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Michael Buonaguro

Counsel for VECC

(416) 767-1666

October 20, 2011

VIA MAIL and E-MAIL

Ms. Kirsten Walli 

Board Secretary
Ontario Energy Board
P.O. Box 2319

2300 Yonge St.
Toronto, ON

M4P 1E4

Dear Ms. Walli: 

Re:
Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition (VECC)
Interrogatories
Please find enclosed the technical conference questions  of VECC in the above-noted proceeding. 
Thank you.

Yours truly,
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Michael Buonaguro

Counsel for VECC
Encl.

OSHAWA PUC NETWORKS INC.(Oshawa)
2012 RATE APPLICATION (EB-2011-0073)

VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS 

Issue 3.1 – Is the load forecast methodology including weather normalization appropriate?

1 Reference:
VECC IR #10

a) Why was the model with Oshawa Unemployment selected for purposes of preparing the Application as opposed to Scenario IV (with Ontario GDP instead) since it has a higher Adjusted R-Square value?

OPUCN Response
OPUCN believes the use of a variable more closely linked to local economic conditions produces a better result provided the statistical relevance is within an acceptable range. The “Adjusted R-Square” values produced by the two scenarios are 86.4 and 90.2. The predicted purchased power resulting from the two scenarios is 1,124 GWh and 1,152 GWh; less than a 3% difference. OPUCN believes the results are reasonably comparable statistically and upon reviewing the predicted purchased power, 1,124 GWh appears to be more in line with the historical trend since 2003.
2 Reference:
VECC IR #14 and #17




Energy Probe IR #36
a) What are the revised 2012 sales forecasts (kWh and kW – where applicable) for each customer class based on the Oshawa’s revised purchase forecast for 2012 (per VECC #17 d))?

OPUCN Response
Please refer to Oshawa_Updated_Evidence_20111014 filed on October 14, 2011.

3 Reference:
SEC IR #24




Energy Probe IR #33

a) In responding to these IRs please confirm whether the actual January – June 2011 data used was: a) purchases or b) sales by customer class.

b) With respect to the 2011 forecasts per the Oshawa Budget and 2011 with YTD values, the results for the GS 50-999; GS 1000-4999; Large Use; Street Lighting and USL classes appear to be materially different from the results presented for either 2010 or the 2011 Bridge Year forecast.  Please review and either correct or explain the basis for the differences.

OPUCN Response
a) Sales by customer class were used.

b) OPUCN provided incorrect allocations in response to the interrogatories. The corrected differences are reasonable. The corrected Table follows:
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2011 Forecast 

(June YTD + Budget)

Difference  

(Forecast to 2010)

Difference  

(Forecast to Budget)

$ $ $ % %

Distribution Revenue

Residential 10,746,046  10,731,673  10,815,901  0.7% 0.8%

GS < 50 kW 2,692,417  2,699,188  2,721,246  1.1% 0.8%

GS 50 to 999 kW (I1 & I4) 3,228,290  3,481,025  3,449,244  6.8% -0.9%

GS 1,000 to 4,999 kW (I2) 677,426  546,934  538,877  -20.5% -1.5%

Large Use (I3) 250,791  201,224  211,570  -15.6% 5.1%

Street Lighting 618,113  656,360  676,377  9.4% 3.0%

Unmetered Scattered Load 55,932  54,773  51,278  -8.3% -6.4%

Sentinel Lights 109  0  0  -100.0% 0.0%

Base Distribution Revenue 18,269,123  18,371,176  18,464,493  1.1% 0.5%


Issue 3.2 – Are the proposed customers/connections and load forecasts (both kWh and kW) for the test year appropriate?

Issue 3.3 – Is the impact of CDM appropriately reflected in the load forecast?

4 Reference:
VECC IR #14 and #17




Energy Probe IR #36
a) Please confirm that Oshawa has interpreted “cumulative energy savings” as used in reference to its 2011-2014 energy savings target (per VECC #17 b) and f)) as representing the savings occurring in 2014 from CDM programs implemented in the years 2011-2014 inclusive.
b) An alternative interpretation would be that “cumulative energy savings” represents the total cumulative savings achieved over the four year period 2011-2014 from CDM programs offered in those years as opposed the savings persisting in 2014 from CDM programs offered over the four period.  Based on this alternative interpretation Oshawa’s cumulative energy savings from its current plan would be 137.18 GWh (12.124+28.572+44.244+52.24). What is the basis for Oshawa’s interpretation of “cumulative energy savings”?

OPUCN Response
a) Please refer to Oshawa_Updated_Evidence_20111014 filed on October 14, 2011.

b) Please refer to part a) above.

Issue 3.5 – Are the proposed revenue offsets appropriate?

5 Reference:
Energy Probe IR #38
a) Please explain the material increase in Interest and Dividend Income (Acct. #4405) in the first half of 2011 versus 2010.  Also, based on these results to date please indicate whether or not the 2011 and 2012 forecasts should be increased and explain why.

OPUCN Response

There are two elements making up the increase – an increase in interest rates year over year accounts for $29k of the increase, while the balance is due to higher interest earned on regulatory account balances. This increase is likely to be offset by a reduction in cash balances caused by higher capital investment.  

The increase related to the regulatory balances is $42k. However, this is offset by an increase in regulatory interest expenses of $50k booked to account 6035. This movement is a reflection of movements in regulatory balances and does not represent any saving.

In summary, the forecasts should not be increased.
Issue 7.1 – Is the Applicant’s cost allocation appropriate?

6  Reference:
Board Staff IR #47

VECC IR # 27 a)

OPUCN CA Model Version 2, Sheet I7.1
a) Please confirm that all GS<50 customers use single phase smart meters.

b) What is the basis for $125, $300 and $1,000 values used for meter capital costs in Sheet I7.1?   Are they all the same in terms of purchase year assumed?

OPUCN Response
a) The GS<50 customers include both residential and commercial type customers that will use single  phase smart meters and 3 phase or poly phase , CT/PT type smart meters, respectively.
b) Please refer to Board Staff TCQ #3.
7 Reference:
VECC IR #27 b)

VECC IR #17 d)
a) Please provide an updated response to VECC #27 b) and an updated cost allocation run based on the revised load forecast per VECC #17 d).  In doing so please ensure that Worksheets I6 and I8 are revised appropriately.

OPUCN Response

Please refer to Oshawa_Updated_Evidence_20111014 filed on October 14, 2011.

8 Reference:
Energy Probe #64 e)

VECC IR #28 d)
a) Please provide a revised response to Energy Probe #64 e) based on the Cost Allocation revised per the updated load forecast for 2012.

b) In the response provided to VECC #28 d) the revenue to cost ratio for GS 50-999 declines from the status quo value of 93.4% to 91%.  If the ratios for just Street Lighting and Sentinel Lighting were increased (above 70%) to the same value in order to offset the $70,000 shortfall what would the resulting ratio be?

c) Please re-do the response to part (b) based on the Cost Allocation revised per the updated load forecast.

OPUCN Response

a) Please refer to Oshawa_Updated_Evidence_20111014 filed on October 14, 2011.

b) Please refer to part a) above.
c) Please refer to part a) above.
Issue 8.1 – Are the fixed to variable splits for each class appropriate?

9 Reference:
Energy Probe IR #65 a)
a) With respect to both the original Table 4 and that provided in response to Energy Probe #65 a), for those customer classes eligible for the transformer ownership credit were the variable revenues used in determining the fixed-variable split net of the ownership credit?  If not, please re-do Tables 4 and 5 in the IR response using the net variable revenues.

OPUCN Response

Confirmed, the variable revenues used in determining the fixed-variable split are net of the ownership credit.
Issue 8.4 – Is the Applicant’s proposed Tariff of Rates and Charges appropriate?
10 Reference:
Board Staff IR #51 a)

a) Please provide a schedule that sets out changes to its application that Oshawa considers as being appropriate and required as a result of the IR process.  For each change please identify the relevant IR and the impact on the 2012 requested rate base and revenue requirement.

OPUCN Response

a) Please refer to Oshawa_Updated_Evidence_20111014 filed on October 14, 2011.

Issue 9.1 – Are the account balances, cost allocation methodology and disposition period appropriate?

11 Reference:
VECC IR #30

EB-2007-0673, Supplemental Report of the Board, pages 


31-32
Preamble:
In its Part II Decision regarding EB-2008-0295 (pages 16) the Board authorized Oshawa to record in a deferral account $27,000 associated with its Concrete Pole Replacement project forecast to occur in 2009.  The response to VECC #30 suggests that this spending never actually occurred as planned.  The Board’s Supplemental Report deals with the Incremental Capital Module actual capital spending during the IR plan.

a) Was there any capital spending on the Concrete Pole Replacement program during 2009-2011.  If not, why should Oshawa be eligible to recover the $27,000 initially recorded in Account 1508 – Capital Recovery Sub Account?

OPUCN Response

Yes, there was capital spending for concrete pole replacements during 2009 - 2011. With respect to the concrete poles recorded in Account 1508, these were completed in 2009 under the general “OH Pole Replacement after testing” capital project Work Order #.

Oshawa is therefore eligible to recover the $27,000 initially recorded in Account 1508 – Capital Recovery Sub Account
Issue 9.2 – Are the proposed rate riders appropriate?

12 Reference:
Exhibit 9, page 24, Table 8

Smart Meter Spreadsheet Oshawa_Smart Meter Rev. 


Requirements Workings_20110531.xls

Board Staff IR #61

VECC IR #30

Preamble:  VECC acknowledges there was an error in the numbering of its original interrogatories.  However, Oshawa PUC did not respond to VECC Interrogatory #30 (as numbered in the questions filed).  

a) Please provide a response to VECC #30 (as filed) which requested Oshawa PUC to:

· Please provide a breakdown in Table 8 (supported by the Spreadsheet) of the Revenue Requirements of 2009-2012 and Revenue Collected between Residential and GS<50 classes.

· Please reconcile the 2012 Rate Adder (refund) to the excess/deficit revenue collected from each class.  Adjust as required.

· When will Oshawa file evidence for a full prudence review of SM costs?

b) Please reconcile any differences between the response to VECC #30 and the response to Board Staff #61

OPUCN Response

a) Please see tables below which illustrate how the rate rider is affected if calculations done on basis of allocating costs and revenues separately by class:
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Rate Adder Collected 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total

Residential 92,539  149,777  154,199  381,145  578,785  566,097  1,922,542 

GS < 50 kW 7,180  11,621  11,965  29,574  44,909  43,924  149,173 

GS 50 to 999 kW (I1 & I4) 1,011  1,636  1,684  4,164  6,323  6,184  21,002 

GS 1,000 to 4,999 kW (I2) 20  32  33  81  122  120  406 

Large Use (I3) 3  5  5  12  18  17  58 

Street Lighting 138  224  231  570  865  846  2,874 

100,891  163,295  168,116  415,544  631,022  617,188  2,096,055 


[image: image4.emf]Residential GS < 50 kW Funding Adder 

Revenues 

Collected

Capital 

Expenditures

Operating 

Expenses

2006 (100,891) 0  0 

2007 (163,295) 0  0 

2008 (168,116) 0  0 

2009             502               23  1.1% (415,544) 170,290  33,475 

2010         46,869           2,223  96.6% (631,022) 5,714,430  43,439 

2011             600              460  (617,188) 500,000 

        47,971           2,706  97.7% (2,096,055) 6,384,720  76,914 

Remove funds (incl carrying cost) from other classes 24,341 

Revised Totals - Residential & GS<50 only

47,971  2,706  (2,071,715) 6,384,720  76,914 

Rate Rider / Rebate Calculation Residential GS < 50 kW

Revenue Requirement to end 2011 1,682,853  189,856 

less funds collected 1,922,542  149,173 

True-Up Payable by / (Refundable to) customer class (239,689) 40,683 

Approx per Customer (per month over 1 year) (0.416) 1.253 

Year Smart Meters Installed Percentage of 

applicable 

customers 

converted (%)

Account Account 

1556 1555


Oshawa is requesting full disposition in this rate application.
b) This is consistent with approach taken in response to Board IR # 61, although the detail here is greater and the funds collected by class have been refine to yield better accuracy. The response to Board IR # 61 did not calculate riders by class.

Issue 10.2 – Are the (LRAM/SSM) input assumptions used by Oshawa PUC appropriate?
13 Reference:
Exhibit 8, pages 11-14, Tables 14 and 15

VECC IR #31 e)

Preamble:
VECC #31 e) requested Oshawa to populate a Spreadsheet provided in Last Year’s Case for 2010.
a) Please indicate when:

i) OPA’s Final Results will be incorporated into the LRAM claim.

ii) A complete response to VECC #31 e) will be provided.

iii) Whether this response will provided details of adjustments for all expiring measures?
OPUCN Response
The OPA are unable to confirm when final results will be received. OPUCN will complete the above requests promptly upon receipt.
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