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Michael Janigan
Counsel for VECC

613-562-4002
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VIA MAIL and E-MAIL

Ms. Kirsten Walli 

Board Secretary
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P.O. Box 2319

2300 Yonge St.
Toronto, ON

M4P 1E4

Dear Ms. Walli: 

Re:
VECC  Final Submissions: EB-2011-0319 Espanola Regional Hydro 
Distribution Corporation – 2012 Electricity Distribution Rate Application
Please find enclosed the submissions of the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition (VECC) in the above noted proceeding.
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Michael Janigan
Counsel for VECC
cc:
Espanola Regional Hydro Distribution Corporation

Attn: Ms. Jennifer Uchmanowicz


Jennifer.uchmanowicz@ssmpuc
EB-2011-0319

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, S.O. 1998, c. 15, Sch.B, as amended;

AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by Espanola Regional Hydro Distribution Corporation pursuant to section 78 of the Ontario Energy Board Act for an Order or Orders approving just and reasonable rates for electricity  distribution to be effective May 1, 2012.

FINAL SUBMISSIONS 


On Behalf of The


VULNERABLE ENERGY CONSUMERS COALITION (VECC)

July 20, 2012
Michael Janigan
Public Interest Advocacy Centre

Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition (VECC)

Espanola Regional Hydro Distribution Corporation (Espanola Hydro) 

Final Argument - Application for 2012 Rates
1 The Application/Implementation/Rate Mitigation
1.1 These are the final submissions of VECC with respect to the issues.  VECC has reviewed the submissions of Board Staff and commented on these where necessary.
1.2 Espanola Hydro is seeking to have rates made effective May 1, 2012
.  On January 26, 2012 the Ontario Energy Board (OEB or Board) sent a letter to Espanola Hydro indicating that for rates to be effective May 1, 2012 it should have filed an application by August 26, 2011.  In the event Espanola filed an incomplete application on February 15, 2012.  The complete application was accepted by the Board on March 7, 2012.  No reasons were given for the late filing.
1.3 In VECC’s submission, no compensation should be provided by ratepayers for the late filing of this application.  Rates should be made effective in the normal course and on the date of, or subsequent to, the issuance of a final rate order.

1.4 Board Staff submit that Espanola did not propose a rate mitigation plan.  In fact such a plan is submitted at Exhibit 8 of the evidence
.  VECC supports the mitigation plan of Espanola which amounts to a two year recovery of smart meter related costs.  VECC also notes that the submissions on eliminating 2011 and 2012 LRAM costs would, if accepted, serve to mitigate rates.
2 Rate Base and Capital Spending
2.1 As noted in Board Staff’s submission the evidence on rate base was revised during the course of discovery.  These changes were made in respect changes to low-voltage charges.  VECC agrees with the adjustments made, although as outlined below, not in the use of 15% for the calculation of a working capital allowance.  The historical and adjusted proposed rate bases are shown in the table below.

	Description
	2008

Board
	2008

Actual
	2009

Actual
	2010

Actual
	2011 Bridge

Year IFRS
	2012 Test

Year IFRS

	Gross Fixed Assets
	3,737,761

	6,154,222
	6,306,284
	6,872,105
	7,267,970
	7,951,715

	Accumulated Depreciation
	1,870,538
	4,228,692
	4,434,966
	4,628,071
	4,773,413
	4,800,812

	Net Book Value
	1,867,223
	1,925,530
	1,871,318
	2,244,034
	2,494,557
	3,150,903

	Average  Net  Book

Value
	1,874,792
	1,909,699
	1,898,424
	2,057,676
	2,369,295
	3,106,725

	Working Capital
	5,643,929
	5,743,062
	5,742,973
	5,676,358
	7,185,591
	7,599,237


	Working Capital allowance 15%
	846,589
	861,459
	861,446
	851,454
	1,077,839
	1,139,886

	Rate Base
	2,721,381
	2,771,158
	2,759,870
	2,909,129
	3,447,134
	4,246,610



2.2 In 2012 the two largest additions to rate base are for smart meters ($655,906) and the addition of a bucket truck ($190,000).  The net addition to rate base for smart meters after disposal of stranded meters was $294,064.

2.3 On a CGAAP basis for 2011 and 2012 Accumulated Depreciation was $4,867,908 and $4,983,006.
   Implementation of IFRS resulted in no change to the Gross Fixed Assets for 2011 and 2012.  Therefore on a CGAAP or MIFRS basis the growth in Net Book value between 2008 Board approved and 2012 is approximately 58%.  About 16% of this increase can be accounted for by the addition of smart meters.
2.4 Two other factors to consider in the growth of rate base are service quality and customer growth.  With the exception of the GS> 50 class, Espanola has had virtually no customer growth.  The GS > 50 class has grown (or is expected to grow) from 16 customers in 2008 to 25 customers in 2012.  As shown in the Table 2-4 reproduced below Espanola has generally improved its SAIFI and SAIDI indicators.  However, we note that CAIDI has degraded since 2008 and that outages due to defective equipment have gotten worse and are now the 2nd largest reason for service interruptions.
  
Table 2-4 Service Reliability Indices
	SQI
	2008
	2009
	2010

	
	Excludes Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply
	Including Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply
	Excludes Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply
	Including Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply
	Excludes Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply
	Including Outages Caused by a Loss of Supply

	SAIDI
	0.81
	0.89
	0.37
	1.57
	0.56
	1.04

	SAIFI
	0.90
	0.90
	0.29
	1.10
	0.25
	0.28

	CAIDI
	0.89
	0.89
	1.30
	1.43
	2.27
	3.76


2.5 VECC is concerned that the large increase in fixed assets has not been accompanied by a greater improvement in service quality related to equipment failures.  We also note that like many small utilities, Espanola’s spends a disproportionate amount on vehicles
.  While we recognize it is not always feasible to do so, these costs might be reduced by encouraging sharing or service agreements with neigbouring utilities, like Hydro One.

2.6 In respect to 2011 capital expenditures VECC notes that the forecast total expenditures (net of contributions) were updated from $395,865 in the original application to $333,752
.  VECC submits that the opening 2012 rate base should reflect the reduction form forecast to actual 2011 capital expenditures.  
2012 Capital Expenditures and GEA Plan
2.7 Board Staff have made substantive submissions in respect to the 2012 proposed capital expenditures and we are in general agreement with their arguments.

2.8 VECC agrees with Board Staff that Espanola has provided substantive evidence in support of the future building of a new distribution station (MS4) and for the rebuilding of three existing stations.  However, we also note that these expenditures will cause Espanola to exceed its average annual capital expenditure by between 200% and 300% over the next six years.  We note that Espanola has not indicated whether it will file a capital adjustment application under IRM in the future.  It has also not commented on how it intends to finance these investments.

2.9 VECC notes that Espanola has stated that it “does not expect to incur any Green Energy related qualifying costs within the time from of the current rate application.”
  Yet as noted in the Board Staff’s submission Espanola was not able to differentiate between investments for current and expected service and that need to allow for future renewable projects.  We would invite Espanola in its reply argument to address the issues raised by Board Staff and VECC in respect to the regulatory process it intends to use (if any) to advance its substantial capital program.  
Working Capital

2.10 VECC submits that Espanola should be required to use the working capital adjustment of 13% of controllable costs as outlined in the Board’s direction on April 12, 2012.  VECC has consistently argued in all 2012 cost of service applications that a default value of 15% of the cost of power and controllable expenses is excessive to the needs of electric distribution utilities.  This has been borne out by the various lead-lag studies that have been submitted in applications before the Board over the past two years.  The Board’s new default working capital value is presumably based on the best information at the time.  These values are provided to the applicant as a means of improving efficiency in a regulatory proceeding.  The Board has lowered the default value in recognition of the best information being a 13% factor.  No substantive reason was given by Espanola to VECC’s inquiry of why it should not use the revised working capital calculation.  It simply stated that it was relying on the 2012 filing guidelines.

2.11 Utilities that can incorporate this information into their application, as late filers, like Espanola can, should use the Board’s best information.  In the absence of their own evidence a utility is not entitled, in our submission, to use out-of-date information provided by the Board.  To do so is to penalize ratepayers by ignoring the best information available and relying instead on the technicality of what year rates were filed for.  Rates will not be implemented until the last quarter of 2012 and the applicant is fully able to make the adjustment without incremental cost.
3 Load Forecast

Load Forecast Methodology
3.1 Espanola’s load forecast methodology consists of the following steps
:

· First, develop a weather normal forecast for total system purchases using a multifactor regression model that incorporates historical weather and economic-related variables for the historical period January 2003 to December 2010 and convert the forecast to billed energy using the historical loss factor for the same period
.  For purposes of defining “weather normal” an eight-year average was used
.
· Second, forecast customer count by rate class using geometric mean analysis of actual 2003-2010 customer count growth.

· Third, forecast the non-weather normalized 2012 use for each rate class using a geometric mean analysis of actual growth in average use over the period 2003-2010.

· For weather sensitive classes (i.e., Residential, GS<50 and G>50) adjust this forecast so that the total usage reconciles with that determined in step #1.

· Incorporate a CDM adjustment equivalent to 20% of Espanola’s 2011-1014 cumulative energy target (per EB-2010-0218) and allocate to customer classes based on each class’ share of total usage
.
3.2 VECC has no issues with Espanola’s load forecast methodology.  The overall approach is similar to that employed by a number of other electricity distributors.  Furthermore, Espanola examined a number of model formulations and the one proposed best explained the variations in historical usage and yielded regression coefficients with the intuitively correct signs
.  
3.3 With respect to CDM,,VECC notes that Espanola’s reported 2011 actual savings are 78,280 kWh which is less than 3% of its cumulative 2011-2014 CDM energy savings target
.  As result, there is some question as to whether Espanola will achieve the projected 20% of its cumulative energy savings target by 2012.  However, VECC does not see any need to alter Espanola’s proposed 2012 CDM adjustment  provided it commits to/is required to establish an LRAM variance account as set out in the Board’s recently issued CDM Guidelines.
2012 Load Forecast

3.4 Overall, the total weather normal purchased energy for 2012 is forecast to be 67,042,178 kWh and resulting billed energy forecast is 62,249,997 kWh
.  VECC submits that the Board should accept this load forecast for purposes of setting 2012 rates.  Furthermore, the 2012 billing kWh and kW CDM savings incorporated by Espanola
 should be adopted for purposes of future LRAM calculations.  

3.5 In terms of customer count, VECC notes that historically the values have changed very little from year to year
 and that the forecast for 2012 predicts a continuation of this trend.  VECC submits that the Board should accept Espanola’s customer count forecast for 2012 for purposes of setting rates

4 Revenue Offsets

4.1 The projected 2012 revenue offsets in Espanola’s Application are $139,899
.  This compares with actual values for 2009 and 2010 in the order of $150,000.  The variance is attributable primarily to reduced revenues from Specific Service Charges, Late Payment Charges and Revenues from Merchandising & Jobbing.  The reduction in revenues for the first two items is attributed to the recently revised customer service rules
.  In the case of Merchandising & Jobbing revenues, Espanola notes that such revenues are often one-time in nature and fluctuate annually
.  While the revenues for 2010 and 2011 were over $7,500 in each year, revenues for the first 5 months of 2012 are only $1,763
.  
4.2 Overall, VECC has two concerns regarding Espanola’s 2012 Revenue Offset forecast.  First, VECC submits that it would be reasonable to increase the anticipated 2012 Merchandising & Jobbing revenue to $4,000, based on a simple pro-ration of the year to date revenues over the balance of the year.  VECC notes that this amount is likely conservative as it is materially less than the revenues in each of the previous six years. 
4.3 Second, VECC notes that Espanola has not included any Interest revenue
 in its forecast of Revenue Offsets.  Based on historical income, VECC submits that interest revenues of $1,000 should be included for 2012.  In total, these two adjustments would increase the forecast Revenue Offsets by $2,500.
5 Operating Costs

5.1 In making the submission below VECC has adopted the summary of OM&A shown in Table 4 of Board Staff’s submission with the exception of 2011.  Espanola updated its actual spending for 2011 in VECC IR# 16.  The updated amount is shown below.
	
	2008
Approved
	2008
Actual
	2009
Actual
	2010
Actual
	2011
Bridge (original forecast)

	2011

Updated

actuals
	2012 Test

	Operation
	$237,431
	$252,410
	$316,994
	$195,045
	$244,601
	$275,438
	$249,346

	Maintenance
	$187,326
	$198,999
	$254,990
	$283,052
	$315,008
	$189,085
	$397,158

	Billing and
Collecting
	$254,686
	$265,565
	$283,165
	$274,956
	$305,760
	$286,752
	$371,722

	Community
Relations
	$2,000
	$1,800
	$815
	$636
	$1,000
	0.0
	$1,000

	Administrative
and General
	$282,787
	$285,113
	$252,665
	$275,029
	$312,069
	324,670
	$353,398

	Total OM&A
	$964,230
	$1,003,887
	$1,108,629
	$1,028,718
	$1,178,438
	$1,075,945
	$1,372,624


5.2 To check the reasonableness of the overall OM&A proposal VECC employed an “expected cost growth” approach.  This method starts with the last Board approved OM&A (2008).  The increases in costs since that time are presumed to be related primarily to inflation and customer growth.  To the expected cost are added any incremental utility responsibilities or unavoidable activities that have arisen since 2008.  Generally, these activities relate to an increased regulatory burden (GEA, OPA, OEB, IESO, CDM, and SPC etc.), smart meter activities (computer and transaction costs offset by meter reading cost reductions) and IFRS transition costs.

5.3 VECC has consistently applied an overall 10-11% inflation factor for the period 2008 to 2012 in all the 2012 cost of service applications it has reviewed.  This range is based on evidence supplied by a number of 2012 COS applicants.  
5.4 Espanola residential customer growth has been virtually zero.  The GS < 50 class has decreased by over 4.5%  The GS > 50 class has increased from 16 to 27 customers.  While asset growth might be expected to be influenced by the type of customer (i.e. large customers use larger and more costly equipment), OM&A costs are more likely to be related to the absolute number of customer (on the presumption that one large meter takes the same time to service as one small meters).  Based on Espanola’s customer growth a customer growth rate of ½% was employed in our analysis.  

5.5 Based on these assumptions on should expect the 2012 Espanola’s OM&A costs to have increased by 10.5 to 11.5%.  In fact, these costs have increased by 42.4% since 2008.  The question is what accounts for the 30% growth in OM&A that is “unexpected.”
5.6 Espanola proposed and subsequently withdrew a request for $12,500 in costs related to IFRS transition.
   For comparison purpose there is also a small adjustment of $6,620 to OM&A related to the IFRS accounting change.
  Other accounting changes include the amount of compensation which is capitalized.  VECC notes that Espanola charged 85% of compensation of OM&A in 2008, but only 70% in 2012.

5.7 There has also been an increase in regulatory costs (one time and ongoing) from approximately $50,000 in 2008 to $108,000 in 2012.  VECC notes that unlike a number of other utilities Espanola has responded to its increased regulatory burden by hiring of consultants rather than permanent staff (its FTE count has not changed since 2008).  In VECC’s submission this is a reasonable approach for a small utility and provides future flexibility.  The increase in regulatory burden adds approximately $15,000 to the OM&A on an annual basis.

5.8 Billing and Collection costs account for $117,036 or 46% of the increase in costs from 2008 Board approved.  Meter reading expenses alone have increased from $39,425 in 2010 to $100,327 in 2012.  Espanola has explained that $65,000 (net) of this increase is related to smart meters.

5.9 All other things being equal, on would expect Espanola’s OM&A to be around $1,065,474 (10.5%) to 1,075,116 (11.5%).  To this VECC would argue one would add no more than $100,000 for incremental costs related to accounting changes, smart meters, and an increased regulatory burden.  To be comparable, a large portion of these incremental costs are offset by the increase in compensation that is being capitalized in 2012 as compared to 2008.
5.10 Taking all these factors into consideration in VECC’s submission a reasonable 2012 OM&A would be between $1,075,000 and $1,100,000.   VECC notes that this in line with or slightly higher than the actual 2011 spending.
5.11  The largest area of increase occurs under Maintenance costs.  These costs have increased by $209,832 or by 112%.  A large component of this increase is related to tree trimming costs.  In their submission Board Staff have outlined in detail the source of these costs which have increased by more than $121,000.
  While it is difficult for any party to “second guess” the maintenance plans of a utility it is important to provide some perspective on these costs

5.12 First it is important to note that the vegetation management plan was not part of the Asset Management Plan performed by outside consultants
.  Second there is a question as to why more of this work was not undertaken in the past under IRM rates.  In VECC’s submission no adequate answer was provided to the question of “catch-up”.  Espanola simply stated that in the past it lacked funds and resources.

5.13 Finally, there is the question as to the severity of the issue.  We have reproduced the table below showing reasons for outages.
  Tree issues represent only the third most common reason for interruptions, falling far behind scheduled maintenance and defective equipment.  In recent years the occurrence of outages due to trees has fallen.  VECC questions whether this data supports the accelerated tree trimming program proposed by Espanola.  In VECC’s submission something more modest would, on the evidence, appear to be just as prudent.

6 
[image: image2]
Depreciation

6.1 Espanola has generally used the typical life use in the Board sponsored Kinectric Report.  It is VECC’s position that the Report’s typical lives should be used in the absence of a utility specific study.  However, in this case, and as shown in the response to VECC interrogatory #4, the differences are not material.
Payment-in-lieu of Taxes – Account 1562
6.2 VECC supports the submissions of Board Staff in respect to the calculation of PILS.
7 Cost of Capital/Capital Structure

7.1 VECC notes that Espanola has a significant difference between its deemed and actual capital structure.  This may be a matter of interest in the future given the substantive capital program the Utility is about to embark on and the prospective cost of capital to finance those programs.

7.2 VECC supports the updating of cost of capital to the original application that should be made in the final rate order.
8 Cost Allocation

Cost Allocation Methodology

8.1 As part of its Application, Espanola filed the results of a 2012 cost allocation study.  The study utilized the Board’s new Cost Allocation model but maintained the default weighting factors for Services and Billing & Collectingl
.  As a result of various interrogatories, Espanola has revised the Sheet I8 demand allocation factors
, the unit meter costs and meter counts in Sheet I7.1
 and the customers eligible (per Sheet I6.1) for the transformer ownership discount
.  The following table sets out the results of Espanola’s cost allocation following these revisions.
	REVENUE TO COST RATIOS – 2012 Updated Results

	Customer Class
	2012 Revenue to Cost Ratios

	Residential
	93.35%

	GS<50
	113.93%%

	GS>50
	135.66%%

	Street Lights
	68.56%

	Sentinel Lights
	68.25%

	USL
	114.31%

	Total
	100.0%


Sources:
VECC Supplementary Question C
8.2 VECC submits that the Board should accept Espanola’s revised cost allocation results as the starting point for considering adjustments to the customer class revenue to cost ratios.

Use of the Cost Allocation Study Results in Setting 2012 Rates

8.3 In its initial cost allocation
, the revenue to cost ratios for Sentinel and Street Lighting were both below the Board’s target range, while the ratio of GS>50 exceeded the range.  The ratios for all other classes were within in the Board’s target range.  In view of these results, Espanola had proposed to increase the ratios to Sentinel and Street Lighting to the lower end of the target range set by the OEB for each class, to reduce the ratio for GS>50 to the upper end of its target range and increase the ratio for Residential in order to maintain the overall revenue requirement
.  VECC submits that this approach is appropriate and consistent with that approved by the OEB for other distributors
.
8.4 The revised cost allocation yields similar results in terms of those classes whose ratios are below, inside and above the Board’s target ranges.  VECC submits that the same approach (namely increasing Sentinel Lights to 80%, increasing Street Lights to 70%, decreasing GS>50 to 120% and, assuming there is revenue shortfall, increasing the Residential ratio to maintain revenue neutrality)
 should be used in conjunction with the revised starting point.
9 Rate Design

Base Distribution Rates

9.1 For 2012, Espanola is proposing to maintain the existing fixed/variable split for all of its customer classes
.  VECC notes that the resulting monthly fixed charge is less than the MSC ceiling established by the Board for all customer classes except GS>50, where the 2011 value exceeds the ceiling.
  As a result, VECC submits that Espanola’s approach is reasonable for all customer classes except GS>50.

9.2 As noted in Espanola’s Application the OEB has indicated that “it does not expect distributors to make changes to the MSC that result in a charge that is greater than the ceiling”
.  Given this direction, VECC submits that it is inappropriate to further increase an MSC that is already above the ceiling and that the MSC for the GS>50 class should be set at the 2011 value of $161.36.

9.3 VECC also notes that given the revised customer data provided in response to VECC Supplementary Question C, a portion of the “cost” of the transformer ownership allowance will have to be recovered from the GS<50 class.

Loss Factors

9.4 Espanola proposes to set its Total Loss Adjustment Factor at 1.0714 which reflects its average loss factor over the years 2006-2010
.  Espanola explains its relatively high loss factor is due to the rural nature of its service territory and the fact its distribution voltage is 4.16 kV
.  VECC notes that the proposed loss factor represents a material increase over the current loss factor of 1.0543.  However, most of the increase appears to be result of a revised Supply Facility Loss factor from 1.0045 to 1.0178.  
Low Voltage Charges

9.5 In its initial Application Espanola proposed to recover $144,544 in 2012 for low voltage costs
.  However, in response to interrogatories this value was revised to $229,288
. This revised value was calculated by applying the 2012 Hydro One rates to the average LV billing quantities over the 2008-2011 period.
9.6 VECC notes that Hydro One’s LV charges for 2012 are the same as for 2011.  As a result, VECC submits that a more accurate forecast of 2012 LV costs (and one that is consistent with Espanola’s overall load forecast) can be developed by multiplying the actual 2011 LV costs ($203,607
) by the ratio of forecast 2012 forecast purchases (67,042,178 kWh
) over actual 2011 purchases (65,440,486 kWh
).  This calculation yields a forecast of 2012 LV costs of $208,590.  VECC submits that this is the LV cost that the Board should approve for 2012.
10 Retail Transmission Service Rates

10.1 In its response to interrogatories
 Espanola filed an updated version of the Board’s RTSR Work Form.   VECC submits that the revised charges should be approved by the Board for 2012.
11 MIFRS
11.1 VECC supports the submissions of Board Staff in respect to the PP&E Deferral Account.
12 Smart Meters

Smart Meter Cost Recovery

12.1 VECC supports the submissions of Board Staff in respect to the recovery of smart meter costs and specifically the return adjustment to follow the principle of class cost causality.  
Stranded Meter Cost Recovery

12.2 VECC supports the proposal for recovery of stranded meter costs.
13 LRAM
13.1 VECC supports the submissions of Board Staff in respect to LRAM recovery.  We agree the recovery of 2011 and 2012 amounts is premature and inconsistent with the LRAM Guidelines
.  We also note that the Board has denied such proposals in other 2012 cost of service applications.
 
14 Recovery of Reasonably Incurred Costs

14.1 VECC submits that its participation in this proceeding has been focused and responsible.  Accordingly, VECC requests an award of costs in the amount of 100% of its reasonably-incurred fees and disbursements.

All of which is respectfully submitted this 20th day of July 2012.
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Outage


Code�



Description�
2009


Totals�
2010


Totals�
2011


Totals�
�
1�
Scheduled�
23�
10�
7�
�
2�
Supply�
2�
1�
0�
�
3�
Trees�
7�
7�
5�
�
4�
Lightning�
0�
7�
0�
�
5�
Def. Equip.�
8�
10�
11�
�
6�
Weather�
0�
0�
0�
�
7�
Human el.�
0�
0�
0�
�
8�
Animals, Veh�
5�
1�
3�
�
9�
Environment�
0�
1�
0�
�
0�
Unknown�
3�
1�
3�
�
�
Total�
48�
38�
29�
�









� Exhibit 8, Tab 2, Schedule 4, page 1


� Exhibit 8, Tab2, Schedule 5,page 1 & Board Staff IR #26


� Reported net of fully depreciated assets – see VECC IR #1


� See Board Staff IR #36- $87,744 addition to working capital resulting in a $12,711 change to working capital allowance.


� Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 6, page 3


� Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 4, pages 8-11.


� Board Staff IR # 4


� See VECC IR #5 for a list of the number and cost of utility vehicles


� VECC IR #6 and Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 7, page 7.


� Board Staff IR #18


� VECC IR #3


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/Schedule 1, page 6


� VEC #9 e)


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/Schedule 1, page 9


� VECC #10 a)


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/pages 7-8 and VECC #8


� VECC #9 b)


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/Schedule 1, page 18


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/ Schedule 1, page 10 and VECC #9 f)


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/Schedule 1, page 11.  The notable exception is 2009 when there was a material increase in the number of GS>50 and USL customers.


� Exhibit 3/Tab 3/Schedule 1, page 1


� VECC #11 b)


� VECC #`12 a)


� VECC #12 a) and VECC Supplementary Question B.


� VECC #11 a)


� See Board Staff submission page 5 for a detailed discussion of this issue.


� VECC IR #15


� Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6, page 2


� Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 5, page 18.


� See Board Staff submission page 6 which shows total vegetation management costs


� VECC IR #18.


� Ibid,


� Board Staff IR #4


� Exhibit 7/Tab 1/Schedule 1, page 1


� Board Staff #22 and VECC Supplementary Question C


� Board Staff #21 and VECC #21


� VECC Supplementary Question #C


� Exhibit 7/Tab 1/schedule 2, page 3


� Exhibit 7/Tab 1/Schedule 2, pages 3-4.  Residential was the only remaining class with a ratio of less than 100%.


� EB-2010-0142, page 40


� It is assumed that this will not result in a revenue to cost ratio for Residential of greater than 100% and that the bill impacts for the Residential class are of the same order to magnitude as in the original Application.


� Exhibit 8/Tab 1/Schedule 3, page 1


� Exhibit 8/Tab 1/schedule 3, page 2.  Note these same results hold for Espanola’s revised cost allocation


� Exhibit 8/Tab 1/Schedule 3, page 1, lines 15-16


� Exhibit 8/Tab 1/Schedule 6, page 2


� Board Staff #25 a)


� Exhibit 8/Tab 1/Schedule 4, page 1


� VECC #23 b)


� VECC #23 b)


� Exhibit 3/Tab 2/Schedule 1, page 18


� VECC Supplementary Question D


� OEB Staff #24


� LRAM amounts for 2011 and 2012 are shown in Board Staff IR # 27


� See, for example, Hydro 2000 EB-2011-0326, pages 24 & 25
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