
EB-2011-0038
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 Union Gas Limited for an Order or Orders amending or varying the rate or rates charged to customers as of October 1, 2011.

INTERROGATORIES OF

SCHOOL ENERGY COALITION
1. [Ex A/Tab 1/Page 20]  Please provide a specific reference in the Board’s EB-2010-0148 
Decision approving the retroactive adjustment of the 2009 year-end tax provision, the calculation of its impact, and the recovery of the difference in this proceeding.  If the Board has not approved any of those components, please specify the exact approval being requested of the Board in this proceeding.
2. [A/1/ Sched. 3]  With respect to the DSMVA:
a. Please describe the primary reasons for underspending on DSM in 2010.

b. Please confirm that the intended allocation of the clearance by class as described in A/3, p. 4, would result in a series of credit and debits equal to the variances between forecast and actual by class, e.g. recovery of $3,108 from M1, repayment of $1,585 to M2, etc.  If this is not the result, please explain why this is not the appropriate allocation.

3. [A/2/App. A/Sched. 13] Please explain the increase in Benefits of 27.4% from the amount embedded in rates, and 33.9% from 2009 actual.  Please describe in detail any accounting judgments (for example, pension plan assumptions) that had a material impact on that increase.

4. [A/4]  With respect to the Storage Allocation study General exhibit:

a. Please advise whether the conversion to IFRS will have any material impact on the amounts, calculation methods or cost drivers of the allocations proposed, for example due to granularity of records, periodic requirements to revalue or retire assets, accounting for asset retirement obligations, capitalization policies, or other such reasons.  If any material impact is anticipated, please provide Union’s best estimate of that impact.
b. P. 4.  Please advise why it would not be preferable to have the Board’s approval limited to the current IRM period, with a more complete review of this cost allocation carried out in the context of Union’s next cost of service proceeding when a full current cost allocation study is available.

5. [A/$/Attach. A]  With respect to the Black & Veatch Study:

a. P. 3-4.  Please advise the extent, if any, to which the step “determine the level of storage assets required to support Union’s unregulated storage operations” results in the allocation treating unregulated storage as incremental to regulated storage.  If there is any such impact, please advise how the allocation would be different if not incremental.  Please advise if any of the other allocators flow from the premise that unregulated storage is incremental to regulated operations.

b. P. 3-11.  Please advise why General Plant, and/or Storage Support O&M, are not allocated based on revenues from regulated vs. unregulated storage operations.  Please advise whether a revenue-based allocator was considered and, if not, why not.

c. Schedule 13.  Please provide a table for 2010 showing, by category, all O&M costs charged to rates related to regulated storage, and all O&M costs for the same categories allocated to unregulated storage.  For O&M costs charged to rates related to regulated storage, please base the figures on O&M allocated to storage in the most recent (2007) full cost allocation study, with such adjustments as may be required to bring it up to 2010.

d. On the same basis, please provide a table for 2010 showing, by category, all other revenue requirement amounts (e.g. depreciation, interest, ROE, taxes) charged to rates related to regulated storage, and all such costs for the same categories allocated to unregulated storage.     
Submitted on behalf of the School Energy Coalition this 25th day of May, 2011.

​​​​​​​​​
______________________

Jay Shepherd
Counsel for School Energy Coalition
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