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Wednesday, February 1, 2012


--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.


MS. HELT:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Maureen Helt.  I am counsel with the Board.

We are here for the technical conference of Halton Hills Hydro Inc., EB-2011-0271, technical conference.

With me I have two members of Board Staff, and I will let them introduce themselves.

MR. MATHER:  Okay.  I am Neil Mather.

MS. CASTELLANES:  I am Bendimia Castellanes.

MS. HELT:  The purpose of the technical conference today is to allow the intervenors an opportunity to ask questions with respect to the application with the interrogatory responses that have been filed, and to seek clarification of any aspect of either those responses or the application itself.

I understand that there have been technical conference questions filed in advance by each of the parties and Board Staff, and that the applicant, Halton Hills, has also provided responses to those technical conference questions, which will be filed on RESS today.

For that reason, I see no purpose in marking the questions or the responses as exhibits for the purpose of today's technical conference, since they have or will soon be filed on the record.

Just by way of an administrative matter for those of you who have not appeared before for a technical conference, there are microphones in front of you, and you will note that there is a green button also in front of you.  If you push that button and it lights up, it means you are actually on air, and you will note that we have here also an indication that this is a technical conference that is on air.

It is also being transcribed for use later, and we have Teresa Forbes, who is our court reporter.  If she, for whatever reason, cannot hear you if your microphone is not on - because they work in tandem, so it is one microphone or one activation for two people - Teresa will be sure to let you know so that she can hear you and properly transcribe all of the information.

What I would like to do is to go through the room and have appearances noted for the record, and then we will proceed from there.
Appearances:


MR. HARPER:  My name is Bill Harper.  I am a consultant working for VECC, and with me also is Mark Garner, who also works as a consultant for VECC.

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

[Laughter]


MR. AIKEN:  I didn't tell you about that other part, David.

[Laughter]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mark Rubenstein, counsel for School Energy Coalition.

MR. KING:  I am Richard King, counsel for Halton Hills Hydro...  Richard King, counsel for Halton Hills Hydro.  I have five people...

I have five people that will respond to questions, and I will ask each to individually introduce themselves.

MR. BAICHAN:  My name is Ravi Baichan.  I am with Halton Hills Hydro.

MR. BACON:  Bruce Bacon, rate consultant to Halton Hills Hydro.

MR. SMELSKY:  I am David Smelsky, Halton Hills Hydro.

MR. SKIDMORE:  Art Skidmore, Halton Hills Hydro.

MS. REHBERG-RAWLINGSON:  Tracy Rehberg-Rawlingson, Halton Hills Hydro.

MR. KING:  Just I guess finally, we submitted -- we got a good dose of technical conference questions over the last couple of days.  We did our best to get them in as good a shape as we could, given the time constraints.  So we filed our responses to the four sets of questions last evening about 7:30.  They will get filed on RESS today.

You will note in the four sets of responses that there are four questions that we will provide the answers to by way of undertaking.  And just for the record, that is VECC 4(c), which deals with smart meter cost allocation; Board Staff question 7, which deals with PP&E; and two Energy Probe questions, number 1, fixed asset continuity, and number 9, a revised revenue requirement work form.

MS. HELT:  For the purpose of the record, we can assign those undertaking numbers.  VECC 4(c) will be or JT1.1, Board Staff Technical Conference Question No. 7, JT1.2, Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 1, JT1.3, and Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 9, JT1.4. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO VECC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 4(c).
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO BOARD STAFF TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION 9.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.  Is there anything else at this time, Mr. King?

MR. KING:  No.  The panel is ready for questions. 

HALTON HILLS HYDRO INC. - PANEL 1


Ravi Baichan 

Bruce Bacon 

Tracy Rehberg-Rawlingson 

Art Skidmore

David Smelsky

MS. HELT:  All right.  There have been some discussions with the intervenors, and my understanding is that Mr. Aiken is going to proceed first with his questions for Energy Probe, followed by Bill Harper for VECC, and then Mark Rubenstein for Schools, and finally Board Staff.  Mr. Aiken.

Questions by Mr. Aiken:


MR. AIKEN:  Thank you.  These are questions for Energy Probe, not VECC.

[Laughter]


MR. AIKEN:  The first one you have answered or you will answer by way of undertaking.  That is Energy Probe technical conference question 1.   So I will skip to my second question, which is Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 2.

This deals with the 1,400 solar panels that are going to be installed.  I have got a number of follow-up questions.  The response indicates that the depreciation expense is based on 20-year life.  And my question is:  What is the basis for the determination that solar panels have a 20-year life?

MR. SKIDMORE:  We feel that the 20-year life is a reasonable term for the depreciation.  This is a system for our green energy initiative for distribution purposes, as well, with another renewable energy option.

From industry information that we have around solar panels, that was the information that we received, that 20 years is applicable.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay, thank you.  Part (b) of the response deals with the capital cost allowance, and you indicate that the CCA should be class 49 with a rate of 8 percent, and that gives a CCA expense or deduction of 56,000.

Now, in Energy Probe IR No. 39, it was indicated that you had used 5 percent as a CCA rate for this class, and that resulted in a $35,000 deduction for tax purposes.

So my question is:  Are you now proposing to change that to $56,000?

MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes, we are.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Then sticking with the CCA rate, why are you not using CCA class 43.2, which is a 50 percent rate?

MR. SKIDMORE:  This solar panel initiative, from our perspective, aligns with distribution system requirements in class 49.

I guess the fast write-off of 43.2 is more from an experimental nature, and our opinion is this isn't experimental.

MR. AIKEN:  Moving on to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 6, the $3,943,430 loan that is shown there at a rate of 2.13 percent with a term of one year -- you may have to pull up Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 62 as well. 


My question is:  Is this 3.9 million in addition to the $5 million noted in the response to part (a) of Interrogatory No. 62, which talks about new construction financing for the 2012 capital budget of $5 million? 


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. SMELSKY:  The $5 million that is referred to in Interrogatory Response 62, the $5 million is not related to the $3 million that is in response to Technical Question No. 6.


MR. AIKEN:  So it is in addition to the –-


MR. SMELSKY:  If the five million were undertaken, it would be in addition to.


MR. AIKEN:  When will the $3.9 million loan noted in Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 6, when does that term, the one-year term, expire?


MR. SMELSKY:  The one-year term expires in August of 2012, this year. 


MR. AIKEN:  And what are your plans to replace that financing at that time? 


MR. SMELSKY:  The financing at that time, we would look at renewing the term, potentially with either the existing finance company, and/or look at what the market variability rates are to replace it.


MR. AIKEN:  And when you say "renew the term" do you mean another one year extension, or is that unknown at this time, whether it would be one-year or a five-year loan? 


MR. SMELSKY:  That is unknown.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  And just back on the $5 million loan, in Energy Probe 62, you provided a range of rates and terms.


When do you expect this $5 million will actually be obtained?  And what is the -- your current thinking on the term of the loan?


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. SMELSKY:  The undertaking of the $5 million loan would be looked at in tranches, as required, and corresponding with the capital program.  And in regards to terms, we would look at the terms as the advancements are required.


MR. AIKEN:  My next question deals with Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 7 and Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 68.


I think I understand this response, but I just want to make sure.  The 6,397,261 that is referred to in the TCQ response, am I correct that that number includes property taxes? 


MR. BAICHAN:  Yes, it does. 


MR. AIKEN:  And the original table 4-10 did not include property taxes; is that correct? 


MR. BAICHAN:  No, that is not correct.  It did include property taxes. 


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Then if we go to Energy Probe 2-12 - this is in Interrogatory No. 68 - it is a revised table 4-10.


Let me back up for a minute.  Your response to the Technical Conference Question says that the total of 2012 OM&A shown in table 4-10 should have shown the 6.397 million.


I guess my question is:  What did it show?  Was it just an error, or was there some expense that was not included?


MR. BAICHAN:  It was just an error in the totalling. 


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  So then on the revised table 4-10 in Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 68, in part (b), I take it that this number for 2012, 6,262,261, that reflects the $135,000 MDMR reduction; is that correct?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. BAICHAN:  Yes, it does. 


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Sticking with this table, EP 2-12, does it include property taxes for the other years?  In other words, 2008 through the bridge year?


I assume it does.


MR. BAICHAN:  Yes, it does.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Now, the OM&A number that you are requesting as part of your revenue requirement for 2012, I assume is $30,000 less than the 6,262,261 shown there for charitable donations; is that correct?


MR. BAICHAN:  No.  No.  The OM&A we are requesting does not include the $30,000 charitable donation.


MR. AIKEN:  No.  But does the 6,262,261?  That is my question.  Is the 30,000 included in that?


MR. BAICHAN:  No, it's not.


MR. AIKEN:  And then you back out the 30,000 before you get to the revenue requirement work form?


MR. BAICHAN:  No.  The $30,000 is not included in the 6,626...


MR. AIKEN:  Now I think I am confused. 


MR. BACON:  Do you want me to try to help you out with it?


MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  Where was it included and where was it removed? 


MR. BACON:  Okay.  The 30,000 was removed in the number of the -- the 6,397,261 number, do you see that one?


MR. AIKEN:  What are you looking at? 


MR. BACON:  Well, that's the number that is quoted in the response of -- to (a).


MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  Okay?


MR. BACON:  That excluded the 30,000.


MR. AIKEN:  So that has the 30,000 out of it already? 


MR. BACON:  That's right.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.


MR. BACON:  Then we start with that, or Halton Hills started with that, and then took the 135,000 off of that to get to the 6,262,261. 


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  If we go now to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 8, and Energy Probe IR No. 72 -- sorry, 71.  No, let's make it 72.


The tracking sheet attached to that, which is called able EP 2-15, this has to do with taxes.  Now, I do see where these tax changes were reflected, but I do have questions on the CCA changes. 


The first one in the tracking sheet is shown as a reference to Energy Probe No. 39(a).  And it shows a PILs adjustment of 20,694 and I understand how that number was arrived at.


But then when you go down to Energy Probe No. 71(b) -- this is the computer hardware correction -- I see a PILs reduction of $10,004, and I don't know how that number was calculated, because back in Energy Probe 39(c) the response indicates that the change in the capital cost allowance is $55,106.


So I am not sure how multiplying by the tax rate and dividing by one minus the tax rate gives you $10,004. 


[Witness panel confers]


MR. AIKEN:  It might be easier if you could do it by undertaking and show the calculations and any correction, if necessary, okay?


MS. HELT:  That will be noted as undertaking JT1.5.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO SHOW CALCULATIONS AND ANY CORRECTIONS USED TO ARRIVE AT PILS REDUCTION FOR COMPUTER HARDWARE, RE ENERGY PROBE IR NO. 71(B)

MR. AIKEN:  I am moving on to Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 9, and I understand that this is the subject of an undertaking response, or will be.


But before we talk about that, my understanding from your response is that the 555,000-and-change deficiency is the correct number; is that correct?  The revenue requirement work form that was filed has a number of 600-and-some thousand.  That is not the correct number?


MR. BACON:  That is -- we looked at it yesterday and we actually ran out of time to do the full analysis of it, but that would be where -- that is what our concern is at this point, is that we believe that the 555,000 is the correct number.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Now, in the undertaking response that you are going to file, are you also going to change other things that impact on the deficiency?  And by "other things", I mean the change in the revenue forecast at existing rates, because I understand that forecast has gone down by about 8, $10,000.


In VECC Technical Conference Question No. 4, there is a $28,000 reduction noted for the revenue requirement, and then we had the $21,000 increase in the capital cost allowance for the solar panels.


So my question is:  Will you undertake to file a revised tracking sheet and revenue requirement work form that are the same at the bottom and include all of these other -- these three other changes that I have noted?


MR. BACON:  Yes, that is our --


MR. AIKEN:  That's the plan?


MR. BACON:  That's the plan in the next couple of days.  Hopefully we will have it ready for you for settlement, and the revenue requirement work form -- we are just going to do one revenue requirement work form, just to be clear.


MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  I just want one that matches the tracking sheet in the end.


MS. HELT:  Just to clarify, then, that will all be part of the undertaking response JT1.4?


MR. BACON:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. AIKEN:  My next question is Energy Probe Technical Conference Question No. 10.  This has to do with the revised forecast.


And all four parts refer me to the VECC technical conference response, but the fourth part, I asked for a live Excel spreadsheet to be filed, and I didn't see that requested in the VECC question.


So will you undertake to file the revised spreadsheet that shows how the forecast was filed -- or calculated?


MR. BAICHAN:  Yes.


MS. HELT:  That will be undertaking JT1.6.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO PROVIDE LIVE SPREADSHEET FOR ENERGY PROBE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION NO. 10.

MR. HARPER:  Excuse me.  Before we leave this, I mentioned to Mr. Aiken earlier that I was going to raise this, since I think this -- I thought it might be useful to raise this question at this time.  It keeps everything at exactly the same place on the record, because I just had one follow-up issue on that, on your response to our first technical conference question.


And that was:  As you are aware, the Board has currently gone out for comment, guidelines for CDM for the 2011 to 2014 period, which talks about variance accounts around the amount of CDM that is included in rebasing load forecasts.  And I was wondering, just to make things simpler in the future, if you could undertake to give us an indication of what's the implied level of CDM, in terms of kilowatt hours, for each customer forecast -- for each customer class embedded in the load forecast that you have updated us with.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. BACON:  Yes, we can provide that.


MR. HARPER:  To make this simple, you have a methodology for -- basically you have a methodology in your application for translating purchased kilowatt hours and allocating it to classes, and really it is just a matter of applying the methodology before CDM and after CDM and looking at the difference.


MR. BACON:  That's right.  That is how we have done it in the past.


MR. HARPER:  Just as a corollary to that, for those customer classes that are demand billed, could you indicate what the -- translate those kilowatt hours into what that savings would be, in terms of billable kilowatts for those customer classes that are demand billed, as well?


MR. BACON:  We can.  Just to clarify that, do you want that on a monthly peak or 12-month value?


MR. HARPER:  This would be -- we're talking about calculation of LRAM and billing kilowatts.  So this would be your -- you know, what you estimate to be the loss in billing kilowatts for 2012 as a result of including the CDM in the load forecast for those customers classes that are demand billed.


MR. BACON:  So based on that, I just want to be clear in the understanding.  That is a 12-month value?


MR. HARPER:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  Okay, that's fine.  We can do that.


MR. HARPER:  Okay, thanks.


MS. HELT:  That will be undertaking JT1.7.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO PROVIDE FORECAST OF BILLING QUOTES FOR CDM

MR. AIKEN:  Another question I have on the forecast, and this goes back to Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 64, table EP 2-9, which is the customer counts for June 30th, 2011 and the new forecast for 2012.


Just a question on the sentinel connections.  I see that there is -- the actuals were 177 as of June 2011.  But if you look back at the original evidence at table 3-22, the 2010 actual number was 328.


And my question is why the significant decrease in sentinel connections?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SKIDMORE:  That is an actual customer loss of sentinel light customers from the 300-and-some-odd that was mentioned in 10 to the number we have here.


From my understanding, the customers are trying to reduce their consumption and that sentinel light cost is just something they don't want anymore.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.


MS. HELT:  Mr. Harper?

Questions by Mr. Harper:


MR. HARPER:  Fine.  Like I said, you will be filing the responses to the questions that we posed, and so I only propose to go through and hit those where I have a follow-up question.  As I said, I have handled my follow-up questions on Technical Conference Question No. 1 of ours, because that dealt with the load forecast.


If I turn to Technical Conference Question No. 2, parts (a) through (c) were trying to reconcile the numbers provided in VECC 43 and OEB No. 77.


And, actually, out of those responses, the only follow-up question I have is if you could turn to your response to VECC IR No. 43 and specifically table VECC 2-5?


What we're trying to ask in the questions that didn't quite get a clear answer, to my mind, was -- maybe, for example, if I look at 2009, the first line under capital costs, which is procurement and installation of the components of the AMI system, you've got roughly 1.58 million for residential, roughly 0.165 for general service, but the audited amount, which I would have thought would have been the total, is actually less than the residential, even before you add in the general service.


And this issue also exists in a couple of other places, and I was wondering -- and, similarly, if you look at the audited -- the individual rows for 2009 don't add up to the total capital costs.


And I was wondering -- actually, I was wondering what the issue was there in terms of the internal consistency of the table and whether just the audited numbers were wrong and each case should be actually the sum of the residential and the general service numbers, or whether there is something else going on here.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SMELSKY:  What we will do is undertake to recheck the formulas within that table.


MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Fine.  Thank you very much. 


MS. HELT:  That will be Undertaking JT1.8. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  to RECHECK FORMULAS IN TABLE VECC 2-5.


MR. HARPER:  My next follow-up had to do with your responses to parts (f) and (g) of that same question, Technical Conference Question No. 2.  And also, at the same point in time, I sort of was looking at your response to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 4(a).


Maybe at a high level, the -- you provided in response to part (g) a breakdown of the total capital costs between residential and general service there, and it's about 3.4 million for residential and about -- the 210,752 plus the 165,593 for general service.  And that is the total capital costs split between those two customer classes, if I am not mistaken?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.


MR. HARPER:  Right.  Those capital costs are made up of capital costs in a number of US of A -- in a number of different US of A accounts, as you noted in your response to Technical Conference Question No. 4(a).  I think there is meters, computer equipment hardware, computer equipment software, and actually if I look at your smart meter spreadsheet, there is also dollars in there for tools and equipment, as well, if I am not mistaken.  So those capital costs are a sum of meters plus a number of other capital-related costs, as well?


MR. BACON:  I will try and help.


In doing the smart meter -- in reviewing the smart meter model yesterday -- thanks to Board Staff for giving us a new one -- we recognized the tools and equipment shouldn't have been there, and that should have been hardware.


So that is going to change as a result of that.


MR. HARPER:  Okay.


MR. BACON:  Then so we have -- we do have the three accounts.  We have -- for computer, we have 1860, 1920 and 1925.


Now, do you want me to explain to you how we plan to deal with that in cost allocation?  Is that where you're going, or...


MR. HARPER:  Well, actually two things.  I had two issues here.


One was at the start.  Just before the table in table shown in response to VECC IR No. 43 - that's table VECC 2-5 - there is a general description; you give a very general description of how the capital costs are allocated between the two customer classes.  And you talk there:

"With the exception of the three-phase meters installed only for general service less-than-50 kilowatt customers, all other costs have been estimated across residential and general service less-than-50 based on the number of smart meters installed."


That is sort of, I think, your general explanation of how the costs were split between the two classes?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes. 


MR. HARPER:  Yes.  Okay.  So what I was looking for was a little bit more, sort of, either a schedule or a little bit more detail showing how that -- because this would involve, partially, some specific assignment of costs to classes plus some allocation on a per-meter basis of certain of the cost to classes.  I guess I was looking for a little bit more detail as part of an undertaking in terms of which costs were specifically -- which capital costs and US of A accounts were specifically assigned to classes, and then which ones were allocated to classes on a per-mater basis, that would then work up to the results we see in the table provided in the Technical Conference question. 


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes, we can undertake to provide that information. 


MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Thanks.  And I guess --


MS. HELT:  That will be undertaking JT1.9.


MR. BACON:  Sorry to interrupt, but sometimes it is good to get clarity before you go down these paths.


MR. HARPER:  Sure.


MR. BACON:  Specifically, we can take the 1860, the 1920 and the 1925 US of A values and split them into rate classes and show you the tracking, how we did that. 


MR. HARPER:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  Is that what you're looking for?


MR. HARPER:  Yes, that would be great.  For each of the three US of A accounts, that is precisely what I am looking for, what the split was and how you actually did it.


MR. BAICHAN:  Just to add to that, the numbers will be transferred to those US of A accounts once it is approved.  Right now it is still sitting in a deferral and variance account, all the capital costs for the smart meter. 


MR. HARPER:  Right.  I understand it is sitting in a variance account, but it is capital costs that, as you say -- three different types of capital costs, if I want to put it that way, for three different types of assets.


I guess I was wanting -- because only one type of assets, the meter costs, are allocated subsequently in the cost allocation in a different way.  So I was wanting the separation for those three different types of assets here, so that we can sort of look at the application of the results in Technical Conference Question No. 4 from VECC. 


MR. BAICHAN:  Okay.  Thank you. 


MR. MATHER:  Excuse me.  Is this undertaking that we have just talked about different than JT1.1?  Or is it actually all the same stuff? 


MR. HARPER:  I guess in my mind, it would provide the basis of the information that would then go into the response to JT1.1.  So basically when I got to that, I was basically just going to ask to ensure that the calculation of JT1.1 was consistent with the results coming out of this interrogatory -- excuse me, this undertaking. 


MR. BACON:  Would it help to explain how we plan to answer JT1.1? 


MR. HARPER:  We can do that right now, if you'd like.  That would be fine.


MR. BACON:  So based on what you have just said, we can add that to the undertaking, to show by each class, by rate class.


And then for 1860 specifically, we're going to use the information, the customer class split information, to put that into cost allocation to make sure smart meters are allocated to the rate classes appropriately, based on the information that we have for 1860's split of customer costs.


MR. HARPER:  Right.  If we look at your response to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 2(f), that is where you have a split of the capital costs between residential and GS, and that is the total capital costs, the 178 and 274.


MR. BACON:  Right.


MR. HARPER:  And I would suspect the numbers you're getting would be getting would be something less than 178 and something less than 274?


MR. BACON:  That's where we're going.  We're not there yet.  That is where we're going.


MR. HARPER:  Great.  That is exactly my understanding, as well.  Thank you. 


MS. HELT:  So then do we want to withdraw Undertaking JT1.9 on the basis that that will be answered in JT1.1?


MR. HARPER:  That's fine from my perspective, based on what the panel said.


MR. BACON:  That is what we're planning on doing for JT1.1.


MS. HELT:  All right.  Then we will withdraw JT1.9.


MR. HARPER:  That takes me through a lot.  Thank you very much.  If I can go to VECC Technical Conference Question No. 5, in part (b) here we were noting -- actually this referred back to Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 57.


We were noting that your preliminary numbers for all of 2011 were showing a rent from electric property of a little over 274,000.  That compares to just a little under 243,000 in 2010.  So the preliminary numbers were showing a significant increase over 2010.


When we asked for the reason as to why that was occurring, you referred us back to Energy Probe No. 29, and Energy Probe No. 29 was reporting January to September numbers for 2010 versus 2011, and for those first nine months of the year, 2011 was significantly less than 2010.


And so I guess we have seen quite a turnaround here from -- for the first nine months of the year, 2011 was significantly less than 2010.  By the time we get to preliminary year end numbers, it is quite a bit higher.


I guess my question still is:  Do you have any sense as to why the 2011 numbers are substantially higher than the 2010 numbers, and I guess more importantly for this case, whether it is reasonable to assume those same 2011-type numbers would appear in 2012?


MR. SKIDMORE:  The rent from electric property really relates to pole attachments.


We did a field audit with one of the telecommunication companies where we were charging them almost 4,600, attachment.  Upon audit, the number was more like 2,400, where we had double counted one attachment -- or two attachments at one pole.


So the numbers are a little mixed up, because we do owe them the money back that they paid us in 2010 that has not been reflected, and the adjustment in that field audit just happened in the fall of this year.


So while we were accruing pole rental amounts every month, that new amount hadn't been reflected.  So the numbers are overstated.


MR. HARPER:  So basically the 274,365 that you are showing in Energy Probe No. 57 is prior to any adjustment for the impacts of this audit, effectively?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.


MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine.  I just wanted to -- whereas the January to September numbers were reflecting the impact of the audit, the numbers you provided in Energy Probe 29?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.


MR. HARPER:  Okay, thanks.  Finally, I would like to turn to your response to Board Staff Technical Conference Question No. 1.  This has to do with your recalculation of the smart meter distribution rate rider.


I understand the Board, as part of their technical conference questions, provided a revised spreadsheet, smart model, to you with a number of changes in it.  If I understand from your response to part (a), you made further changes to that, as well, in order to produce the table shown in this response?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.


MR. HARPER:  Would it be possible for you to file sort of what, in your view now, is the final version of the smart meter model with not only the Board Staff changes, but also the revisions that you made and that are responded to in this particular question?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes, we can.


MR. HARPER:  Okay.  That's great.  Actually, then if we --


MS. HELT:  I will just give that undertaking number JT1.9.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO FILE FINAL VERSION OF THE SMART METER MODEL WITH BOARD STAFF CHANGES AND REVISIONS THAT ARE RESPONDED TO IN QUESTION BOARD STAFF TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTION NO. 1.

MR. HARPER:  Then if I could turn to the table you provided in that response - so that is OEB technical conference table TC-1 - I just had two sort of small follow-up questions on this.


If you go down to the line on PILs, which is now shown as $84,983, if I understand this correctly, you allocated that between customer classes based on the revenue requirement assigned to each customer class?  Am I to read that table that way?


MR. BACON:  It's supposed to be the revenue requirement before PILs.


MR. HARPER:  Right.  The revenue requirement before PILs, right.


I guess I was just wondering, you know, since PILs is linked to net income, which is return on equity, which is allocated on a different basis, why you didn't allocate the PILs based on the same way that return on equity is allocated to classes, which was basically based on installed costs?


MR. BACON:  I understand where you're coming from, but it was our understanding we followed the PowerStream model and that is what -- it is our understanding that is what is done in the PowerStream model.


MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine.  The second thing was, on the funding adder, you've got funding adder revenues there of 1,118,136, and then you don't actually show the numbers, but presumably somehow that is allocated between the classes.


And I guess was it allocated between the classes, or did you actually use the specific amount of funds that were collected from each class through the funding adder in this calculation?


MR. BACON:  Let me just think.  According to the PowerStream model, again, I believe the resulting amount, which comes down to the bottom -- okay, sorry.  Let's take us through the process here.


You have the total revenue requirement allocated, the 2,365,890 --


MR. HARPER:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  -- and then we take off the funding adder revenue, and then you subtract -- then you add back the carrying charges, which are actually on the operating and maintenance costs included in revenue requirement, to come up with the amount that is allocated to the smart meter true-up.


Then you take that amount and allocate it based on the revenue requirement allocation.


MR. HARPER:  I just wanted to understand how you did it.  Okay, fine.  Thank you very much.


I think those are effectively all of my questions.  Thank you very much.


MS. HELT:  Thank you, Mr. Harper.


Mr. Rubenstein?

Questions by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just have one question, and that is with respect to our first technical conference question.


I asked, in the numerous interrogatories leading up to this technical conference question, for the updated numbers.  You provided updated OM&A numbers to November, and that is in CGAAP form.  The application projected is in IFRS.


So I was wondering if you could provide -- because I assume when you made -- when you came up with your IFRS projections for 2011, you had done it in CGAAP before, and then did a conversion.  I assume that is...


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SKIDMORE:  Sorry, could you just repeat your question, again, please?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I didn't even get to the question part.


[Laughter]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I am just trying to clarify.  I mean, what I would like, sort of in the end, is I want an apples-to-apples comparison.  The numbers you provided are in CGAAP - I am trying to understand - you know, compared to what you had budgeted, which in the application is in IFRS.


So either you can convert these numbers into IFRS, or I think -- which was probably what you had done to begin with.  You had the numbers in CGAAP, and then you switched it to IFRS for the application because you weren't in IFRS until -- well, now you are, but you weren't when you had done the application for 2011. 


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. BACON:  Let's just clarify what you would like, and then hopefully we can give it to you.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Perfect.


MR. BACON:  The information was provided, 11 months of CGAAP.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  If we gave you 2011 year-end under CGAAP estimated, that would be what you are looking for? 


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, that would be perfect, if you can do that.


But secondly, in my question I wanted to see a comparison to what you had budgeted, and you say in your answer that the application, the bridge year application, is in IFRS.


MR. BACON:  That's correct.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I want to compare the apples to apples, not just -- CGAAP to IFRS is not a perfect comparison, obviously.


MR. BACON:  We understand that, but we can't provide 11 months of IFRS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand.  That's why I was asking if you have the bridge year projection that you had done for the application in CGAAP.


MR. BACON:  And that is what I -- that's what I was trying to confirm.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  What we can provide is 11 months of CGAAP compared to year-end 2011 CGAAP. 


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So not actual 2011; 2011 budgeted? 


MR. BACON:  Well, we have -- we don't have actuals yet.  We have preliminary numbers. 


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I understand.  But there is a difference between 2011 projection versus sort of what you had budgeted from the application.


So you provided 2011, like, what you are projecting as of whenever you filed the application, what you had budgeted for your bridge year?


MR. BACON:  Yes.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In IFRS?


Do you have that in CGAAP?  I assume you had started with that.


MR. BACON:  I am going to say yes.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So can you provide that, as well as if you have the projections for the year-end, that is even better than the 11 months, as well? 


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. BACON:  We will provide that. 


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you. 


MS. HELT:  So I take it it is sufficiently clear, then, what you are providing, Mr. Bacon? 


MR. BACON:  Yes, we understand what we're providing. 
MS. HELT:  All right.  Then I will have that noted as Undertaking JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO PROVIDE FULLL YEAR 2011 OM&A CGAAP FOR SCHOOL Energy Coalition


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's it.


MS. HELT:  Thank you, Mr. Rubinstein.


I will ask Board Staff, then, to ask their questions. 

Questions by Mr. Mather:


MR. MATHER:  Thank you.  In response to Technical Conference 1(a) from Board Staff, I think that we're going to get the updated model -- thanks, Maureen -- from you.


And the model that Board Staff had provided culminated in $1.20 per customer, I believe, in contrast to $1.15 in the model that you had provided earlier.


I take it that the new model, which we haven't seen yet, culminates in a figure of $1.26, does it? 


MR. BACON:  That's correct. 


MR. MATHER:  That is consistent, then, with the table that we have in response to Technical Question 1(b). 


MR. BACON:  Yes.  It is consistent with OEB TC-1.


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  Thank you.


Going on to Technical Question 2 and table OEB TC-2, thank you for that extra work.  You've undertaken at some point -- I think JT1.4 -- to update the RRWF for all manner of things.  And I think that if this isn't consistent with what comes out of that, then it would be nice to have a new version of TC-2, if that were necessary.  I've kind of lost track of whether that is going to be necessary or not.


MR. BACON:  Sorry, to try and answer what you're saying, bottom line is the revenue in existing rates, we assume to be an RRWF, will be 9,157,936. 


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  Which is without the transformer allowance?


MR. BACON:  Right.


MR. MATHER:  And in the work that we've done so far this morning, there hasn't been a change in the existing rates, obviously.  And has there been a change in the number of customers, or is the -- these billing quantities here are pretty much up-to-date? 


MR. BACON:  I don't think any discussion we have had to date is going to change any of those numbers. 


MR. MATHER:  Good.  Thank you.  As far as the Green Energy Initiative is concerned, you have provided responses to the (a) and (b).


I am just curious, I guess, to -- or would like to hear some reassurance as to the installed costs and so on.


You say it takes about a half an hour per installation? 


MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes.  From our experience of the few panels that we have up in our jurisdiction -- it's a bucket truck with two men -- installation is about a half an hour up, with the bracket, put the bracket on the pole, connect to the secondary; done.


MR. MATHER:  Mm-hmm.  What does all of this equipment weigh?  Is it in the two or three different chunks on small brackets, or is it one large one? 


MR. SKIDMORE:  It's one bracket, that is sloped.  I think that the weight is about 50 pounds.  It's not that heavy, and doesn't really change the loading of those poles significantly. 


MR. MATHER:  And so that is a single bucket or two single bucket trucks, or two guys up in a double bucket? 


MR. SKIDMORE:  One single bucket. 


MR. MATHER:  And the four installations that you've got so far are working and there's been no problems? 


MR. SKIDMORE:  There's been no problems.  There's no indication of premature failure, and that kind of comes back to our 20-year number for solar panels.  No repairs.  I know there was a question about cleaning; the weather in southern Ontario pretty well cleans them.  It gets dust.  We get rain.  We get other particulars (sic) on those panels.  The rain or snow clears those off.


So there has really been -- we have been very pleased with what we've seen to date. 


MR. MATHER:  And these identical units or similar are in use in other utilities, not in Ontario, but elsewhere, I take it from one of your earlier responses?


MR. SKIDMORE:  There is two other utilities in the province that have small demonstrations up, Oakville and Stratford.


And they are used significantly in New Jersey.


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  And is there a user group or some means of communicating with those folks, so that you benefit from their experience and they from yours? 


MR. SKIDMORE:  On an informal basis to date. 


MR. MATHER:  How long have any of those people had the equipment?  About the same time as you've had?


MR. SKIDMORE:  No.  We've been longest.  I think both of those utilities that are mentioned, just in the last six months. 


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  Amongst the things that they measure and communicate back is voltage level on the line that they're feeding into, I take it.


Is that an understanding?


MR. SKIDMORE:  That is correct.  It is all the information from each panel goes to an accent point.  That access point is then communicated to a portal, and we can communicate into that portal. 


MR. MATHER:  So the access point is different than the data coming in from smart meters?  This is a whole other system, as far as downloading the information from them?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.


MR. MATHER:  Can you get readings from those things sort of at will, or is it at a regular interval that they feed back?


MR. SKIDMORE:  We can get information from that on a daily basis.


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  So if there was an outage that you were trying to locate - I am thinking back to your application and some diagrams of devices that put up little flags if there is a failure, that sort of thing - are these units going to be a substitute for that or are they in addition to that?


MR. SKIDMORE:  In addition to that.


MR. MATHER:  Right.  And so if there was no voltage at the location where one of these installations is at, you wouldn't know about that right away?  The crew that was out looking for the location of the problem wouldn't have benefit of information from these devices?


MR. SKIDMORE:  I should clarify what I said earlier when I said "daily".  There are increments during the day which those communication responses come back and forth to.


They are customizable, so as we roll out more deployment, we will customize to what we think we need.


We have talked earlier, in sort of a staff complement, a control room operator.  That would be just another opportunity of information for that control room operator.


MR. MATHER:  That is helpful.  Thank you.


And I think that number 4 is useful information.  I don't have any questions about these alternative comparators.  Everyone would like to pick their own group to be compared with, no doubt.  But I don't see any particular problem with this particular information.


So with that, I am going to sign off and hand the mic to Ms. Castellanes.

Questions by Ms. Castellanes:


MS. CASTELLANES:  Hi.  My name is Bendi.  I would like to acknowledge all of the responses that you have provided from No. 5 to No. 10.


I have some additional questions with regards to 5(a).  It says here that based on appendix 1D, the projected unamortized past service gained for 2010 is 96,810.


Has the OEB 1D that was previously provided earlier in an IR been revised?  Can you please refer to me where that 96,810 came from?


MR. SMELSKY:  If you go with reference to the responses for the November 16th, 2011 and specifically refer to the appendix OEB 1D --


MS. CASTELLANES:  Yes.


MR. SMELSKY:  -- the two columns that are listed in the actuarial study indicates the calendar year for 2009, and then the second column is projected calendar year for 2010.


MS. CASTELLANES:  Mm-hm.


MR. SMELSKY:  The unamortized past service gain for 2010 is actually $96,810, as we indicated in our response, and that is consisting of -- if you go down into section B of the schedule, which is on page 100 in that response, there is an unrecognized gain of 53,902, plus an unrecognized past service cost of 42,909.


And the aggregate of those two items is 96,810.


MS. CASTELLANES:  Okay, got it.  Thank you.  Next we will move on to your response to No. 7.


I understand you are going to be undertaking -- coming up with an undertaking, and I would like to ask two additional questions.


Can you please confirm that Halton will be using a proposed PP&E deferral account 1575 as outlined in the proposed amended APH?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SMELSKY:  We will be following the OEB guidelines with respect to that count.


MS. CASTELLANES:  And can you -- the second question is:  Can you also please confirm that Halton will -- in the recovery of the PP&E deferral account, that it will do it through the revenue requirement mechanism as per Board appendix A of the Staff submission, report?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SMELSKY:  Yes, we do agree with flowing it through the revenue requirement.


MS. CASTELLANES:  Thank you.  The last question I have is with regards to question 8(c).


It says in here -- the question originally was:

"From an accounting perspective, please confirm if HHHI used the asset remaining useful lives in calculation of the depreciation expenses and accumulated depreciation."


In your response, if I may restate this response, for accounting purposes, HHHI had used the revised asset useful lives based on the HHHI specific Kinectrics study in the calculation of the depreciation expenses and accumulated depreciation in 2011 and 2012.


Can I please confirm if you used the revised remaining asset lives?



MR. BAICHAN:  Yes.


MS. CASTELLANES:  That's it for me.  Thank you.


MS. HELT:  Is there anything else from any of the parties or from Halton Hills?  Everything is crystal clear with respect to the undertakings?


All right, then.  Well, then that concludes today's technical conference -- oh?


MR. KING:  I just have one more question, because I wasn't sure of one of the responses.


MS. HELT:  Certainly.

Questions by Mr. King:


MR. KING:  That was a question from Mr. Mather about experience with other LDCs.


I had understood Mr. Skidmore to say that Halton Hills had the longest experience with the units, but he was speaking in relation to Oakville and Stratford, not with respect to New Jersey.


MR. SKIDMORE:  Correct.

Continued Questions by Mr. Mather:


MR. MATHER:  Okay.  When is it your understanding they came into use in New Jersey, and how many and so on?


MR. SKIDMORE:  I believe the installations in New Jersey started late 2008, early 2009.  And my understanding is that they have over 100,000 panels installed.


MR. MATHER:  And that is the same manufacturer and similar specs, and so on, to what you are using?


MR. SKIDMORE:  Yes.


MR. MATHER:  Okay, thank you.


MS. HELT:  Thank you for that clarification.


That, then, concludes today's technical conference.  There are ten undertakings, and I take it Halton Hills will do their best to answer those as soon as they can.


The settlement conference has been scheduled for February 6th, to continue on February 7th, if required.


Chris Houseman is the facilitator for the technical conference.


So unless there is anything further from any of the parties, that concludes today's proceeding.  Thank you very much.

   --- Whereupon the conference concluded at 10:39 a.m.
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