhibit KT1.7, and we will just confirm when we actually do have it.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.7:  COMPARISON STUDY.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And I understand -- I believe there is still -- or maybe not.  Are all of the VECC undertakings answered in this document?  I think there is a...

You mentioned earlier that there may be -- you're waiting for answers on some.  I just want to confirm all of them are answered.

MR. STOLL:  I thought there was one sub-part of a question we were still short.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I don't see a VECC No. 10 in the package.

MR. STOLL:  That should have been a separate one.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I do have a copy of it here, or we can send it on e-mail today.  Do I have it here?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Oh, okay.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I've got it.

MR. STOLL:  We can provide that, as well.  It should have been in the package this morning, Michael, but we can provide a copy.

MR. BUONAGURO:  That is one that we -- actually, there is a bunch of files, and that is one we haven't seen yet, is what you're telling me.  Do you know what the answer was?

MR. STOLL:  To which part?

MR. BUONAGURO:  If I remember correctly, it says:
"Please confirm Brant's agreement or change the entries to confirm to Brant's understanding and application of the OEB Guidelines to the current Claims."


That's the first part of it.  Well, there is more to it than that, so I won't ask you that.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  It's right here.

MR. STOLL:  There is a chart where there is some additional text.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

MR. STOLL:  So we will file the response.  I think that is probably the easiest way to try and deal with it, Mike.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay, that's fine.  Thank you very much.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Michael, I think there might be one more.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

MR. MCKENZIE:  It is under the Exhibit KT1.1, which is the VECC TCQ No. 11(d).

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.

MR. MCKENZIE:  I think there was some confusion in the communication between Brant County and the consultant doing the load forecast.  There is not currently a response for 11(d), but we are going to go back and talk with the consultant on that.

MS. HELT:  So that information you need to actually obtain?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Right.

MS. HELT:  So we should have that then marked, just for the purpose of the record, as an undertaking, and that will be JT1.5, and that will be a response to VECC Technical Conference Question 11(d).
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5: TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION NO. 11(D).

MR. STOLL:  Correct.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Correct.

MS. HELT:  Then just to clarify the record, before we were talking about VECC 11(d), there was discussion with respect to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 10.  And you will be filing today a response to that?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes, it's done.

MR. BUONAGURO:  He's saying he has it.  It is answered, but it hasn't actually been produced yet, so I haven't seen it.

MS. HELT:  All right.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  We thought we sent it to you, but if not, we have it now.

MR. STOLL:  We can put that, if you want, as an undertaking, and we will file it later today.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I don't see it in the material --


MR. STOLL:  Okay.

MR. BUONAGURO:  -- or the later e-mail.

MR. CLARK:  If you have that here as a hard copy, we can simply copy it.

MS. HELT:  We can just then mark it as an exhibit.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I do have it somewhere.

MS. HELT:  That will be Exhibit KT1.8.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.8:  RESPONSE TO VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 10.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  There it is.  That's it right there.

MS. HELT:  That is the response to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 10.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  The can have that one.  I have it on soft copy.

[Mr. Stoll produces document to Ms. Helt 

and Mr. Clark]

MR. BUONAGURO:  Actually, I do have one more question, follow-up question.  Sorry.  I won't say I lied.  I misspoke.

Technical Conference Question No. 4 from VECC, we asked you to redo the regression analysis, and I only have one -- I hope a confirming question.  Under the first bullet point, we asked, in doing the regression analysis, that the company:
"Increase the purchases in each month by the cumulative CDM for the month as used by Brant in its LRAM calculations, adjusted for losses using the average loss factor for the period."


And then we asked:
"Please provide a schedule setting out the CDM savings adjustment by month."


So I think this relates to the last bit, actually showing us what CDM values the company used before sending them into the regression analysis.  I don't think that is in part of the answer.  So if we can get that actual information, so the basic information, so we can make sure we can confirm what values you used and see if it was the values we thought you used.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes, okay. 

MR. BUONAGURO:  So that will be an undertaking.

MS. HELT:  Is that sufficiently clear what is being requested?  Yes? 

MR. STOLL:  If he could repeat it, I would just -- 


MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure. 

MR. STOLL:  Maybe I am a little slower than my other two guys.

MS. HELT:  It's all right.  I was slow too.

MR. BUONAGURO:  The monthly CDM values that were actually used, the purchase values -- sorry, that were added to the purchase values, so we can confirm what CDM values you are using to make the adjustment we asked for in bullet point number 1.  That's in relation to VECC Technical Conference No. 4, part (a), the first bullet point. 

MR. STOLL:  Okay. 

MS. HELT:  Is that all right? 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes, I think so.

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  to PROVIDE CDM VALUES USED TO MAKE ADJUSTMENT FOR BULLET POINT NUMBER 1, VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION NO. 4(A).

MR. BUONAGURO:  Now I am done.


Thank you very much.

Questions by Mr. Aiken:


MR. AIKEN:  My first question is on Energy Probe Question No. 2.  I assume that is this one-page appendix, 2-B, is the response to it?  So we need an exhibit number. 

MS. HELT:  Yes.  Just let me find it here.  It is -- we will have it marked as -- Exhibit KT1.9 will be a document entitled:  "Appendix 2b:  Fixed Asset Continuity Schedule, 2010 Bridge.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.9: DOCUMENT ENTITLED "APPENDIX 2B:  FIXED ASSET CONTINUITY SCHEDULE, 2010 BRIDGE."

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Now, a couple of questions on this.

First, when you file the final version on Friday, will it be a little bit more legible? 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.  My apologies for that.  Yes. 

MR. AIKEN:  The second question is -- you have written in numbers here for the additions to the gross values, but the question asked for gross values and the accumulated depreciation.

Is the accumulated depreciation the correct numbers here? 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  No.  And that is my oversight, Randy.  I apologize.  I will --


MR. AIKEN:  What we get Friday will --


MR. GLASBERGEN:  Absolutely.  It is all complete, so...

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  Okay.  Then third, in the written response you have listed a number of accounts where some of the things have been moved from 2010 to 2011 and vice versa. 

Could you go through and provide a list of the dollar amounts for each of these items, showing what was moved from 2010 to 2011 and vice versa?  Just so we can track where the CAPEX has been changed? 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Sure.  I will be happy to do that.

I can do, off the top of my head, an estimate now, or I can do it as an undertaking for the exact dollar amount, whatever you prefer.

MR. AIKEN:  Probably the undertaking is the best way to do it.

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  to PROVIDE LIST OF THE DOLLAR AMOUNTS FOR EACH ACCOUNT WHERE ITEMS WERE MOVED FROM 2010 TO 2011 AND VICE VERSA. 

MR. AIKEN:  My next question is on Energy -– sorry.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Randy, do we need an undertaking, as well, for the first part, which is the updated appendix 2b with new accumulated depreciation numbers?  I thought you had two pieces of information required there? 

MR. AIKEN:  I guess.

MS. HELT:  If you want an undertaking, it was indicated that it would be filed with a clean copy on Friday.  So it is up to you. 

MR. AIKEN:  I will leave it to you guys. 

MR. MCKENZIE:  Okay. 

MR. AIKEN:  Next question is on Energy Probe 4, part (d).  In that response, you have provided some updated numbers that are cost-of-power-related, specifically the network service costs and the line and transformer connection costs. 

Near the end of that response, it says that:

"BCP has not updated the low voltage or wholesale market service rate as Decisions updating these rates by the OEB could not be located, but will be subsequently provided."

My question is:  Is that part of what you are providing on Friday?  Or before the settlement conference next week?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Yes.  That was the plan. 

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.

MR. MCKENZIE:  It was a timing issue.  Yes.

We fully understand that the most recent cost of power needs to be included for working capital allowance, and we plan to include those.

MR. AIKEN:  My next question is on Energy Probe 7, which I don't see a response to.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.  This was one that we have to go back to one of our consultants for, so we will take that as another undertaking. 

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.

MS. HELT:  So Undertaking JT1.8, response to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 7.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION NO. 7

MR. AIKEN:  Next question is on Energy Probe Question 8.  Let me see what my question was.  Part (b), let me just think about this, because I think what you talked about with Mr. Harper earlier today explains.

I basically had the question why the CDM activity variable was smaller in 2011 than in 2010, but I think I understand that from your discussion with Bill this morning.

You are using the one-quarter of the 9.85, basically as CDM activity variable for 2011?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Correct.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  And then I see there is no response provided to part (c) of the question:

"What is the impact on the revenue sufficiency of using the total billed forecast of..."

283 million kilowatt-hours and change?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Yes.  Randy, the issue with that one is there is some confusion on how to accurately calculate a sufficiency with all of the different customer classes and whatnot that are impacted by that. 

I'm assuming you are asking for a question or a model to be rerun that calculates what your 2011 revenue would be under existing rates, versus applied-for rates.  We just weren't sure how you wanted that 283 allocated into specific customers.

MR. AIKEN:  It would be allocated the same way that you currently do your allocation?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Right. 

MR. AIKEN:  It is just allocating a different amount, but do the allocation to rate classes the same way.

MR. MCKENZIE:  So again, just a straight percentage adjustment to -- 


MR. AIKEN:  Yes, yes.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Okay. 

MS. HELT:  So why don't we note that, then, as Undertaking JT1.9 to provide a response to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question 8(c).
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  to PROVIDE RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 8(C).

MR. AIKEN:  The next question is Energy Probe No. 9, and what I would like to ask for here -- because the CDM activity variable, at least as presently included in the equation, is not statistically significant -- is if you could rerun the equation, excluding the CDM variable, provide the coefficients and provide the 2011 forecast based on the -- I don't know if it is the revised or updated or -- but the higher GDP figures that were asked in some of the other Energy Probe questions. 

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Okay.  We will take that as an undertaking.  Sure.

MS. HELT:  Undertaking JT1.10.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  to RERUN EQUATION IN RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE QUESTION NO. 9, EXCLUDING CDM VARIABLE, AND PROVIDE COEFFICIENTS AND 2011 FORECAST BASED ON HIGHER GDP FIGURES FROM ENERGY PROBE QUESTIONS.

MR. AIKEN:  And then the next question is on Energy Probe 15, with -- the response says:  "To be discussed in Technical Conference."  So let's discuss. 

[Laughter.]

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I do have a --


MR. AIKEN:  I guess the question is, is basically we've got a number of different forecasts and I am not sure, in terms of what GDP or what CDM figures are going into each of the different numbers that comes out of the different questions.

The first one was the 2011 build energy forecast of 292,363,223 kilowatt-hours.  This is from VECC No. 4.  That is part (f).

Then part (j) of that same response, there is a forecast of the 283,849,820.

So I need a little matrix that says:  Here are the numbers and, you know, here's what GDP forecast is included and what CDM forecast is included, just so I can track what goes through there.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I do have a response for EP No. 15 here somewhere.  I will just locate it.  It was one of the late things that we got from our consultant, like late yesterday afternoon, so it didn't make it into the packet.  I do have it here.  I will just locate it and give you a hard copy of it either today or we can file it on Friday.

MR. AIKEN:  File it Friday, then.

MS. HELT:  So would you like an undertaking for that then?

MR. AIKEN:  Sure.

MS. HELT:  That will be undertaking JT1.11, and that is a response to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11: TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION No. 15.

MR. AIKEN:  And then my final question is on Energy Probe 17, and it is really just:  Is there anything you need clarified from me in terms of what I am asking for, the revenue requirement work form?

MR. MCKENZIE:  No.  I think with No. 17 is you just want an updated revenue requirement work form that incorporates all of the changes that we have agreed to to date?

MR. AIKEN:  That's right, yes.

MR. MCKENZIE:  We can -- I mean we are going to require that before a settlement conference, as well, so we will have that provided before that date.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.

MS. HELT:  So would you like that as an undertaking, Randy?

MR. AIKEN:  Given that is a fairly important one, yes.

MS. HELT:  Yes, okay.  We will have that as undertaking JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO PROVIDE UPDATED REVENUE REQUIREMENT WORK FORM DISCUSSED IN ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION No. 17.

MR. AIKEN:  Those are my questions.

MS. HELT:  The updated revenue requirement work form.

MR. MCKENZIE:  We fully expect that revenue requirement work form, again, to be augmented and changed after the settlement conference, as well.  This is just an interim version.

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  It is really a starting point for the settlement conference, yes.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Okay, good.  Thank you.

MR. AIKEN:  I think if you need an example of the part (b), whatever we called it, the companion schedule that shows all of the changes, if you want to take a look at that, I think Waterloo North Hydro provided that, and it was another response -- or another technical conference question I had for them, and they provided that.

So you might be able to pull that off the web drawer in their filing and just see the level of detail they went through.  And they did it quite well.

MR. MCKENZIE:  I am assuming, if there is an overall change to distribution revenue of $1 million, you would like that reconciled as close as we can to the penny on what the contributing factors were?

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  For each change, for example, if your LEAP -- you know, the LEAP goes up $20,000, or whatever, on OM&A, then you have a column that shows, you know, the impact on that on the working capital analysis, and then the impact on long-term debt, you know, all of the stuff that flows through from it.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Yes.

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  And please include the update to the cost of capital parameters.

MR. STOLL:  Yes.

MR. AIKEN:  The March 3rd letter from the Board, I guess.

MR. STOLL:  Yes.  The new rate was nine-fifty-eight or --


MR. AIKEN:  Nine-fifty-eight, and the short term is two-forty-six, something like that.

MR. STOLL:  We intended to incorporate that.

MR. AIKEN:  Yes, yes.  Those are my questions.

MS. HELT:  Mr. Buonaguro, do you have any further questions?
Further Questions by Mr. Buonaguro:

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes.  Just one clean-up matter.

Sorry.  VECC Technical Conference Question No. 15, part (d) asked for a copy of the collective agreement.  The answer says "see attached", but we had some discussion about this before.  It is not actually attached, so we haven't seen it yet.  I understand that the company wants to submit that in confidence?

MR. STOLL:  Oh, the collective agreement?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes, I assume you will do that when you file the quote/unquote official package on Friday?

MR. STOLL:  Yes.  It will be sent in a separate -- it will be sent -- it won't be filed on RESS.  It will be filed directly with the individuals.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

MR. STOLL:  So I don't want it to get filed on the public --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  And the Board's confidentiality guidelines will kick in, then.

MR. STOLL:  Yes.

MS. HELT:  Yes.  There is the practice direction on confidential filings that set out the exact procedure for that.

MR. STOLL:  Right.  So the separate envelope for the paper filings, yes.

MS. HELT:  And a redacted version that can be on the public record, or with the covering letter, which basically sets out the reason for confidentiality and that sort of thing.  It is very clearly set out, but I am happy to discuss --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Just to clean up, because it says "see attached" and it is not attached, and I knew we had talked about it earlier.  I just wanted to get that on the record.

That's fine.  Thank you.

MS. HELT:  If there are no other questions from either Energy Probe or VECC, I will turn it over to Christie Clark.

MR. CLARK:  Thank you.
Questions by Mr. Clark:

MR. CLARK:  In response to question 2(a), you did provide the service agreement, but I did notice it is undated.  Do you have a date for this?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  I couldn't locate an agreement that was dated.  That one is relatively -- I guess relatively old.  I think it is before 2003, because there were some dates referenced on there.  So my apologies, Christie.  This was the only agreement I could find that was actually -- that was signed.

So I don't have one that is dated, I apologize.

MR. CLARK:  Okay, thank you.

MS. HELT:  If we can mark that as an exhibit, KT1.10, a copy of the service agreement between Brant County Power Services Inc. and Brant County Power Incorporated.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.10:  COPY OF SERVICE AGREEMENT BETWEEN BRANT COUNTY POWER SERVICES INC. AND BRANT COUNTY POWER INCORPORATED.

MR. CLARK:  In regards to question 2(c), I would suggest that you put in writing a formal statement for the compliance office, please, just to bring it to their attention.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Okay.

MR. CLARK:  And in 4(a), you are saying you couldn't open the file, the Board's RTS file?

MR. MCKENZIE:  No.  I think the question asked us to update the uniform transmission rates within the Board file.  Those have a locked component; that is, a locked component of that model.  So we actually couldn't go in and physically change the values that the Board Staff has in their model.

MR. CLARK:  Oh, okay.

MR. MCKENZIE:  Either the password could be provided, or if the OEB is going to provide an updated retail transmission work form, then, you know, we will use that updated model to provide the response requested.

Specifically, there is two tabs -- I forget -- I don't have the numbers of them offhand, two tabs of the work sheet that have blue cell references that have the updated network and connection charges, and they can't be changed unless you have the Excel password.

MR. CLARK:  I haven't looked at the model for a while.  So it has the rates from last year in it instead of this year?

MR. MCKENZIE:  I didn't compare what rates they were from.  We just pulled -- when we completed the filing back in August, we just pulled the most recent version from the OEB's website.

MR. CLARK:  Okay, thanks.

MS. HELT:  Mr. Clark, would you like an undertaking for them to provide a response to Board Staff Question 4, upon providing them with the password, or is that not necessary?

MR. CLARK:  Let's say on a best efforts, because I have to get back to them.  So I think it should be an undertaking, though.

MS. HELT:  That will be undertaking JT1.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13: TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO BOARD STAFF QUESTION 4.

MR. CLARK:  I skipped question 3.  This is an area, I apologize, in Board Staff question 3, I wasn't around in 2000 and 2001.  My understanding of your application in regards to what you have as fixed assets and how you depreciate -- calculate your depreciation from net book value and the way you calculate depreciation for expenses may differ.

It could be I just misconstrued your evidence.  So I think the first question is:  In 2000, I believe you were allowed to go to fair market value; is that what you did?  

MR. GLASBERGEN:  No.  We went to -- we went to book value.

So this is, again, before my time, but, you know, my best insight as to what happened is our auditors at that point in time required, when the former PUCs, I guess - and what is the right term - amalgamated or merged into the current utility, the assets that came over from the former PUCs came over at book value as opposed to gross cost and gross accumulated depreciation.

So that book value was determined to be the new cost of the fixed asset in the utility.  And from there, the depreciation was recorded.  Does that answer your question?

MR. CLARK:  I think so.  So instead of revaluing based on fair market value, which I believe you are allowed to do, you are still back at book value?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Correct.  Yes.

MR. CLARK:  Okay.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Sorry.  Net book value.  Net book value, yes, yes.

MR. CLARK:  Now, for the purposes of your operating expenses, you calculate your depreciation on that value?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  That's correct, from 2000 onwards, yeah.  Yeah.

MR. CLARK:  Now, did you do a fair market value bump-up in 2001 for the purposes of PILs?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Did we?  I believe we did.  Again, there was a fair value assessment.  There is an amount sitting on our books.  What is the amount?  Three-and-a-half million dollars.

I believe that is part of it.  I can take that as an undertaking to actually research that a bit further.

But again, way before my time.  I don't mean to absolve myself of that, but I will absolutely go back and take a look, just to confirm that I am telling you the truth on that one.

[Laughter.]

MR. CLARK:  I think we should have an undertaking, please, just to see if we can clear this up.

MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  to CONFIRM IF BRANT COUNTY POWER IS USING FAIR MARKET BUMP-UP VALUE FROM 2001 FOR PURPOSES OF PILS

MR. STOLL:  I was going to say I was waiting -- I thought Christie was going to restate the exact question for the record, so we have a statement on the record.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.  Can you repeat that undertaking?

MR. CLARK:  The undertaking would be to confirm that for the purposes of PILs, Brant County Power is using their fair market bump-up value from 2001.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Okay.  I got it.  Thank you.

MR. CLARK:  Going to Question 7, in fact, I better read what I asked.

So 7(a), I requested as to whether any of the cost of the smart meter data analysts was also included in 1555 and 1556.  And you said 62,000 of labour and overhead costs related to smart meter data analysts has been capitalized.

And you are lifting that out of rate base and you are putting that into the deferral accounts?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  That's correct.

MR. CLARK:  Okay.  But for 2011?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  It is all sitting in our OM&A, actually.

MR. CLARK:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  Those are my questions.  Thank you.

MS. HELT:  I note that there were two additional documents that have not been referred to, but that have been passed around to the parties.

One of them is a document that has two columns:  "Brant County Power Inc. Resolutions."  I believe this was in response, then, to one of the technical conference questions; is that correct?

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Yes.  It was on -- I forget whether VECC or Energy Probe, but it was one of the questions regarding the intercompany loan from the power company to the service company.

And the question was -- if I can recall it, was please confirm that there were no Board minutes pertaining to that loan after July 16th, 2009, I believe.

And there were a couple, so that document that you have there, Maureen, is an excerpt of all of the minutes, you know, relating to that loan.

Then there was two items at the very bottom on the left-hand side.  There was two references in two different meetings on that loan, and it is either a resolution or some comments that we added to that document for this purpose.

MR. CLARK:  Would that be VECC 12?

MR. MCKENZIE:  Yes, it refers to VECC Question 12(d).

MR. GLASBERGEN:  That's correct, yes.

MS. HELT:  So we will mark that then as an exhibit.

MR. GLASBERGEN:  Absolutely, yes.  And that was the intent of it, yes.

MS. HELT:  Exhibit KT1.11.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.11:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "BRANT COUNTY POWER INC. RESOLUTIONS."

MS. HELT:  And there was another document:  "Brant County Power Inc. Loan to BCPSI, Lead Sheet as at December 31, 2010."

MR. MCKENZIE:  That reference is VECC Technical Question 12(a).

MS. HELT:  So that will be Exhibit KT1.12.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.12:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "BRANT COUNTY POWER INC. LOAN TO BCPSI, LEAD SHEET AS AT DECEMBER 31, 2010."

MS. HELT:  Do the parties have any questions with respect to either of these two recently-marked exhibits?

Are there any further follow-up questions from any of the parties or Board Staff?

Any further comments to be made by Brant?

MR. STOLL:  No.

MS. HELT:  All right, then.

Thank you very much, everyone.  That concludes the Technical Conference for today, and I believe we are in settlement -- is it next Tuesday -- March the 22nd.

MR. STOLL:  Right.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.

MR. STOLL:  Thank you.
  --- Whereupon the conference concluded at 10:34 a.m.
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