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URGENT - FOR YOUR IMMEDIATE ATTENTION

February 8, 2013
Déelivered by Email

Ms. Kirsten Walli
Board Secretary
Ontario Energy Board
2300 Y onge Street
26th Floor, Box 2319
Toronto, ON M4P 1E4

Dear Ms. Wdlli:

Re: E.L.K. Energy Inc. — 2012 Cost of Service Distribution Rate Application
Board File No. EB-2011-0099

We are counsel to E.L.K. Energy Inc. (“E.L.K."), the Applicant in the above-captioned matter.

During the evening of Wednesday, January 30, 2013, | delivered E.L.K.'s responses to Board
Staff and intervenor interrogatories through the Board's R.E.S.S system and by email. One of
those responses — to AMPCO Interrogatory 17(b) — included a copy of a MEARIE Saary
Survey. That survey, prepared for MEARIE by the Hay Group, is a survey of management
salaries across approximately 50 Ontario electricity distributors, for positions throughout the
organizations. It ishighly confidential. It was provided to E.L.K. as a participant in the Survey
under strict confidentiality requirements, and E.L.K. did not have the consent of MEARIE or
the Hay Group to release it. The response to the Interrogatory that referred to the Survey as
Appendix AMPCO 17(b), and the Survey itself, were inadvertently delivered in error. Access
to the Survey should have been denied by the Applicant. The Survey should not have been
disclosed.

This issue came to my attention on Friday, February 1%, and | contacted you and the intervenors
by email that evening requesting that the document be kept in confidence. More particularly,
we asked that the Board remove the E.L.K. interrogatory responses from the web drawer and
the public record as soon as possible, and that the parties that received the responses destroy
their copies, including any hard copies that they may have made.
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Having considered this matter further, E.L.K. withdraws its response to AMPCO IR #17(b) and
the Survey, and will not provide the Survey on any basis whether publicly or in confidence. We
reiterate our request that all copies of the Survey be destroyed by the Board and parties. The
Survey and the information contained therein are not to be disclosed or used in any form by the
parties, and we ask that the Board direct parties that have received copies of the Survey to
destroy them and confirm their destruction.

We understand that the Board issued Procedural Order No. 3 a very short time ago this
afternoon and it provides that the Survey is currently being treated as confidential; that
intervenors' counsel and consultants who have signed the Board’s Declaration and Undertaking
with respect to confidential documents will be permitted to view the Survey; and that the Board
has established a process for submissions with respect to the confidentiality of the Survey and
two other items in respect of which confidentiality has been claimed. The Board has provided
for the posssibility of E.L.K. requesting the withdrawal of the Survey following its
determination of a confidentiality request, but to be clear, E.L.K. is withdrawing this document
now.

We acknowledge that E.L.K.’s IR responses were placed on the Board’s web site, so that there
is a possihility that they have been accessed by persons who are not parties to this proceeding.
However, in order to minimize the potential spread of this material, it is important that the
Survey be removed from the web site and the Board’s files immediately if this has not been
done already.

We have been in contact with counsel for MEARIE, the owner of the Survey, and we
understand that MEARIE may have comments on this matter as well.

E.L.K. is withdrawing the interrogatory responses delivered January 30, 2013. Please find
E.L.K.'s replacement interrogatory responses attached. The replacement version does not
contain the Survey, and there are two other revisions to which | wish to draw your attention:

e E.L.K.sresponseto AMPCO IR #17(b) is now consistent with E.L.K.’s position on the
Survey as set out in thisletter; and

e Unrelated to the Survey issue, E.L.K. has replaced the Corporate Organization Chart at
page 4 of the responses, provided in response to AMPCO IR #1(a), with a version that
does not include employee names.

To avoid confusion with the version delivered last week, the date of the responses is shown as
February 8, 2013. However, in order to circulate this as soon as possible, the dates on the cover
sheets to the Appendices have not been changed from January 30, 2013. The live Excel models
delivered last week will be refiled together with the responses in order to ensure that the Board
and the parties have a complete package of material.



| apologize for any inconvenience to the Board, and | again thank you for your consideration in
this matter.

Yoursvery truly,

BORDEN LADNER GERVAISLLP
Per:
Original signed by James C. Sdlofsky

James C. Sidlofsky

CC: Mark Danelon, Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs, E.L.K. Energy
Intervenors of Record

TORO01: 5109871: v9



EB-2011-0099

IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998,
S.0. 1998, c. 15, (Schedule B);

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by E.L.K. Energy
Inc. for an order approving just and reasonable rates and
other charges for electricity distribution to be effective
October 1, 2012.

E.L.K. ENERGY INC.
RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES

DELIVERED FEBRUARY 8, 2013

EXHIBIT 1 - ADMINISTRATIVE
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #1:

Ref: E1-T1-S2

a) Please identify any rates and charges that are included in the E.L.K.’s conditions
of service, but do not appear on the Board-approved tariff sheet, and provide an
explanation for the nature of the costs being recovered.

Response: There are no rates and charges that are included in the E.L.K.’s conditions
of service that do not appear on the Board-approved tariff sheet.

b) Please provide a schedule outlining the revenues recovered from these rates and
charges from 2006 to 2011 and the revenue forecasted for the 2012 test year.

Response: Not Applicable

c) Please explain whether in the applicant’s view, these rates and charges should
be included on the applicant’s tariff sheet.

Response: Not Applicable
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 2 of 279

Board Staff Interrogatory #2

Ref: E1-T2-S1 p.2

E.L.K. stated that it has not yet converted to IFRS and all information has been
presented on a CGAAP basis.

Note 19 to E.L.K.'s Audited Financial Statements as of December 31, 2011, Future
Accounting Changes, IFRS, in part, states the following:

“In March 2012, the AcSB extended the deferral of adoption of Part 1 of the CICA
Handbook for qualifying entities with activities subject to rate regulation for an
additional year to January 1, 2013. The Company had decided to implement IFRS
commencing January 1, 2012 and is now assessing whether the extended deferral
option will be taken.”

a) Please provide information on E.L.K.’s current plans to adopt IFRS.

Response: The Accounting Standards Board has further deferred the adoption of IFRS
for qualifying entities until January 1, 2014. E.L.K. has further deferred its adoption of
IFRS. E.L.K. plans to adopt IFRS for the year ending December 31, 2014. Further
deferrals may be provided by the Accounting Standards Board. E.L.K. will assess the
need for continued deferral as they are offered.

b) E.L.K. has not reported any amounts as of December 31, 2011 filings in account
1508 — sub-account IFRS Transition Costs. Please provide details regarding
E.L.K.’s transition plan to MIFRS.

Response: Please see E.L.K.’s response to Question (a) above. E.L.K. is anticipating
some transition costs for this account in 2013.

c) Has E.L.K. included any amounts for IFRS Transition Costs in its test year costs?
If so, how much?

Response: E.L.K. budgeted $7,500 in 3" party professional services for IFRS
Transition Costs in 2012 but did not spend any amounts due to the deferral.
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.
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AMPCO:
AMPCO Interrogatory #1

Reference: Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 13, Page 1

Preamble: E.L.K. provided a Corporate Organization Chart.

a) Please confirm the date of this Corporate Organization Chart and provide an
updated chart if the vacancy information is no longer accurate.

Response: E.L.K. can confirm the date of this Corporate Organization Chart as June
14, 2012. E.L.K. has provided an updated chart as at January 15, 2013 below.
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 5 of 279

b) Please confirm the total number of positions in the Finance & Regulatory Affairs
section and confirm the number of management, non-union and union staff and
differentiate between full-time and part-time.

Response: Currently there are 3 full time positions in the Finance Section and 2 of
those same positions handle the Regulatory Affairs section — the Director, Finance &
Regulatory Affairs, and the Manager, Finance & Regulatory Affairs. These positions are
non-union and two of them are management.

c) Please confirm the number of direct reports to the Manager, Finance & Regulatory
Affairs.

Response: There is one direct report to the Manager, Finance & Regulatory Affairs.

d) Please confirm the number of direct reports to the Supervisor, Finance & Customer
Service.

Response: There are four direct reports to the Supervisor, Finance & Customer

Service.

e) Please discuss if E.L.K. has an existing policy in place regarding the number of
direct reports required to validate the existence or creation of a management
position.

Response: E.L.K. does not have a policy in place regarding the number of direct
reports required to validate the existence or creation of a management position.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #2

Reference: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 5, Table 1.2

Preamble: Table 1.2 compares E.L.K’s cost per customer with utilities in its cohort.
a) Please confirm the latest stretch factor assigned to E.L.K.
Response: The latest stretch factor assigned to E.L.K. was provided in the Board

Determination of Stretch Factor Rankings for 2013 3" Generation Incentive Regulation
Applications (IR3). E.L.K.’s stretch factor was 0.4%.
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Energy Probe
1.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 1
Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 4

a) Please explain why ELK is proposing to recover the stranded meter costs over a
12 month period beginning October 1, 2013 (page 2, lines 3-5)?

Response: Please see E.L.K.’s response to Board Staff #47

b) Given that the various rate riders requested for the disposition of smart meter and
variance/deferral accounts will not be in place for October 1, 2012, does ELK
agree that the riders should be put in place effective the beginning of the month
following a decision in this proceeding, and remaining in place for 12 months?

Response: ELK agrees that the riders should be put in place effective the
beginning of the month following a decision in this proceeding, and remaining in
place for 12 months.
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1.0 Enerqy Probe Interrogatory # 2

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

ELK indicates that it has not yet converted to IFRS and continues to use the historical
depreciation rates that have been used for a number of years based on advice from its
auditor.

a) Please provide a copy of the advice from the auditor.

Response: ELK asked its auditor whether E.L.K.’s current amortization range under
CGAAP is acceptable as suggested by the OEB based on Note 2 to the E.L.K. Financial
Statements or whether, because the OEB has come out with a new Kinectrics study,
E.L.K. is required to change these amortization rates even under CGAAP.

E.L.K.’s auditors advised by email that

“we feel that under CGAAP, you are following rate regulated accounting
and the regulator says to use 25 years for the distribution plant so that is
what we/you use. Nothing has changed. Distributors are required to ask
permission of the OEB in order to change their depreciation rates even
though the Kinetrics study is out.

So, effectively, as long as you use 25 years for distribution plant, you are
okay.”

b) Has ELK made any changes to the depreciation rates used since 2006? If yes,
please provide details on the associated accounts, changes in rates and timing of
those changes.

Response: No E.L.K. has not made any changes to the depreciation rates used since
2006.

c) Has ELK had a new depreciation study done in anticipation of converting to
IFRS? If yes, please indicate when that study was done and provide a copy that
shows the rates for each account.

Response: No, E.L.K. has not had a new depreciation study done.
d) If the response to part (c) is yes, please provide a comparison of the depreciation

expense, shown by account, between the existing rates and the new rates if they
were applied to 2012.

Response: Not Applicable
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1.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 3

Ref:

Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

ELK indicates that it is requesting rates effective October 1, 2012 continuing through
September 30, 2013.

a) Please explain, given the timing of the filing of the evidence in September, 2012

b)

and the expected timing of a decision in this proceeding, why ELK should have
rates made retroactive to October 1, 20127

Response: The Board’s July 18, 2011 Notice of Proceeding and Order
Respecting Interim Rates stated, in part:

“The Board is declaring E.L.K.’s current rates to be interim from the date
of this order. This will allow (though not require) the Board to set the
effective date of any new rates ultimately arising from this proceeding at
the date of this order; in other words to retrospectively apply the new
rates. The ultimate decision on the effective date of new rates will not be
made until the end of the proceeding, and all parties will be entitled to
make submissions on the appropriate date.”

E.L.K. anticipates that the new rates will be implemented at the beginning of the
month following the Board’s issuance of its Final Rate Order in this proceeding.
E.L.K. anticipates making submissions on the effective date of the new rates at
an appropriate time in this proceeding, in accordance with the Board’s Notice.

Will ELK be filing a rate application for 2013 rates? If so, please confirm that the
rate increase would take place October 1, 2013 and apply only to the end of
April, 2014 and that effective for 2014 rates, ELK would be back on the May to
April rate schedule? If this cannot be confirmed, please provide ELK's plan to get
back on a regular schedule of rate changes.

Response: ELK expects to file a rate application for 2013 rates but the timing of

the filing will be dependent on when 2012 rates are approved and finalized. Once
this timing is known ELK plans to get back on a regular schedule of rate changes
as soon as it is practically possible to do so.
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1.0 Enerqy Probe Interrogatory # 4

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please confirm that the return on equity of 9.12% was taken from the Board's Cost of
Capital Parameter Updates for 2012 Cost of Service Applications issued on March 2,
2012.

Response:
ELK confirms that the return on equity of 9.12% was taken from the Board's Cost of

Capital Parameter Updates for 2012 Cost of Service Applications issued on March 2,
2012.
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1.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 5

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please provide an updated version of Table 1.2 that reflects the 2011 OEB Yearbook.

Response: Please see below an updated version of Table 1.2 that reflects the 2011
OEB Yearbook.

Table 4.8 Cost Per Customer Comparison
Mid-Size Southern
Medium-High Undergrounding ELK. LDCA LDCB LDCC LDC D LDCE LDCF LDC G LDCH LDCI LDCJ LDCK LDCL LDCM LDCN
Residential Customers 9964 11504 28649 31314 17653 19905 23258 19522 13897 14580 25989 13793 6649 31841 16148
General Service <50 kW Customers 1201 785 3083 3560 2000 1695 3226 2457 1682 1658 1896 1197 1234 3495 1752
General Service >50 kW Customers 111 35 400 396 232 168 360 278 144 198 209 191 117 436 190
Total Customers 11276 12324 32132 35270 19885 21768 26844 22257 15723 16436 28094 15181 8000 35772 18090
Expenses
Operating $ 246823 |$ 44495 |$ 703,434 |$1,748,639 |$ 616,923 [$1,161,145 [$2,605492 [$ 265336 |$ 338927 |$ 558,750 |$ 886,624 |$ 766170 |$ 424,014 |[$ 3177397 |$ 307,305
Maintenance $ 524,267 |$ 582,372 | $1,052,368 | $1,775,876 |$ 922,897 [$1,232,248 |$ 810,263 [$1,217,086 |$1,818120 |$ 364,539 |$1,425359 |$ 715982 |$ 392,884 [$ 157217 |$ 868,332
Administrative $1,648,311 | $1,594,111 | $4,958,276 | $3,479,194 | $2,427,410 |$2,884,346 [$2,595,986 [$3,114,097 |$1,919440 |$2,767,661 |$3,234,946 |$2,324,943 [$1,084,289 |$ 7,728,906 |$4,530,786
Other $ 32854 |$ 43051 |$1916522 |$ 476051 |$ 85188 |$ 52845 [$ 507,694 [$ 68184 |$ 6833 |$ 108911 |$ 234,286 |$ 128818 |$ 56,284 [$ 648952 |$ 108,295
Total OM& A Expenses $2,452,255 | $2,264,029 | $8,630,600 | $7,479,760 | $4,052,418 |$5,330,584 [$6,519,.435 [$4,664,703 |$4,083320 |$3,799,861 |$5,781,215 |$3,935913 [$1,957,471 [$11,712472 |$5,814,718
OM & A Per Customer $ 21748 |$ 18371 [$ 26860 |[$ 21207 [$ 20379 |$ 24488 |$ 24286 |$ 20958 [$ 25070 [$ 23119 [$ 20578 |$ 250.27 |$ 24468 |$ 327.42 [$ 32143
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1.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 6

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 4

Please show a breakdown of the $268,416 impact of smart meters on the 2012 revenue
requirement into OM&A, cost of debt, return on equity, depreciation, PILs, etc. Please
show all assumptions and calculations used.

Response:

The breakdown of the $268,416 impact of smart meters on the 2012 revenue
requirement into OM&A, cost of debt, return on equity, depreciation, PILs is provided
below. The source of this information is from the 2012 data shown in the smart meter
model filed as part of the application. The live Excel model is named
“ELK_2012_smart_meter_modelV4 FINAL FINAL.xIs” All assumptions and calculations
used to support the $268,416 are provided in the smart meter model.

OM&A $52,064
Cost of debt $36,120
Return on equity $51,616
Depreciation $110,662
PILs $17,954

Total $268,416



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 13 of 279

EnWin Utilities Ltd.

EnWin Interrogatory #1

1.

Exhibit 1 Tab 1 Schedule 2 Page 2

ELK states that “The proposed rates for the distribution of electricity have been
prepared in accordance with the Filing Requirements and reflect traditional rate
making and cost of service principles.” Unlike most if not all other cost of service
rate applications filed in Ontario since 2007, ELK filed its forward test year rate
application over one year after the filing deadline. As a result, the application for
2012 rates seeks an effective date for rates on the first day of the fourth quarter
of the test year. Consequently, the discovery stage of this proceeding is taking
place after the conclusion of the conclusion of the test year. A Board decision
and rate order will most likely not be issued until March or April 2013.

a) Is it ELK’s position that the application is subject to the Filing Requirements
issued by the Board on June 22, 2011 or June 28, 2012? What is the basis
for that position?

Response: Itis E.L.K.’s position that the application is subject to the Filing
Requirements issued by the Board on June 22, 2011 since these are the filing
requirements applicable to a 2012 cost of service application.

b) Has ELK considered requesting that the Board treat this application as a
historic test year application? If so, why did ELK choose to not make that
request? If not, why not?

Response: ELK did not consider requesting that the Board treat this application

as a historic test year application since the actual audited 2012 data would not be
available until the spring of 2013.

C) By what date does ELK expect to have its 2012 billed load results
compiled?

Response: E.L.K. would expect to have its 2012 billed load results by February

1, 2013.

d) By what date does ELK expect to have its 2012 year-end financial results

completed?

Response: E.L.K. expects to have its 2012 year-end financial results completed
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by March 4, 2013.
e) By what date does ELK expect to have its 2012 audited financial
statements completed?

Response: E.L.K. expects to have its 2012 audited financial statements
completed and approved by the Board of Directors by the end of April 2013.
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EnWin Interrogatory #2

2. Exhibit 1 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 5
Please add three rows to the bottom of Table 1.2 and use those rows to list the
loss factors, SAIDI and SAIFI for each of ELK and its comparator LDCs.

Response: Please see updated Table 1.2 below. The data was extracted from
the 2011 OEB Yearbook.

Mid-Size Southern

Medium-High Undergrounding | ELK. LDCA LDCB LbcC LDCD LDCE LDCF LDCG LDCH LDCI LDCJ LDCK LDCL LDCM LDCN
Residential Customers 9964 11504 28649 31314 17653 19905 23258 19522 13897 14580 25989 13793 6649 31841 16148
General Service <50 KW Customers 1201 785 3083 3560 2000 1695 3226 251 1682 1658 1896 1197 1234 3495 1752
General Service >50 kW Customers 111 35 400 3% 232 168 360 278 144 198 209 191 17 436 190
Total Customers 11276 12324 2132 35270 19885 21768 26844 22251 15723 16436 28094 15181 8000 357172 18090
Expenses

Operating $ 246823 |$ 44495 | $ 703434 | $1748,639 |$ 616923 | $1,161,145 | $2,605492 [$ 265336 [$ 338927 |$ 558,750 |$ 886,624 |$ 766,170 |$ 424,014 ($ 3,177,397 ($ 307,305

Maintenance $ 524267 | $ 582,372 | $1,052,368 | $1,775876 | $ 922,897 | $1,232,248 |$ 810,263 $1,217,086 [$1,818,120 |$ 364539 ($1425359 |$ 715982 |$ 392,884 |$ 157,217 |$ 868,332

Administrative $1648,311 | $1,594,111 | $4,958,276 | $3,479,194 | $2,427410 | $2,884,346 | $2,595,986 |$3,114,097 [$1,919,440 |$2,767,661 |$3,234,946 $2,324,943 |$1,084,289 |$ 7,728,906 |$4,530,786

Other $ 32854 % 4305181916522 |$ 476,051 |$ 85188 |$ 52,845 |$ 507,694 [$ 68184 [$ 6,833 [$ 108911 [$ 234,286 |$ 128818 |$ 56,284 |$ 648,952 ($ 108,295
Total OM& A Expenses $2,452,255 | $2,264,029 | $8,630,600 | $7,479,760 | $4,052418 | $5330,584 | $6,519,435 [$4,664,703 [$4,083,320 |$3,799,861 |$5781,215 |$3935913 |$1,957,471 (11,712,472 |$5,814,718
SADI 358 170 112 5.16 149 2871 147 nn 135 172 6.38 0.51 1539 5.83 445
SAFI 1 161 1.06 273 218 192 176 193 0.96 169 514 158 436 353 204
Loss Factors 1.05357774| 1.04765019| 1.0369342| 1.04984311| 1.03058679| 1.04449648 | 104329036 | 1.08083527 [ 1.0434959 | 1.03887615 | 1.02518113 | 1.02706407 | 1.02399889 | 1025443656 | 1.03129913
OM & A Per Customer $ 21748($ 18371 ($ 26860 ($ 21207 [$ 20379 |$ 24488 |§ 24286 |$ 20958 |$ 25070 |$ 23119 |$ 20578 |$ 25927 |§ 24468 |$ 32742 |$ 32143
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School Energy Coalition:

SEC-1

[General] With respect to the table attached to these interrogatories and
marked “E.L.K. Timeline Data”:

. Please confirm that the data in the table correctly transposes the data

from the 2008 through 2011 Electricity Yearbooks relative to the Applicant,
or performs correct calculations on that data. If any of the data is
incorrect, please provide the correct information. A live copy of the Excel
spreadsheet has been provided for assistance in responding.

Response: The data in the E.L.K. Timeline Data provided by SEC
correctly transposes the data from the 2008 through 2011 Electricity
Yearbooks relative to the Applicant and performs correct calculations on
that data.

. Please complete the column for 2012 with actuals or estimates for each of

the line items, calculated on the same basis as the past data.

Response: Please see the attached column for 2012. E.L.K. notes that
the line items in the column are only estimates.
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Comparator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Customers 10,853 11,112 11,205 11,276 11,315
Residential 9,638 9,843 9,899 9,964 10,009
GS<50 1,099 1,148 1,187 1,201 1,211
GS>50 116 121 119 111 95
Percentage Increase 2.39% 0.84% 0.63% 0.35%
Volumes Sold (kwh) (000s omitted) 251,163| 233,194| 238,626 242,066| 240,346
Total Losses 4.37% 6.29% 9.50% 5.09% 7.30%
Average Peak Demand 44,779 42,694 47,798 45,507 46,653
DX Revenues (000s omitted) $4,869| S4,622| S4,554| S3,621 4,088
Residential $877 $843 $784 $2,522 1,653
GS<50 S87 S83 $59 $385| S 222
GS>50 $558 $590 $482 $1,534 1,008
Other S3,347 $3,106 $3,229 -$820 1,205
Property, Plant & Equipment (000s omitted) $8,810| S$8,527| S$8,117| S$7,757 7,937
PP&E per Customer $811.76| S$767.37| S724.41| $687.92| $701.46
Percentage Decrease 5.47% 5.60% 5.04%| -1.97%
Capital Additions/Depreciation 147.4% 66.8% 98.3% 57.2% 77.8%
OM&A (000s omitted) $2,173 $2,517 $2,115 $2,452( § 2,283
Operations $211 $299 $237 S247| S 242
Maintenance $409 S507 $310 S524| S 417
Administration $1,552| S$1,692| S$1,536| 51,648/ S 1,592
Other S0 $19 $32 $33| S 33
OM&A per Customer $200.22| S$226.51| $188.76| S$217.45| S 202
Actual Shareholders' Equity (000s omitted) $14,816] $6,208| $7,386| $6,795| S 7,091
Equity Thickness 63.3% 28.6% 31.8% 34.8% 33%
Long Term Debt (000s omitted) $3,900] $9,900[ S$7,200[ $8,300( $ 7,500
Net Income (000s omitted) $1,232 $983| $1,178 S317 S317
Financial ROE 8.32%| 15.83%| 15.95% 4.67% 4.47%
Interest Cost (000s omitted) $292 $233 $290 S$307| S 299
PILs (000s omitted) $854 $562 $580 $217 $217
Total Cost of Capital $2,378 $1,778 $2,048 $841 $833

c. Please reconcile the Total Losses percentages (the % difference between
reported purchases and sales) with the loss factor information contained in
the Application. Please explain the high differences between purchases
and sales, particularly in 2010. Please estimate the impact on these
percentages, to date and in the future, of the Applicant’s strategy of
converting its entire system to 27.6kV service.

Response: E.L.K.’'s Response to Board staff #29 provides a revised loss
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factor calculation using corrected billing data. In addition, E.L.K.’s
response to Board staff #11 provides a revised load forecast reflecting the
corrected billing data. In the revised loss factor calculation the values in
row A(1) “Wholesale” kWh delivered to distributor (higher value) is
equivalent to the Actual Power Purchased amount shown Board staff #11
Table 3-24. The values shown in row D “Retail” kWh delivered by
distributor are equal to the total billed amount provided in Board staff #11
Table 3-24. As a result, the total loss factor calculated in Board staff #29
from 2007 to 2011 is the same loss factor used in the revised load
forecast for the years 2007 to 2011.

Possible factors that could explain the differences between purchases and
sales are missed billing or timing differences in billing due to problem
accounts, as well as a bad power factor which could increase losses. The
impact on converting E.L.K.’s system to 27.6kV would be to see a
marginal decrease in loss factor.

. Please reconcile the figures (from “Statistics by Customer Class” in the
Yearbooks) for Distribution Revenues by class with the total distribution
revenues (from the Income Statements for each year) and with Table 3-1
in the Application. Please provide a consistent set of data that shows
distribution revenue by class for each of the four years, plus 2012, and
reconciles that data with the RRR reporting and the income statement.

Response: Table 3-1 data is obtained from E.L.K.’s distribution charges
report and then compared to the gross margin line on the financial
statements. Any difference was prorated to each category based on the
number of customers in each class. For the RRR reporting, for the years
2008 to 2010 E.L.K. only recorded the revenues for the distribution
volumetric charge. In 2011, E.L.K. worked with Board Staff as the
distribution revenue in RRR 2.1.5 was not very clear on the form. E.L.K.
received clarification from Board Staff that the distribution service revenue
includes both volumetric and fixed revenues. Therefore in 2011 the
amounts in the 2011 yearbook match RRR 2.1.5 which matches Account
4080 in RRR 2.1.7. E.L.K. will continue the 2011 approach as Board Staff
has now confirmed the process. Please see Energy Probe #12 for 2012
estimated data.

. Please explain why Net PP&E is declining while customer numbers are
increasing, and PP&E per customer dropped more than 15% from 2008 to
2011. Please provide details of any accounting adjustments made in any
year that caused all or any part of this decline.

Response: Customer numbers are only slightly increasing. As well, the
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Net PP&E is declining due to increased depreciation as well as 2
significant disposals in 2010 totalling over one million dollars, specifically
the stranded meter costs of $891,791.

Please explain why the Applicant’s capital additions in each year except
2008 were less than depreciation. Please also explain the Applicant’s low
level of capital additions relative to the average in the industry over the
last four years of more than 180% of depreciation.

Response: Additions for each year are based on Management’s plans as
supported in the yearly capital budgeting process. These amounts are
approved by the Board of Directors. Ultimately, additions are purchased
based on need and timing of projects that may take priority unexpectedly
that may be unforeseen resulting in deferrals of certain purchases. In
discussion with our auditors, it is difficult to co-relate the two items
regarding additions and depreciation due to the fact depreciation is based
on additions from previous years (inception to current) as well as the fact
that it depends on the classes the capital asset was added to.

. Please explain the drops in Maintenance and Admin expenses in 2010.

Response: The drop in maintenance in 2010 is the result of less
maintenance required. Depending on the number of storms and damaged
infrasture, this amount will fluctuate from year to year. Admin expenses
decreased in 2010 primarily due to reduced costs for meter reading, a
decrease in bad debt expense and reduced costs in customer billing.

. Please confirm that the large shifts in the shareholders’ equity, the equity
thickness and the long term debt between 2008 and 2009 came about in
whole or in part because of the consolidation of ownership approved by
the Board in EB-2008-0310. Please provide details of the major
transactions that effected these changes, such as returns of capital or
dividends, new long term borrowing transactions, etc.

Response: The large shifts in the shareholders’ equity, the equity
thickness and the long term debt between 2008 and 2009 came about
primarily because of the consolidation of ownership approved by the OEB
in EB-2008-0310. Dividends were paid in the amount of $10,599,900. As
well, there was new long term debt in the amount of $8,000,000.

Please advise whether the increase in actual equity thickness from 2009
to 2011 (28.6% to 34.8%) was part of a plan to reduce leveraging over
time. If that was the case, please provide the planning and/or approval
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document related to the de-leveraging plan. If it was not part of a plan,
please advise the reasons for the increase in equity thickness over those
two years. In either case, please advise whether the Applicant plans to
bring equity thickness up to the Board-approved level of 40%, and if so on
what schedule and by what means.

Response: The increase in actual equity thickness from 2009 to 2011
was not part of a plan to reduce leveraging over time. The reasons for the
increase in equity thickness over those two years can be attributed to the
partial repayment of the TD loan facility and increase in retained earnings
from 2009. There is no current plan to bring the equity thickness up to the
Board deemed level of 40%.

Please confirm that the rapid drop on ROE in 2011, from overearning in all
prior years, was the result of much lower distribution revenues plus higher
OM&A, partially offset by much lower PILs. Please describe the main

reasons for the lower 2011 distribution revenues compared to prior years.

Response: Please see E.L.K.’s response to SEC #6b

Please confirm that, even if the Net Income in 2011 had been sufficient to
earn the Board-approved ROE, the total carrying cost of capital (ROE,
interest, and PILs) would have been about $1.2 million, substantially less
than for prior years. Please explain where the reductions in the carrying
cost of capital have been returned to ratepayers in the form of lower
overall revenue requirement for 2012.

Response: The total carrying cost of capital would have been
approximately $1.5 million. With respect to the reductions in the carrying
cost of capital, please refer to E.L.K.’s response to SEC #6a with regards
to level of reduction in deemed interest and PILs from the amount
assumed in the current rates (i.e. the 2006 approved revenue
requirement) to the amount proposed in the 2012 revenue requirement.
From 2006 to 2012 the ROE has increased slightly as shown in response
to SEC #6a.
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SEC -2 [1/2/1, p. 1] Please provide copies of:

a. The current Shareholder Direction, and any previous Shareholder
Direction dated after 2000.

Response: Please see the Shareholder Declaration enclosed as Appendix
SEC2
b. The current Corporate Strategic Plan.

Response: E.L.K. does not possess a Corporate Strategic Plan.
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[I/2/1, p. 2] Please confirm that the Applicant is seeking to recover its
calendar 2012 revenue requirement over a rate period of October 1, 2012,
to September 30, 2013, but with any change in rates for any customer
class actually applying only for the period from the Board’s decision to
September 30, 2013. Please confirm that the Applicant is proposing that
the Applicant’s interim rates for the period prior to October 1, 2012 be
declared final, and that no adjustment should be made to account for any
over or under collection from ratepayers of any class during that period.

Response: With respect to the first part of the question (recovery of the 2012
revenue requirement), E.L.K. wishes to recover a full 12 months of incremental
revenue. Please see E.L.K.’s response to Energy Probe Interrogatory #3(a) for
E.L.K.’s comments on the effective date. With respect to the second part of the
guestion, the Board determined at page 3 of its May 29, 2012 Decision and
Procedural Order No. 2 that:

“Based on the corrected 2010 financial statements, and the new 2011
financial statements, it now appears that E.L.K. did not earn in excess of
its allowed rate of return in 2010 and the financial results for 2011 indicate
the same. This is supported by the analysis provided by E.L.K. in its
submission and by a further analysis prepared by the Board, attached as
Appendix A, reflecting a deemed capital structure. Accordingly, based on
this new information the Board finds that the interim downward adjustment
to E.L.K.’s existing rates is no longer warranted. The Board retains the
authority to adjust rates retrospectively back to the date of the interim rate
order at the conclusion of the cost of service hearing should
circumstances warrant.”

E.L.K. believes that there is still no basis for a downward adjustment to its
existing rates. E.L.K. may have further submissions in this regard as necessary.
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SEC -4 [1/2/2] With respect to this exhibit:

a. Please explain how “indirect costs [are] allocated to direct costs for budget
presentation”. Please provide the budget presentation referred to.

Response: Upon review of this interrogatory, E.L.K. would like to expand on
this sentence. To budget for the Operating, Maintenance and Administrative
expense costs, E.L.K. uses known data at the time plus estimated data for
estimated labour and unknown items and prior year actuals. All of these
costs are truly directly related to the account in question. Indirect overhead
costs are also included. Please see Appendix SEC #4 for the 2012 OM&A
budget.

b. Please reconcile the statement “indirect costs are allocated to direct costs
in the capital budget” with the statement in 2/1/1, p. 6, that the Applicant
does not capitalize indirect costs.

Response: Please see E.L.K.’s response to AMPCO Interrogatory #4.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 24 of 279

SEC-5 [1/2/4, p. 3] Please explain why the drivers of the deficiency do not take
into account changes in gross distribution revenues over the period from
the last time the Applicant’s rates were set by the Board.

Response:
The deficiency is determined by subtracting the proposed revenue requirement

minus revenue at existing rates. Revenue at existing rates is calculated by
applying current rates to the proposed load forecast and does not reflect the
gross distribution revenue at the time rates were last set by the Board. As a
result, it is E.L.K.’s understanding that changes in gross distribution revenue over
a period time do not impact on the level of deficiency.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 25 of 279

SEC -6 [1/2/4, p. 3] Please restate the table of drivers of the deficiency to take
account of:

a. Reductions in rates of PILs and interest rates since the Applicant’s rates
were last set by the Board;

Response:
The referenced cost drivers of the deficiency have been restated to reflect the

difference in PILs and deemed interest between the amounts included in the
proposed revenue requirement and the revenue requirement last approved by
the Board.

Impact of smart meters on 2012 revenue requirement $268,416
(2012 revenue requirement from smart meter model)

2012 Increase in payroll and benefits $213,039
(Exhibit 4, Table 4.15 Cost Driver Table)

Change in overhead and underground maintenance expenses from $177,296
2011 to 2012 (Exhibit 4.15 Cost Driver Table)

Y, of the costs to prepare and support this application $73,175
(Exhibit 4, Table 4.17 Regulatory Costs)

Change in PILs from 2006 approved revenue requirement ($115,176)
Change in deemed interest from 2006 approved ($158,961)

revenue requirement

Change in deemed equity return from 2006 approved 22,800
revenue requirement

Change in bad debt write-offs since 2006 $237,489
(Exhibit 4.15 Cost Driver Table)

Total $718,078

b. The Applicant’s overearning history for at least 2008 through 2010.

Response: In its May 8, 2012 response to the Board on the matters identified in
Procedural Order No. 1 E.L.K. advised that, in the course of preparing its 2011
financial statements, E.L.K. and its auditors determined that there was an error in
2010 in E.L.K's tracking of the differences between amounts paid to the
Independent Electricity System Operator (the “IESO”) on account of power and
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various wholesale market services, and amounts billed to E.L.K.'s customers on
account of those items.

Using the corrected net earnings value reduced E.L.K.’s 2010 return on equity
significantly. Instead of approximately 16% based on the incorrect 2010
financial statements, the correct return was approximately 7.95%. The 2011
return on equity, based on net earnings of $316,841, was approximately 4.66%.
This eliminated the overearnings, and was likely an ongoing issue which
occurred in 2008 and 2009 as well. As such, in light of the corrections
discussed above, E.L.K. respectfully submits that it is not over earning. On the
contrary, when amounts are properly allocated to variance accounts, E.L.K. is
earning significantly less than the Board-approved ROE. As there have been no
overearnings, there is no need to restate the drivers.
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VECC
VECC Interrogatory #1
1.0 Reference: Exhibit1, Tab 1

a) Please confirm that the application is filed in accordance with CGAAP
accounting rules.

Response: Yes the application is filed in accordance with CGAAP.

b) Please update the timelines for when E.L.K. intends to implement IFRS
(MIFRS) and the costs spent to-date on this project.

Response: Please refer to the response provided to the Board staff Interrogatory #2.

c) Please confirm that the application is filed in accordance with CGAAP
accounting rules.

Response: Yes the application is filed in accordance with CGAAP.

d) Please update the timelines for when E.L.K. intends to implement IFRS
(MIFRS) and the costs spent to-date on this project.

Response: Please refer to E.L.K.’s response to Board staff Interrogatory #2.
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EXHIBIT 2 - RATE BASE
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #3:

Ref: E2-T1-S1 p.1 Table 2.1

Please explain why the Average Net Book Value for 2012 of $9,096,748 does not
equate to: (2011 Net book Value plus the 2012 Net Book Value)/ 2?

Response:

The Average Net Book Value for 2012 is equal to 2012 opening net book value plus the
closing net book value divided by two. Typically the 2012 opening net book value would
be equal to the 2011 closing net book value but this is not the case in this Application. In
this Application, the 2012 opening net book value has been adjusted to include smart
meters into the rate base. In Table 2-20 - 2012 Test Year Fixed Asset Continuity
Schedule the accounts that are impacted by including smart meters in the rate base are
highlighted in green. In this table the 2012 opening net book value is $24,228,613 in
gross assets minus $15,017,437 in accumulated depreciation or $9,211,176. The 2012
closing net book value is shown as $8,982,319. The resulting average is $9,211,176
plus $8,982,319 divided by two or $9,096,748.
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a) Please confirm that the table below accurately captures the information in Tables

2.3and 2.4

E.L.K. Service Reliability Indices
2005to 2011

Index Includes outages caused by loss of supply Excludes outages caused by loss of supply
2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [2010 |2011
SAIDI 2.083| 1.661| 1.530 | 2.140 | 0.640 | 4.330 | 3.580 | 1.746| 1.021| 1.130 | 0.500 | 0.400 |2.820 |0.800
SAIFI 1.464| 0.833] 1.170 | 0.690 | 0.170 | 1.290 | 1.710 | 0.830| 0.367| 0.870 | 0.150 | 0.080 | 0.950 |0.410
CAIDI 1.423| 1.994| 1.300 | 3.080 | 3.850 | 3.350 | 2.100 | 2.090| 2.780| 1.290 | 3.240 | 4.930 |2.970 |1.950

SAIDI = System Average Interruption Duration Index
SAIFI = System Average Interruption Frequency Index

CAIDI = Customer Average Interruption Duration Index

Response: Yes it does.

b) Has there been performance that was outside of the established standard?

Response: Yes.

c) If so, please explain the reason and describe any corrective action taken or
planned to be taken.

Response:

With respect to the indices that include outages caused by loss of supply:

2008 — SAIDI & CAIDI: significant outages due to loss of supply and adverse
weather;
2009 — CAIDI: adverse weather, lightning;
2010 — SAIDI & SAIFI: adverse weather and motor vehicle accident that
damaged a Hydro One transmission tower; and
2011 - SAIDI & SAIFI: significant outages due to Hydro One capacitor bank
failure and weak breaker at Hydro One’s TS.

With respect to the indices that exclude outages caused by loss of supply:

2008 — CAIDI: significant adverse weather;

2009 — CAIDI: adverse weather, lightning; and
2010 — SAIDI & SAIFI: adverse weather.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 30 of 279

Board Staff Interrogatory #5:

Ref: E2-T1-S3 Tables 2-10, -12, -14, -16, -20

These fixed asset continuity tables show the following:
2007: $276,450 in additions for Meters
2008: $131,151 in additions for Meters
2009: $35,988 in additions for Meters
2010: $26,120 in additions for Meters
$891,791 in disposals for Meters

a) Are any of these amounts related to the Smart Meter Program? If so, what
portion?

Response: Yes, some of these amounts are related to the Smart Metering Program
The portions are:

2007: $138,442.14
2008: $76,140.87

b) Does the rate base proposed for 2012 reflect the impact of all these amounts?

Response: Yes the rate base proposed for 2012 reflects the impact of all these
amounts.

c) Table 2-20 (2012) shows an opening balance of $1,574,204 for Smart Meters.
Please explain why no amount is shown for the “disposal”’ of the meters which
were replaced by the Smart Meters.

Response: The disposal of the meters is calculated as part of the stranded meter
cost calculation and is recorded in sub-account - stranded meter costs of account
1555.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #6:

Ref: E2-T1-S3 p.7

E.L.K. indicates that in 2007 it spent $57,481 to purchase from the Town of Essex, and
pave, .2 acres of un-serviced land adjacent to E.L.K.s service centre in the Town of
Essex for additional parking and storage.

Please explain what prompted the requirement for additional parking and storage.

Response: E.L.K. had two (2) service centres. The first was at E.L.K.’s head office and
the second was a satellite service centre with four (4) staff members in the Kingsville
service area. The satellite service centre housed fleet vehicles and outside storage. The
decision was made to consolidate the service centres to maximize the utilization of the
staff and fleet so the satellite centre was closed. With the additional staff reporting to the
head office and the loss of the outside storage additional property was required at the
head office.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 32 of 279

Board Staff Interrogatory #7:

Ref: E2-T1 Appendix 2-A
E.L.K.’s Distribution Management Plan, at page 47, states that ...

As a result of E.L.K. Energy’s asset strategy leading up to 2013 a forecast was
not necessary as the projects were dictated by the need to eliminate 4.16kV
distribution lines and the expenditure in each year was kept relatively stable....

and it goes on to say ...

E.L.K. Energy’s intention is to create a five year forecast to coincide with its
newly developed asset strategy. For purposes of supporting E.L.K. Energy’s cost
of service rate application in 2012 a 2 year forecast has been developed using
the data from the asset condition assessment as a proxy for the approximate
minimum cost in both 2013 and 2014.

a) When will the 5 year capital forecast be ready?

Response: The 5 year capital forecast will be ready in the second or third quarter of
2014.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #8:

Ref: (a) E2-T1-A2-B/ OPA Letter of Comment (b) E2-T1-A2-B p. 3-4/ 1.2 Current
Situation( ¢) Filing Requirements®, Part IV, p. 8-9, Information Exchange with the OPA
and Affected Distributors and Transmitters

The OPA indicates at reference (a) that there are no known transmission constraints
applicable to E.L.K.’s system. At reference (b), E.L.K. indicates that there are upstream
feeder limitations. Reference (c) points to the need to consult with upstream transmitters
when preparing GEA plans and document such consultations.

i. Please reconcile the statement of the OPA at reference (a) with E.L.K.’s account
regarding system constraints.

Response: The constraints are distribution not transmission. E.L.K. is embedded
within Hydro One’s distribution system. Therefore E.L.K. must, as a minimum,
follow Hydro One’s “Technical Interconnection Requirements for Distributed
Generation, Micro Generation & Small Generation, 3-phase, less than 30 kw”
(microFIT TIR). Per the microFIT TIR total generation must not exceed 7% of the
annual line section peak load on F-class feeders or 10% for M-class feeders.
E.L.K. has an F-class feeder which has met the 7% and an M-class feeder that is
near the 10% level of generation connected. Therefore the F-class feeder is
constrained and the M-class feeder has limited generation connection capability
until the microFIT TIR is amended or additional load materializes. A third feeder
is distribution constrained per Hydro One.

ii. Please confirm that E.L.K. has provided Hydro One with a forecast of renewable
generation connection and its planned system investments. Briefly describe the
consultations.

Response: Yes E.L.K. has provided Hydro One with a forecast of renewable
generation connection and planned system investments. E.L.K. meets with its
Hydro One Account Executive, at least semi annually, to discuss all distribution
and/or transmission issues including those issues impacting renewable energy.

! EB-2009-0397 Distribution System Plans — Filing under Deemed Conditions of Licence. This plan was
filed using the 25 March, 2010 version.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #9:

Ref: (a) Filing Requirements, Part V, Section 2, bullet 4, p.11 (b) E2-T1-A2-B p. 4-5/1.4
Current Information on Smart Grid Projects (c) E2-T1-A2-B p. 4/ 1.3 Current Renewable
Generation (d) E2-T1-A2-B p. 8/ Table 2

Reference (a) relates to the information required when filing a GEA Plan. E.L.K.’s
approach to smart grid development is briefly described at reference (b). At reference
(c), E.L.K indicates the number of connections as of December 31, 2011.

# Applications # Projects Ratio Connections
Received Connected vs. Applications
MicroFIT (=10kW) 279 59 21%
FIT (>10kW) 6 0 0%
Total 285 59 21%

Source: Board Staff, based on E.L.K Energy's GEA Plan

The table at reference (d) shows actual and forecasted number of renewable energy
connections by end 2016.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
MicroFIT
(<10KW) 4 55 43 11 11 11 11 146
FIT
(>10kW) 1 2 2 2 2 9
Total 4 55 44 13 13 13 13 155

Source: Board Staff, based on Table 2 of E.L.K. Energy's GEA Plan

i.  Inaccordance with the Filing Requirements, briefly describe the prioritization
methodology employed to connect renewable generation projects.

Response: E.L.K.’s prioritization methodology is to prioritize expenditures in
accordance with the objective of achieving the maximum amount of connected
renewable generation capacity.

ii. Please confirm that E.L.K. does not foresee undertaking any smart grid eligible
activities over the 5-year plan period.

Response: E.L.K. does not foresee undertaking any smart grid eligible activities
over the 5-year plan period but E.L.K. will continue to monitor the smart grid-
related initiatives, outside of smart grid-related activities that may be taking place
in the context of CDM.
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With respect to smart grid, briefly explain the “very conservative approach” E.L.K.
mentions at reference (b).

Response: E.L.K. Energy is closely monitoring the development of smart grid
projects in Ontario as well as other jurisdictions. By reviewing pilot projects
administered by some of the larger LDCs in Ontario and abroad E.L.K. will be
able to better leverage their limited resources to provide achievable smart grid
projects.

iv. If applicable please update the information at reference (c).
Response: Please see below
# Applications # Projects Ratio Connections
Received Connected vs. Applications
microFIT (s10kW) | 309 105 34%
FIT (>10kW) 6 0 0%
Total 315 105 33%
v. Please explain why E.L.K. forecasts that only 155 out of 285 projects would be

connected by end 2016.

Response: It has been E.L.K.’s experience that though numerous applications
are received not all the proponents follow through to connection. In 2011 there
was a microFIT cluster of forty-four (44) units that was connected with the
remaining eleven (11) connections being regular microFIT projects. In 2012 there
were two (2) microFIT clusters of twenty-three (23) and eight (8) units
respectively with the remaining twelve (12) connections being regular microFIT
projects. With the changes to the microFIT rules E.L.K. will not have any
additional microFIT clusters within E.L.K.’s licensed service area. Aside from the
clusters E.L.K. has connected eleven (11) and twelve (12) microFIT projects.This
is E.L.K.’s basis for the forecast of eleven (11) connections per year.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #10:

Ref: (a) E2-T1-A2-B p. 5/ 1.5 Summary of Forecasted Expenditures (b) E2-T1-A2-B p.

9/ 2.3 Renewable Connection Project Costs (c) Framework? , Paragraph 1.1, Regulation

330/09 (d) Framework®, Paragraph 3.2.2.3, Basic Benefit Assessments for Basic GEA

Plans

At reference (a), E.L.K. states that:

E.L.K. Energy has not forecasted any internal expenditures with respect to this
GEA Plan. All internal expenditures will be retained under the current rate
structure. E.L.K. Energy has forecasted $72,900 in 2012 for renewable energy
expansion cost cap with respect to this GEA Plan.

Reference (b) indicates that to date, customers have made a capital contribution to
connect the microFIT projects.

E.L.K is silent on the quanta of the OM&A expenses associated with the implementation
of the GEA plan. On OM&A costs reference (c) clarifies that:

“Eligible investment” costs, as set out in O. Reg. 330/09 and section 79.1 (5) of
the Act, are not limited to only the initial capital investment costs but also include
the up-front OM&A costs necessary for the purpose of “enabling the connection
of a qualifying generation facility”. However, given that section 79.1 focuses
solely on the initial investment, ongoing OM&A costs that are incurred by the
distributor after the investment has been made will not be eligible for
provincial recovery.[emphasis added]

Reference (d) outlines the methodology for deriving direct benefits.

Are any of the expenditures at reference (a) related to renewable generation
connection already included in E.L.K. asset management plan, or funded through
current rates?

Response: No there are no expenditures related to renewable energy
generation connection in E.L.K.’s asset management plan, or funded through
current rates. Expenditures are only recorded in the Green Energy Plan in the
amount of $72,900.

2 Report of the Board, Framework for Determining the Direct Benefits Accruing to Customers of a
Distributor under Ontario Regulation 330/09

? Ibid
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Where applicable, if costs related to renewable generation connection are
reflected in other schedules in the application, please cross-reference them.

Response: Due to the fact that the amount is immaterial E.L.K. will put this
amount into the Renewable Generation Deferral account and deal with the
recovery at a later date.

With respect to reference (b) please fill out the table below.

Response: The requested information has been shown in the table.

2010 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2016

Contributed Capital
by Customers

$166,883

Capital Costs
Funded by E.L.K.

$27,900

iv.

Vi.

Are there any incremental labour costs or other OM&A costs associated with the
implementation of the GEA plan?

Response: No

E.L.K. indicates at reference (a) that it will recover GEA Plan costs through
current rates. Please explain why E.L.K. is choosing not to follow the
methodology outlined in the Framework at reference (d) given that the socializing
of these costs is a non-discretionary step where it is applicable.

Response: As a result of reviewing this interrogatory, E.L.K. recognized that the
capital costs funded by E.L.K. was not included in the 2012 budgeted numbers.
In 2012 the amount funded by E.L.K. was actually $27,900 as one project will be
connected in 2013. As such, E.L.K. is proposing to put the amount into the
Renewable Generation Deferral account and deal with it at a later date.

If applicable, please calculate the direct benefits accruing to E.L.K.’s ratepayers.

Response: Not Applicable
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AMPCO:

AMPCO Interrogatory # 3:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 2, Table 2-2

a) Please explain the increases in the amounts in 2012 over 2011 related to
Community Relations and Administration & General.

Response: The increase in amount in 2012 over 2011 related to Community relations is
due to the fact that there was no Advertising Expense in 2011, but in 2012
approximately $7,000 was budgeted in Advertising Expense.

Regarding the increase in amount in 2012 over 2011 related to Administrative &
General, the budgeted 2012 amount includes additional pay increases and the
replacement of the Director of Finance (a full time position) who left the company in
2011 as well as the addition of one new staff member, a financial analyst to assist with
increased workloads due to Green Energy initiatives; managing the process of both
microFIT and FIT contracts; conservation tracking and reporting; and as implementing
and maintaining time-of-use web presentment tools and the MDM/R daily process. As
well, there are increased regulatory costs — 3" party legal and regulatory assistance
(one-time in nature) related to the completion of E.L.K.’s cost of service application.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #4:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 6

Preamble: E.L.K. indicates it does not capitalize, through internal cost allocations, any
indirect administrative support costs such as Finance or Facilities.

a) Please discuss further E.L.K.’s internal cost allocation process.

Response: Upon review of the aforementioned sentence, E.L.K. offers the following
clarification. The statement set out in the preamble is accurate with respect to indirect
costs that do not relate to a specific capital project, for example a five minute phone call
of a general nature. However, E.L.K. does capitalize through internal cost allocations
any direct administrative support costs such as Finance or Facilities that directly relates
to the capital project being capitalized.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #5

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 6

Preamble: E.L.K. is supplied power from five transformer stations owned and operated
by Hydro One Networks Inc.

a) Please confirm if E.L.K. owns and operates any transformer stations.

Response: E.L.K.owns one (1) transformer station which was decommissioned in Q3,
2012 and will be disposed of in 2013.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #6:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3
a) Please provide E.L.K.’s Board Approved capital budget from 2006 to 2011.

Response: Please see below for copies of E.L.K.’s Board Approved Capital Budgets
from 2006 to 2011



2006 E.L.K. Board Approved Capital Budget
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Capital — Investing in our distribution system to ensure safe, reliable and efficient

............................

Poles, towers & fixtures

Overhead conductors &
devices

Underground conductors
& devices

Line transformers
Services

Meters

Land & land rights
Building & fixtures

Office equipment
Computer equipment
Computer software
Transporation equipment

Tools, shop & garage

Total capital expenditures
Capital contributions

Net capital expenditures

2006 Budget

delivery of electricity

2005 Budget 2005 Actual 2006 Budget 2007 Budget
s 58000 163000 § 94000 § 131,000
§ 88000 117000 $ 78000 $ 129,000
$ 427,000 610000 § 164000 § 213,000
$ 166,000 282,000 § 174000 $ 200,000
$ 42000 60000 $ 45000 $ 45000
$ 400,000 84000 $ 357000 $ 365,000
$ 40000 - § 18000 § -
$ 42,000 - § 86000 § 20000
$ 20000 17000 § 23000 § 100,000
$ 99,000 28000 $ 8,000 $ 6,000
$ 47000 17000 § 21000 $ 10000
$ 11,000 15000 § 474000 § 83,000
$ 21,000 12000 § 10000 § -
$ 1461000 § 1405000 $ 1550000 S 1,302,000
5 - (579,000)

§_ 1461,000 826,000 § 1,560,000 § 1,302,000

E.L.K.

Energy Inc.

February 8, 2013
Page 42 of 279
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Capital - Investing in our distribution system to ensure safe, reliable and efficient

Poles, towers & fixtures

QOverhead conductors &
devices

Underground conductors
& devices

Line transformers
Services

Meters

Land & land rights
Building & fixtures

Office equipment
Computer equipment
Computer software
Transporation equipment

Tools, shop & garage

Total capital expenditures

Capital contributions

delivery of electricity

2006 Budget 2005 Actual 2007 Budget 2008 Budget
§ 94,000 163000 $ 141000 $ 31,000
] 78,000 117000 $ 113,000 § 81,000
§ 164000 610000 § 152000 § 256,000
$ 174,000 282000 $ 230000 $ 167,000
$ 45,000 60,000 $ 45000 $ 45,000
§ 357,000 84000 $ 423000 $§ 825000
$ 18,000 S - 3 -

$ 86,000 - 8 76,000 $§ 20,000
$ 23,000 17000 $ 15000 § 100,000
$ 6,000 28,000 $ 26,000 $ -

$ 21,000 17000 $§ 251,000 § 10,000
$ 474,000 15000 § 100,000 $ 83,000
$ 10,000 12,000 § 42,000 $ -

$ 1550000 $ 1405000 § 1,620,000 § 1,618,000
$ - (579,000) $ - §

$ 1,550,000 826,000 $§ 1620,000 § 1,618,000

Net capital expenditures

2007 Budget

EE- L'Ko

Energy Inc.
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2008 E.L.K. Board Approved Capital Budget
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2009 E.L.K. Board Approved Capital Budget

T,

Poles, towars & fictures
Overhead conductors & devices

Underground conductors & devices

Tm.uup‘m
Total capital axpendituras

20078udgel 2007 Actusl 2008 Budget 2008 Actusi

'MGMmenmunwnm

140,000
156,000

115,000
230,000

45,000
423,000

$

Ll

97 000
109,000

111,000
131,000

155,000
72,000

117.000

101,000
203,382

343,888
231,589

EB-2011-0099
E.L.K. Energy Inc.
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February 8, 2013
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c
refisble and efficient dm:::cmmam

252000 § 153000 § 324000

1670000 § 1138000 $

$ $
102,000 § s
1o § 80000 § 55000
9100 § .3
9800 § 34200 §
78100 §  1139% $§ 264000
$ -8
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2010 E.L.K. Board Approved Capital Budget
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2011 E.L.K. Board Approved Capital Budget

Summary

C G'.% [ ing in our y ummmmmui::f-m

mc,

2009 Budget 2009 Actual 2010 Budget 2010 Actual 2011Budget 2012 Budget 2013 Budget

Smart meter capilal & recovery
offsel variance account 1555 ] s - § 1476000 § 1363370 § 120,000 § 3
Sman meler OM & A varance 1556 H ] 5 5000 § 30624 3 47000 § - 8
Poies, towers & fiduras 1830 § 88000 § 62000 § 64000 $ 106,000 $ 41000 § 124000 § 125,000
Owerhead conductors & devices 1835 $ 128000 § WE000 § 116000 § 160000 § 145,000 § 60,000 § 98,000
L ground 4d 184001845 § 148000 § 274000 § 133000 § 338000 S 96,000 $ 103,000 § 110,000
Line ransfonmers 1850 $ 252000 § 131,000 $§ 206000 $ 106000 $ 207,000 § 163,000 $ 327,000
Saraces 1855 $ 20000 § 51000 § 28000 § 67000 S 33000 § 26000 § 40,000
Meters 1860 $ 1870000 § 36,000 § 18000 § (866,000} § §2,000 § 37000 § 16,000
Land & land rights 190511906 § - 3 3 - 8 ] - 8 -
Contributions & Grants 19956 s H 3 - 8 H 160,000 § s

Other Tangible
Other Tangible Property Propaerty $ 100.000
Building & fixtures 1908 $ 102000 § $ 124000 $ (202000) § 65000 § 171,500 § -
Office equipment 1915 $ 11000 § 5000 $ 55000 § 21000 § 40000 § 105000 § 5,000
Computer aquipment 1320 $ 9100 § 8000 § 5000 § 4000 § 10,000 $ 21,000 § -
Computer software 1929 L ] 9500 § 5000 § 7000 $ 1000 % 17,000 $ 29,000 $ -
Transportation equipment 1930 s 78,100 § 74000 § 31000 § - 8 89250 § $ 284,000
Tools, shap & garage 1940 $ 61000 § 6000 § 25000 § 3000 § 20000 $ 5000 §

Total capital expenditures $ 2,517,100 § 756,000 7.000 3 1,t@ 3 124
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AMPCO Interrogatory #7:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Pages 1-3

Preamble: E.L.K. provides service quality and reliability indices.

a) Please discuss if E.L.K. tracks momentary outages.
i.  If not, why not?
Response: E.L.K. does not have the system capabilities to capture or measure

momentary outages.

ii. Ifyes, please discuss E.L.K.’s approach in this regard and provide the
frequency data for 2005 to 2011.

Response: Not applicable.

b) Please provide the breakdown of defective equipment by cause.

Response: Please see below.

The records for the years 2003 to 2005 inclusive have since been destroyed and were
not available for a detailed breakdown.

Defective Equipment 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Underground elbow 4 1

failure

Transformer fuse, cause | 6 4 2 3 4 1
unknown

Live front transformer 1

insulator failure

Pole mount transformer 1 1 2 4 1 3
failure

Pad mount transformer 2 1 2 2
failure

Underground secondary | 10 13 12 16 9 20
service failure

Overhead secondary 6 15 19 14 15 10
service failure
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Transformer connection 2 9 1 3 4 4
failure

Line fuse, cause 3 2 3 1 3
unknown

Underground primary 2 3 3 2 4 3
cable failure

Line/recloser failure due | 2 This issue was corrected through the
to overload Capital conversion work of 2007.
Meter base failure, line 5 3 5 7 6
side

Pole failure 1

Overhead primary failure 1 3 2 4 7
Low voltage 1

Total 44 55* 52 45 51 56**

* The total 2007 defective equipment number was reduced by two (2) as one (1) outage, with three (3)
separate restoration times, previously recorded here as three (3) separate outages.

**The total 2011 defective equipment number was reduced by one (1) as one (1) outage previously
recorded here was found to be a loss of supply and not defective equipment.

c) Please provide the contribution of each cause to SAIFI and SAIDI.

Response: Please see below

Defective 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Equipment

SAIFI SAIDI SAIFI SAIDI SAIFI SAIDI SAIFI SAIDI SAIFI SAIDI SAIFI SAIDI
Underground 0.0161 | 0.0319 | 0.0009 | 0.0023 | @ [%] [%] [%] [%] [%] (%] (0]
elbow failure
Transformer fuse, 0.0221 | 0.0543 | 0.0031 | 0.0058 | 0.0018 | 0.0020 | 0.0020 | 0.0027 | 0.0045 | 0.0093 | 0.0009 | 0.0020
cause unknown
Live front 0.0080 | 0.0247 | @ (%] (%] (%] (%] (%] (%] (%] (%] (%]
transformer
insulator failure
Pole mount 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0001 | 0.0003 | 0.0012 | 0.0058 | 0.0041 | 0.0168 | 0.0017 | 0.0047 | 0.0015 | 0.0070
transformer failure
Pad mount 0.0094 | 0.0330 | 0.0028 | 0.0092 | 0.0073 | 0.0672 | @ (%] (%] (%] 0.0049 | 0.0221
transformer failure
Underground 0.0011 | 0.0023 | 0.0018 | 0.0032 | 0.0021 | 0.0102 | 0.0017 | 0.0027 | 0.0009 | 0.0019 | 0.0019 | 0.0033
secondary service
failure
Overhead 0.0006 | 0.0013 | 0.0017 | 0.0031 | 0.0015 | 0.0028 | 0.0010 | 0.0019 | 0.0015 | 0.0025 | 0.0019 | 0.0015
secondary service
failure
Transformer 0.0022 | 0.0036 | 0.0133 | 0.0411 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 | 0.0021 | 0.0047 | 0.0015 | 0.0021 | 0.0070 | 0.0122
connection failure
Line fuse, cause 0.1003 | 0.2429 | 0.0140 | 0.0591 | 0.0138 | 0.0194 | 0.0036 | 0.0039 | 0.0172 | 0.0267 | @ [%]
unknown
Underground 0.0309 | 0.1534 | 0.0157 | 0.0628 | 0.0116 | 0.0142 | 0.0082 | 0.1739 | 0.0245 | 0.0615 | 0.0135 | 0.0371
primary cable
failure
Line/recloser 0.0429 | 0.0667 | @ [%] (0] (] (0] (] (%] (%] (] (0]
failure due to
overload
Meter base failure, 0.0005 | 0.0007 | 0.0006 | 0.0003 | 0.0004 | 0.0008 | @ (%] 0.0006 | 0.0011 | 0.0005 | 0.0017
line side
Pole failure [%] [%] 0.0001 | 0.0003 | @ 4] %] 4] %] %] %] 4]
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Overhead primary (%) (%) 0.0008 | 0.0025 | 0.0081 | 0.0181 | 0.0080 | 0.0080 | 0.3103 | 0.7581 | 0.0500 | 0.1185
failure

Low voltage %) %) 0.0019 | 0.0006 | @ 2 %) 2 %) %) %) %)

d) Please discuss how E.L.K.’s proposed 2012 capital budget directly responds to
E.L.K.’s reliability performance results.

Response: In the 2012 Capital budget E.L.K. replaced a portion of the Viscount Estates
underground primary cable and live front transformers, all of which were at end of life.
35% of the primary underground cable failures noted above were from this development
and accounted for 66.6% of the failures in 2011.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #8:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Page 2, Table 2-7B

a) Please explain the work in 2012 under account #1908 (buildings and fixtures) and
explain the increase in 2012 compared to 2011.

Response: The work and increase under account #1908 (buildings and fixtures) is due
to $12,000 being budgeted in 2012 for rear compound drainage work at E.L.K.’s office
building.

b) Please explain the work in 2012 under account #1925 (computer software) and
explain the increase in 2012 compared to 2011.

Response: The increase under account #1925 (computer software) is due to $18,000
being budgeted for web presentment software (Time-of-Use) and $1,000 for AutoCad
3D Subscription IN 2012. However, E.L.K. has not yet selected the vendor that would
best fit E.L.K. As such, no monies were spent in 2012 related to web presentment
software. E.L.K. is still looking at implementation in 2013.

c) Please explain the work in 2012 under account #1940 (Tools, Shop & Garage
Equipment) and explain the increase in 2012 compared to 2011.

Response: The budgeted increase and work are for 3 truck grounds, various hand tools
as required, cable grips, linkit gun and ground mats not purchased in 2011 and
therefore budgeted in 2012.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #9:

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Page 1

Preamble: The evidence indicates E.L.K. has not undertaken a Working Capital lead-
lag study and as such has calculated its working capital allowance using the 15%
Allowance Approach in accordance with the Filing Requirements. E.L.K. submits that its
working capital calculations are not only consistent with the Filing Requirements but are
also consistent with OEB Decisions in distributors’ cost of service applications approved
in 2009, 2010 and 2011, where a utility specific lead-lag study had not been undertaken.

a) Please explain why E.L.K. has not completed a lead lag study and discuss any plans
E.L.K. has to complete a study.

Response: E.L.K. used the Board’'s Chapter 2 of the Filing Requirements for
Transmission and Distribution Applications dated June 22, 2011 as it was E.L.K.’s
understanding these filing requirements were to be used for 2012 cost of service
rate applications. Section 2.5.1.4 of those filing requirements states (in regard to
Allowance for Working Capital) that:

“The applicant may take one of two approaches for calculation of its allowance
for working capital: (1) the 15% allowance approach; or (2) the filing of a
lead/lag study. The only exception to the above requirement is if the applicant
has been previously directed by the Board to undertake a lead/lag study on
which its current working capital allowance is based. Under such
circumstances, the applicant must either continue to use the results of that
study, or in the event it wishes to propose a revision to its allowance, the
applicant must file an updated study in support of its proposal.”

E.L.K. decided to use the 15% allowance approach as E.L.K. has not been
previously directed by the Board to undertake a lead/lag study.

b) Please discuss if E.L.K. is aware of any recent OEB decisions where the working
capital allowance calculation is based on 13% cost of power and controllable
expenses.

Response:

E.L.K. is aware that in accordance with the filing requirements for 2013 cost of
service applications recent OEB decisions for 2013 cost of service applications
reflect working capital allowance calculation based on 13% cost of power and
controllable expenses.
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c) Please provide the working capital allowance calculation based on 13%.

Response:

The working capital allowance calculation based on 13% would be 13% of $27,795,640
or $3,613,433.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 54 of 279

Energy Probe:

2.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 7

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please update Table 2.2 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for the entire year
is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that includes actual
data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with the forecast for
the remaining months.

Response: E.L.K. is unable to provide a reasonable and complete estimate for the
purpose of updating Table 2.2 due to outstanding information yet to be processed such
as the labour distribution as well as the processing of Accounts Payable.
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2.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 8

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 5 & Table 2-1

a) Has ELK included the smart meter NBV in the calculation of rate base shown in
Table 2-17?

Response: Yes, E.L.K. has included the smart meter NBV in the calculation of
rate base shown in Table 2-1.
b) Has ELK included the stranded meter NBV in the calculation of rate base shown

in Table 2-1?

Response: E.L.K. removed the NBV of stranded meters from capital assets in
2010.
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2.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 9

Ref:

a)

b)

c)

Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3

Please update Table 2-7B to reflect actual capital additions that have been (or will
be) placed into service by the end of 2012. If actual data for the entire year is not
yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that includes actual
data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with the
forecast for the remaining months.

Response: E.L.K. does not have all the information available to provide a
complete estimate. Although data is available for additions through the accounts
payable process, E.L.K. has yet to complete its inventory movements year-end
work for the entire year, and the labour distribution is only partially complete. As
well, there are accounts payable that must still be processed from operations, and
this could account for a significant amount. As such, E.L.K. does not feel a
reasonable and complete estimate can be provided until after year-end work is
complete, estimated to be around the beginning of March 2013.

Please confirm that the difference in the closing balances in Table 2-18 (for both
cost and accumulated depreciation) and the opening balances in Table 2-20 is
due solely to the inclusion of smart meters and smart meter related software in
the opening balances in Table 2-20. If this cannot be confirmed, please indicate
what are the other differences.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. can confirm that the difference in the closing balances in
Table 2-18 (for both cost and accumulated depreciation) and the opening
balances in Table 2-20 is due solely to the inclusion of smart meters and smart
meter related software in the opening balance in Table 2-20.

Please confirm that the stranded meters were removed from the PP&E accounts
in 2010. Please further confirm that there were no further stranded meters in
2011 or 2012.

Response: Yes, stranded meters were removed from the PP&E accounts in 2010.
There were no further stranded meters in 2011 or 2012.

d)

Please provide an updated Table 2-20 and Table 2-21 that reflects actual capital
expenditures and depreciation expense for 2012. If actual data for the entire
year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
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includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see Energy Probe Interrogatory #9a

e) Please confirm that Jakana Phase 3 was placed into service in Q4, 2012.
Response: Jakana Phase 3 was not placed into service as the developer did not sign

their Offer to Connect until late November. Now the site will not be ready to service until
April 2013.

f) Please confirm that the Live Front Transformer and Primary Underground Cable
Replacement Program - Viscount Estates was completed in Q4, 2012.
Response: This project was approximately 75% complete at year end and in service.
g) Please confirm that ELK took delivery of the new 2 Ton Underground Service
Truck before the end of 2012.

Response: E.L.K. did not take delivery of the new 2 Ton Underground truck prior to the
end of 2012.
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2.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 10

Ref:  Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3

a) Please confirm that in addition to using the half year rule for calculation
depreciation expense in 2012, ELK used the half year rule for each of 2006
through 2011 as well.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. can confirm that in addition to using the half year rule for
calculation of depreciation expense in 2012, E.L.K. also used the half year rule for each
of 2006 through 2011.

b) Please confirm that the 2006 rates were set based on the use of the half year rule
in 2004. If this cannot be confirmed, please indicate the depreciation
methodology used by ELK that were incorporated into the setting of 2006 rates.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. can confirm that the 2006 rates were set based on the use of
the half year rule in 2004.
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2.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 11

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 4

Please update Tables 2-24 and 2-25 to reflect actual volumes (including RPP vs. non-
RPP) and actual costs incurred in 2012.

Response: Please see the updated tables on the following pages, which reflect non-
audited actual volumes



Table2-24
Electricity - Commodity RPP 2012 Non 2012 Loss
Class per Load Forecast RPP Audited Factor 2012
Residential 78,309,811 1.0791 84,504,118 | $0.08069 $6,818,637
General Senice < 50 kW 28,053,800 1.0791 [ 30,272,856 | $0.08069 $2,442,717
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW 2,470,908 1.0791 [ 2,666,357 | $0.08069 $215,148
Street Lighting 0 1.0791 [ 0 | $0.08069 $0
Sentinel Lighting 0 1.0791 [ 0 | $0.08069 $0
Unmetered Scattered Load 0 1.0791 [ 0 | $0.08069 $0
Hydro One 0 1.0791 [ 0 | $0.08069 $0
TOTAL 108,834,520 117,443,330 $9,476,502
Electricity - Commodity Non-RPP 2012 Non 2012 Loss
Class per Load Forecast Audited Factor 2012
Residential 13,819,378 1.0791 14,912,491 | $0.07877 $1,174,657
General Senice < 50 kW 3,117,089 1.0791 [ 3,363,651 | $0.07877 $264,955
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW 59,301,792 1.0791 [ 63,992,564 | $0.07877 $5,040,694
Street Lighting 2,219,000 1.0791 [ 2,394,523 | $0.07877 $188,617
Sentinel Lighting 5,563 1.0791 [ 6,003 | $0.07877 $473
Unmetered Scattered Load 188,791 1.0791 [ 203,725 | $0.07877 $16,047
Hydro One 42,996,782 1.0791 [ 46,397,828 | $0.07877 $3,654,757
TOTAL 121,648,396 131,270,784 $10,340,200
Transmission - Network Volume
Class per Load Forecast Metric 2012
Residential kWh 99,416,609 | $0.0058 $575,470
General Senvice < 50 kW kwWh 33,636,507 | $0.0052 $174,209
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW kw 198,348 | $2.1567 $427,770
Street Lighting kW 6,066 | $1.6266 $9,867
Sentinel Lighting kw 15 | $1.6266 $25
Unmetered Scattered Load kwWh I 203,725 | $0.0052 $1,055
Hydro One kW 96,049 $2.1567 $207,144
TOTAL $1,395,540
Transmission - Connection Volume
Class per Load Forecast Metric 2012
Residential kKWh 99,416,609 $0.0046 $456,692
General Senice < 50 kW kWh 33,636,507 $0.0042 $140,782
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW kw 198,348 $1.6581 $328,886
Street Lighting kw 6,066 | $1.2827 $7,781
Sentinel Lighting kw 15 | $1.3096 $20
Unmetered Scattered Load kwh 203,725 | $0.0042 $853
Hydro One kW 96,049 | $1.6581 $159,261
TOTAL $1,094,274
Wholesale Market Service
Class per Load Forecast 2012
Residential 99,416,609 $0.0052 $516,966
General Senice < 50 kW 33,636,507 $0.0052 $174,910
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW 66,658,920 $0.0052 $346,626
Street Lighting 2,394,523 $0.0052 $12,452
Sentinel Lighting 6,003 | $0.0052 $31
Unmetered Scattered Load 203,725 $0.0052 $1,059
Hydro One 46,397,828 $0.0052 $241,269
TOTAL 248,714,114 $1,293,313
Rural Rate Assistance
Class per Load Forecast 2012
Residential 99,416,609 | $0.0011 $109,358
General Senvice < 50 kW 33,636,507 | $0.0011 $37,000
General Senice 50 to 4,999 kW 66,658,920 | $0.0011 $73,325
Street Lighting 2,394,523 | $0.0011 $2,634
Sentinel Lighting 6,003 [ $0.0011 $7
Unmetered Scattered Load 203,725 $0.0011 $224
Hydro One 46,397,828 $0.0011 $51,038
TOTAL 248,714,114 $273,586
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Table 2-25
2012

4705-Power Purchased $19,816,702
4708-Charges-WMS $1,293,313
4714-Charges-NW $1,395,540
4716-Charges-CN $1,094,274
4720-Other Expenses $26,599
4730-Rural Rate Assistance $273,586
4750-Low Voltage $287,404

TOTAL

24,187,418

EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 61 of 279



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 62 of 279

EnWin Utilities Ltd.

EnWin Interrogatory #3:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Schedule 2 Pages 1-3

a)

b)

d)

In the absence of SCADA technology, how does ELK measure the
number of system interruptions?

Response: E.L.K. measures the number of system interruptions from
service interruption reports completed by operations staff.

In the absence of SCADA technology, how does ELK measure the
duration of system interruptions?

Response: E.L.K. measures the duration of system interruptions from
service interruption reports completed by operations staff.

What is ELK’s basis for concluding that the “highest standards of
performance and business excellence for the safe, reliable provision of
service” can be met in the absence of SCADA which is commonly found at
LDCs throughout Southwestern Ontario?

Response: In the absence of SCADA E.L.K. relies on the service
interruption reports completed by operations staff to identify potential
service quality issues. These issues would be dealt with in future budgets
or if required immediately to increase the safety and reliability of E.L.K.’s
distribution system.

If ELK has SCADA technology, please describe it.

Response: NA

What steps has ELK taken to raise concerns about loss of supply with
Hydro One? What has Hydro One done to address those concerns?

Response: E.L.K. has met with their Hydro One Account Executive and
with Hydro One Customer Operations Support staff. Hydro One has:
e conducted an infrared scan of two (2) feeders;

e completed extensive forestry patrols on one (1) feeder eliminating any
issues with growth of vegetation;
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e committed to installing an additional set of reclosers in early 2013 and
applying new protection settings.

f) Please provide any comparison that ELK has conducted to examine how
its historic levels of outages caused by defective equipment compares to
its peers.

Response: No comparison has been conducted.
0) Please describe the ELK tree trim policy or practice, in particular, how
many years the cycle takes to complete full coverage of the service area,

the percentage of tree trim work done internally and the clearance radius
used.

Response: Please see E.L.K.’s response to AMPCO Interrogatory #16b.
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EnWin Interrogatory #4:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-A Page 1

Please provide any recent (i.e. since 2007) asset management plans for ELK’s non-
distribution system assets (e.g. IT infrastructure, fleet, site).

Response: Not Applicable. E.L.K. does not possess any.
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EnWin Interrogatory #5:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-A Page 19

Please confirm or correct the statement in 2.6.2 which indicates that 25% of the
members of the ELK Board of Directors are independent directors as defined in the
Affiliate Relationships Code.

Response: E.L.K. would like to clarify the statement. E.L.K.’s Board of Directors
consists of 9 members. 2 E.L.K. staff members attend these Board Meetings but are not
considered part of the Board of Directors. Of the 9 Board members 3 are independent
directors (1/3) as defined in the Affiliate Relationships Code.
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EnWin Interrogatory #6:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-A Page 36

a)

b)

d)

Please provide the basis for ELK’s determination that “the life expectancy
of poles ranges from thirty-five (35) to seventy-five (75) years”.

Response: This information is derived from “Asset Depreciation Study for
the Ontario Energy Board” completed by Kinectrics Inc.

If the determination is based on the assertion of one or more suppliers,
please provide a copy of the representation and warranty.

Response: Not applicable.

How does ELK track the actual life of its poles?

Response: Records are kept in excel spread sheets and E.L.K. will be
migrating these to an access data base.

Please provide the number of ELK’s poles that are less than 10 years old,
10-19 years old, 20-25 years old, 26-50 years old and 51-75 years old and
the total number of poles.

Response: 149 <10 years, 524 — 10-19 years old, 408 — 20-25 years old,
1,616 — 26-50 years old, 292 — 51-75 years old and 2,989 total poles.
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EnWin Interrogatory #7:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-A Page 37

a) Does the Pole Replacement Cost chart show the forecasted annual
expenditures necessary to replace the poles that are at or beyond end of
expected life?

Response: Yes.

b) Does the Pole Replacement Cost chart show the forecasted replacement
value of all ELK poles?

Response: Yes for all E.L.K. poles that are at or beyond end of expected life.

C) If “no” to (a) and (b) above, please explain what the chart shows.

Response: N/A

d) If “n0” to (a) above, please show the forecasted annual expenditures
necessary to replace the poles that are at or beyond end of expected life?

Response: N/A

e) If ELK has identified the need to spend approximately $350,000 to
$800,000 on pole replacement during the years 2012-2032, please
reconcile this escalation in annual expenditures compared to the pole
replacement expenditures in 2006-2011 shown in the Actual Capital
Projects charts in Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Schedule 3.

Response: The DAMP has identified the cost to replace poles at end of life but

stipulates that E.L.K. has adopted the strategy to replace when condition dictates
replacement.

f) Based on the most up-to-date information, did ELK spend $500,000 on
pole replacement in 20127

Response: No.
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EnWin Interrogatory #8:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-A Page 45

Please confirm that the coincident monthly peak demand shown in the chart is
exclusively for the ELK demand.

Response: That is correct
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EnWin Interrogatory #9:

Exhibit 2 Tab 1 Appendix 2-B Page 10

Please explain the statement “Presently there is no opportunity for ELK Energy to
install any control or monitoring devices on these feeders.”

Response: The feeders in question are Hydro One’s feeders that extend through
E.L.K.’s licensed service area transporting E.L.K.’s metered electrons with E.L.K.
load customers connected sporadically along said feeders. As E.L.K. does not
own the feeder or feeder assets E.L.K. cannot install control devices on the
feeders.
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School Energy Coalition:

SEC-7

[2/1/1] With respect to this exhibit:

a. p.1 Please restate the working capital allowance, rate base, ROE,

interest cost, and PILs on the basis of the new Board default WCA, rather
than the previous 15%.

Response:

With a 13% WCA the working capital allowance, rate base, ROE, deemed
interest cost, and PILs would be as follows

Working capital allowance $3,613,433
Rate base $12,710,181
ROE $463,667
Deemed interest cost $203,613
PlLs $232,807

p. 1 Please provide all asset condition assessments or similar documents
prepared with respect to all or any significant portion of the Applicant’s
assets at any time since 2005, including without limitation any ACAs or
similar documents prepared by third parties, or the Applicant’s present or
former shareholders, with respect to potential M&A or similar activities.

Response: The asset condition document is a new document that is being
created in support of the new asset management plan. The only asset
condition assessment or similar document is the one filed in support of the
current application. Each year E.L.K. Energy produces an annual budget for
the year ahead which reflects the costs of individual projects and
expenditures over the year. This budget is created by reviewing asset and
operational issues experienced in the past and anticipated for the future.

c. p.3 Please provide the capital budget for 2012 and long range forecast

provided to the Board of Directors for approval, as well as all powerpoints
or other presentation materials provided along with the budget and
forecast. Please provide the date of that approval.

Response: Please see Appendix SEC 7c. The date of approval of this capital
budget was May 24, 2012.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 71 of 279

d. p.3 Please provide the “total labour budget” for 2012.

Response: The total labour budget for 2012 is $1,727,802.

e. p. 6. Please advise whether, as a result of the Applicant’s existing
accounting approach to capitalization of overheads, its capitalization policy
is already substantially IFRS compliant. If there are any material
differences between the Applicant’s policy and an IFRS compliant policy,
please provide details with estimated impacts.

Response: As E.L.K. and KPMG have not yet completed or reviewed any of
E.L.K.’s accounting position papers on the transition to IFRS, the impact
cannot be determined at this time.
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SEC -8 [2/1/2, p. 3] Please explain the main reasons why outages caused by
defective equipment and tree contacts have increased substantially over
the nine years reported. Please describe the Applicant’s current plan to
bring these levels back down.

Response: A portion of this can be attributed to better record keeping as the
outages due to unknown cause have significantly decreased while the defective
equipment has increased. Additionally there was a significant increase in
underground secondary service failures in 2011 due in part to the very wet year.
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SEC -9 [2/1/3] With respect to this exhibit:

a. p. 8 Please confirm that the Harris Northstar CIS completed in 2008
remains suitable for current regulatory requirements, including time of use
billing and migration to IFRS accounting.

Response: Yes, Harris Northstar CIS completed in 2008 remains suitable for
current regulatory requirements, including time of use billing and migration to
IFRS accounting.

b. p. 14 Please provide any reports, presentations or other analyses that
consider the lifecycle costs and benefits of the two Hybrid SUVs compared
to conventional vehicles.

Response: Please see Appendices SEC#9b, SEC#9b1 and SEC#9b2:

Cc. p. 16 Please explain why there is a “contribution” of $187,820 in Table 2-
17 that is apparently not a credit.

Response: This is the result of annual reviews of the customer connection
and expansion projects (Offer to Connect projects) in respect of which
refunds of portions of the original capital contributions were paid out after the
actual true-up costs of the job were determined and finalized.

d. p. 22 Please provide any plan, memo, presentation or other document
detailing the full Viscount Estates project, not just for 2012 but for all
years, including without limitation any multi-year budgets for the project.
Please provide details of the evidence used to determine that “the
underground infrastructure within Viscount Estates is at or near life
expectancy”. Please provide a status update on this project.

Response: A plan was not prepared for the full Viscount Estates project as
historically E.L.K. prepared a three (3) year forecast. The capital projects for
2013/14 were necessitated by Hydro One eliminating a distribution station forcing
E.L.K. to convert a service area from 8kV to 27.6kV.

The transformer records were used as evidence to determine the underground
infrastructure within Viscount Estates is at or near life expectancy. Of the forty
(40) pad mounted transformers in Viscount Estates 80% of them were installed in
1970 and the remaining units were installed in 1972. Respectively they are forty-
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three (43) and forty-one (41) years old and well beyond E.L.K.’s twenty-five (25)
year TUL.

In the 2012 Capital budget E.L.K. replaced a portion of the Viscount Estates
underground primary cable and live front transformers all of which were at end of
life. 35% of the primary underground cable failures (see AMPCO Interrogatory
#7, b and c) were from this development and accounted for 66.6% of the failures
in 2011 and 25% of the failures in 2010. Approximately 75% of the work
proposed in the 2012 budget for this project was completed at year end and is in
service.
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SEC - 10 [2/1, App. 2-A] With respect to the Asset Management Plan:

a. Please advise who prepared this plan. Please provide details of any third
parties who assisted in the development or drafting of this plan.

Response: E.L.K.'s Operations Manager developed and drafted the plan.

b. p. 7 Please provide any analysis prepared for the Applicant, before or
after the fact, showing the costs and benefits of converting the system to
27.6kV. Please provide the approval, and supporting presentations and
other documents, with respect to the 27.6kV conversion project.

Response: Please see Appendix SEC 10B Demand Side management Plan
that addresses the converting of the system to 27.6kV. As well, please refer
to AMPCO Interrogatory #6 for Board approved capital projects.

c. p. 8/11 Please confirm that this document is not intended to be an
operating document, but is instead a communication document for third
parties such as the Board and other stakeholders. Please provide any
asset management plans, strategies, or other documents that are relied
on for operational decision-making.

Response: This document is an operating document as well as a
communication document for third parties such as the Board and other
stakeholders.

d. p.9 Please advise why the Applicant does not have a SCADA system.
Please advise when, if at all, the Applicant plans to invest in a SCADA
system, and provide details of that plan. Please provide any analyses,
proposals, or similar documents related to past consideration by the
Applicant of investing in SCADA.

Response: The feeders servicing E.L.K. Energy’s service areas are all
owned by Hydro One. E.L.K. Energy has care and control of certain feeders
within E.L.K. Energy’s licensed service area while the remaining feeders are
under the care and control of Hydro One.

Hydro One’s feeders within E.L.K. Energy’s licensed service area transport
E.L.K. Energy’s metered electrons with load customers connected
sporadically along said feeders. Presently there is no opportunity for E.L.K.
Energy to install any control or monitoring devices on these feeders. In total
these feeders account for 75% of E.L.K. Energy’s peak load and 68% of



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 76 of 279

E.L.K.'s customer base.

The four feeders within E.L.K. Energy’s care and control service three
communities. These feeders account for 25% of E.L.K. Energy’s peak load
and 32% of our customer base. By peak load these feeders account for 17%,
2%, 1% and 5% of E.L.K. Energy’s peak load. By customer base these
feeders account for 22%, 2%, 1% and 7% of E.L.K. Energy’s customer base.

The feeder peak loads, customer base and LDC in control of the feeder is
indicated in Table 4 below:

Table 4:

Currently E.L.K. has no plan to install a SCADA system as the areas that
could benefit from the system represent a small portion of E.L.K.’s customer
base.

e. p. 10 Please provide a list of all asset categories of the Applicant that,
prior to 2012, were operated on a “run to failure” basis. Please provide a
list of all such categories for which the “run to failure” basis is proposed to
be changed, either in 2012 or in subsequent years.
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Response:

Distribution Station Transformers

Pole Mounted Transformers

Pad Mounted Transformers — separated into single and three phase units
Poles

Gang Operated Overhead Switches

Pad Mounted Switchgear

Underground XLPE Cable

Currently there is no proposal to change these assets from run to failure.

f. p. 14 Please provide the 2012 “asset condition assessment and detailed
budgets” referred to. If the 2013 documents have been prepared, please
provide those documents as well.

Response: The 2012 asset condition assessment document does not exist.
The asset condition document is a new document that is being created in
support of the new asset management plan. For the capital budgets
approved by the E.L.K. Board please see AMPCO Interrogatory #6A.

g. p. 16 Please provide details of the 2006 customer survey, including a full
set of results.

Response: E.L.K. is unable to locate a copy of the aforementioned survey.

h. p. 19. Please provide the most recent monthly report to the Board of
Directors on “maintenance, operational, and capital programs”.

Response: Please see Appendices SEC#10(i) and SEC#10(ii)

i. p.21 Please advise what version of AutoCAD Map 3D is the basis of the
Applicant’s asset management system. If it is not the recently released
2013 version, please advise if the Applicant plans to upgrade, if so when,
and provide a cost estimate.

Response: E.L.K. is currently running 2012 AutoCAD Map 3D but has
access to all updated versions via subscription at a cost of $689 in 2012.
Version 2013 will be installed in the near future as an internal update of
E.L.K.’s operating maps has just recently been completed.
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J. p.29/31/33 Please provide age distribution curves for the currently
installed

Response: Please see below:

I. pole-mounted transformers,
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iii. three phase pad mounted transformers.
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k. p. 35 and others. Please explain the accounting basis for treating as O&M

costs replacements of three phase pad mounted transformers, and other
assets, that have failed. Please advise the total value of replacement
assets in 2012 that are being included in O&M.

Response: All transformers are capitalised at the time of purchase. The costs
that are included in the O&M are the labour, equipment and any ancillary
hardware, from inventory, required for the repair. To advise the total value of
replacement assets in 2012 that are being included in O&M would be an
onerous and labour intensive task and cannot be obtained with reasonable
effort.

I. p.35 Please advise why, if the life of poles is actually expected to be 35-
75 years, the TUL assumed is 25 years.

Response: Per generally accepted accounting principles for standard
depreciation, an assumed TUL of twenty-five (25) years is being followed.

m. p. 39 Please explain how a system with only one pad mounted switchgear
can have a failure rate or an “increasing trend” relating to that asset
category.

Response: Though E.L.K.’s system had only one pad mounted switchgear at
the time of filing additional switchgears are expected to be installed in the
near future due to customer driven initiatives. The Distribution Asset
Management Plan (DAMP) was written to accommodate the asset category
growth.
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VECC:
VECC Interrogatory #2

2.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 2

a) Please explain the reason for the increase in outages due to defective
equipment between 2006 and 2011.

Response: A portion of this can be attributed to better record keeping as the
outages due to unknown cause has significantly decreased while the defective
equipment has increased. Additionally there was a significant increase in
underground secondary service failures in 2011 due in part to the very wet year.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 81 of 279

VECC Interrogatory #3
3.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3

a) Inwhat year did E.L.K. last file a cost of service application? Please file the
Board Decision for that application.

Response: E.L.K. last filed a cost of service application in 2006. Please see Appendix
VECC#3 for the Board Decision related to the 2006 cost of service application.
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VECC Interrogatory #4

4.0 Reference Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 2 /Appendix 2-A/Appendix 2-
B.

a) Please file the 2012 year-end capital additions —i.e. revise Appendix 2-A for
the actual 2012 values.

Response: Please refer to Energy Probe Interrogatory #9

b) Please update Appendix 2-B Fixed Asset Continuity for the final 2012 values.

Response: Please refer to Energy Probe Interrogatory #9
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VECC Interrogatory #5

5.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 22

a) Please update the status of the Town of Lakeshore Initiative including the
amount spend to-date and the amount received in capital contributions from
the Town.

Response: This project has not been awarded by the Town as of yet. To date no
costs have been incurred nor has any capital contribution been collected from the
Town.
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VECC Interrogatory #6

6.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Appendix 2-A, page 47

a) The DAMP states that E.L.K. does not have specific projects identified for
2013 or 2014. Has E.L.K. a capital expenditure forecast for 2013? If so
please provide this. If not, please explain why this is not available.

Response: Please see AMPCO Interrogatory #6, 2011 capital budget for
forecasted 2013 numbers.

b) Please provide E.L.K.'s DAMP forecast capital expenditures for 2014 through
2017

Response: 2014 capital expenditures will be forecasted with the 2013 budget.
The 5 year capital forecast will be ready in the second or third quarter of 2014.
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VECC Interrogatory #7

7.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Appendix 2-B — Green Energy Plan

a) At page 7 of the Plan it states that E.L.K. forecasts $72,900 of capital
expenditures related to renewable generation. Please confirm these were the
expenditures in 2012.

Response: The 2012 expenditures were $27,900. The remaining $45,000 was
budgeted for a project that was to connect in 2012 but would appear to be
connecting in Q2 2013.

b) Please provide the amount of operating and other costs related to renewable
programs in 2012.

Response: The operating and other costs related to renewable programs in
2012 are included in E.L.K.'s OM&A expenditures.
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VECC Interrogatory #8
8.0 Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pg. 2/ OEB Letter April 12, 2012.

a) Given the late filing of this Application please explain why E.L.K. has chosen
to use the default working capital allowance of 15%, rather than the Board
revised 13%?

Response: As outlined in response to EnWin #1a, E.L.K. prepared this
Application using the 2012 filing requirements since this a 2012 application.
Within those filing requirements the option to use the 15% approach for the
working capital allowance was made available to applicants and E.L.K. used that
option.
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EXHIBIT 3 - OPERATING REVENUE
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #11

11.Ref: E3-T2-S1 p.2
E.L.K. states that...

Based on the Board’s approval of this [the load forecasting methodology
utilized by E.L.K] methodology in a number of previous cost of service
applications, and based on the discussion that follows, E.L.K. submits that
its load forecasting methodology is reasonable at this time for the
purposes of the application.

Please identify 3 recent cost of service applications where the Board approved the
referenced methodology.

Response:

Three recent cost of service applications where the Board approved the referenced
methodology are:

e Midland Power Utility Corporation 2013 cost of service application —
approved by approval of the settlement agreement. EB- 2012-0147.

e Atikokan Hydro Inc. 2012 cost of service application — approved by Board
Decision. EB-2011-0293.

e Guelph Hydro Electric Systems Inc. 2012 cost of service application -
approved by approval of the settlement agreement.EB-2011-0123.

However, in preparing the response to Board Staff 29 it has come to E.L.K.’s attention
that the historical billed data used in the proposed load forecast was incorrect. This has
been corrected and the tables that have changed in Exhibit 3, Tab 2, and Schedule 1
are provided below. This change has also allowed E.L.K. to include 2004 actual data in
the tables. With 2004 data available, the average loss factor from 2004 to 2011 has
been determined as 8.63% and is used to convert the forecast of 2012 power
purchased data to a billed amount. Please see Appendix labeled ELK Energy 2012
Load Forecast — Board Staff 11.

In addition, the manual adjustment for CDM has been updated to reflect the 2011 OPA
final results issued in the fall of 2012. The resulting load forecast is E.L.K.’s revised load
forecast for this application.
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Table 3-2: Summary of Load and Customer/Connection Forecast
. Customer/ Percent
Billed Growth Percent )
Year (GWh) (GWh) Change Connection Growth Change
9 Count (%)
Billed Energy (GWh) and Customer Count / Connections
2006 Board Approved 185.8 13,347
2004 Actual 179.3 13,361
2005 Actual 186.3 7.0 3.9% 13,490 130 1.0%
2006 Actual 198.5 12.1 6.5% 13,571 80 0.6%
2007 Actual 253.6 55.1 27.7% 13,656 85 0.6%
2008 Actual 244.7 (8.9) (3.5%) 13,697 41 0.3%
2009 Actual 229.8 (14.9) (6.1%) 13,823 126 0.9%
2010 Actual 235.4 5.6 2.4% 13,981 158 1.1%
2011 Actual 238.6 8.7 3.7% 14,054 73 0.5%
2012 Normalized Test 240.7 2.1 0.9% 14,176 122 0.9%
Table 3-3: Billed Energy and Number of Customers / Connections by Rate Class
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to Lightin Lightin Scattered | Hydro One Total
50 kW 4,999 kW gnting gnting Load
Billed Energy (GWh)
2006 Board Approved 92.6 26.4 63.6 2.6 0.2 0.3 185.8
2004 Actual 89.5 26.5 60.9 2.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 179.3
2005 Actual 97.2 28.6 58.2 2.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 186.3
2006 Actual 91.2 27.5 77.1 2.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 198.5
2007 Actual 93.9 27.5 70.5 24 0.2 04 58.6 253.6
2008 Actual 91.6 27.3 71.8 23 0.1 0.3 51.4 244.7
2009 Actual 89.5 27.0 63.0 2.1 0.1 0.3 47.8 229.8
2010 Actual 94.3 27.8 65.6 2.4 0.0 0.3 45.0 235.4
2011 Actual 91.8 30.6 64.3 2.2 0.0 0.2 49.4 238.6
2012 Normalized Test 96.0 32.6 66.7 2.2 0.0 0.2 43.0 240.7
Number of Customers/Connections
2006 Board Approved 9,365 977 100 2,731 138 36 13,347
2004 Actual 9,311 1,060 106 2,709 138 36 0 13,361
2005 Actual 9,413 1,071 107 2,736 127 36 0 13,490
2006 Actual 9,497 1,081 108 2,745 105 35 0 13,571
2007 Actual 9,581 1,090 109 2,754 83 35 4 13,656
2008 Actual 9,629 1,096 110 2,763 61 34 4 13,697
2009 Actual 9,741 1,122 113 2,772 39 34 4 13,823
2010 Actual 9,871 1,167 108 2,781 18 34 4 13,981
2011 Actual 9,932 1,194 95 2,790 7 33 4 14,054
2012 Normalized Test 10,023 1,214 93 2,801 7 32 4 14,176
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Table 3-4: Annual Usage per Customer/Connection by Rate Class
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Liahtin Lightin Scattered | Hydro One
50 kW 4,999 KW ghting ghting Load

Energy Usage per Customer/Connection (kWh per customer/connection)
2006 Board Approved [ 9892 | 27049 636,152 | 965 1186 | 7875 |
2004 Actual 9,614 24,990 571,503 832 1,302 0
2005 Actual 10,321 26,648 541,502 841 1,283 0
2006 Actual 9,601 25,461 711,135 820 1,786 7,656
2007 Actual 9,803 25,206 645,094 875 2,202 12,409 14,648,937
2008 Actual 9,513 24,914 652,998 831 1,530 8,646 12,839,272
2009 Actual 9,186 24,117 560,286 751 1,304 8,396 11,957,731
2010 Actual 9,549 23,869 610,225 867 1,078 8,224 11,254,885
2011 Actual 9,241 25,658 677,097 805 852 6,206 12,342,136
2012 Normalized Test 9,576 26,839 713,314 794 795 5,901 10,749,196
Annual Growth Rate in Usage per Customer/Connection
2006 Board Approved v2006 Actual | 3.0% | 6.2% (105%) | 17.7% (336%) | 2.9%
2004 Actual
2005 Actual 7.4% 6.6% (5.2%) 1.1% (1.4%)
2006 Actual (7.0%) (4.5%) 31.3% (2.6%) 39.2%
2007 Actual 2.1% (1.0%) (9.3%) 6.8% 23.3% 62.1%
2008 Actual (3.0%) (1.2%) 1.2% (5.0%) (30.5%) (30.3%) (12.4%)
2009 Actual (3.4%) (3.2%) (14.2%) (9.6%) (14.8%) (2.9%) (6.9%)
2010 Actual 3.9% (1.0%) 8.9% 15.4% (17.3%) (2.0%) (5.9%)
2011 Actual (3.2%) 7.5% 11.0% (7.1%) (21.0%) (24.5%) 9.7%
2012 Normalized Test 3.6% 4.6% 5.3% (1.3%) (6.7%) (4.9%) (12.9%)
300 Actual vs Predicted (GWh)
250
200
150 —
100 —

50

O T T T T T T T
2004 20 2010 2011
OActua h Purchases
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Table 3-10: Historical Annual Usage per Customer
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Annual kWh Usage Per Customer/Connection
2004 9,614 24,990 571,503 832 1,302 0
2005 10,321 26,648 541,502 841 1,283 0
2006 9,601 25,461 711,135 820 1,786 7,656
2007 9,803 25,206 645,094 875 2,202 12,409
2008 9,513 24,914 652,998 831 1,530 8,646
2009 9,186 24,117 560,286 751 1,304 8,396
2010 9,549 23,869 610,225 867 1,078 8,224
2011 9,241 25,658 677,097 805 852 6,206
Table 3-11: Growth Rate in Usage Per Customer/Connection
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Growth Rate in Customer/Connection
2004
2005 7.4% 6.6% (5.2%) 1.1% (1.4%)
2006 (7.0%) (4.5%) 31.3% (2.6%) 39.2%
2007 2.1% (1.0%) (9.3%) 6.8% 23.3% 62.1%
2008 (3.0%) (1.2%) 1.2% (5.0%) (30.5%) (30.3%)
2009 (3.4%) (3.2%) (14.2%) (9.6%) (14.8%) (2.9%)
2010 3.9% (1.0%) 8.9% 15.4% (17.3%) (2.0%)
2011 (3.2%) 7.5% 11.0% (7.1%) (21.0%) (24.5%)
Geometric Mean (0.6%) 0.4% 2.5% (0.5%) (5.9%) (4.1%)
Table 3-12: Forecast Annual kWh Usage per Customer/Connection
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered
50 kW 4,999 kw Load
Forecast Annual kWh Usage per Customers/Connection
2012 | 9189 [ 25755 | 693697 | 801 | 802 | 5951
Table 3-13: Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast
_ . Gen_eral ngeral Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
NON-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 (Not Normalized) | 921 | 313 | 64.8 | 22 | o0 | o2 | 1907
Table 3-15: Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast - All Classes
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered | Hydro One Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
NON-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 (Not Normalized) | 921 [ 313 | e48 [ 22 | 00 [ o2 | 430 233.7
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Table 3-18: Schedule to Achieve 4 Year kWh CDM Target

4 Year 2011 to 2014 kWh target

8,250,000
2011 2012 2013 2014 Total
2011 Programs 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 5.6% 25.5%
2012 Programs 12.4% 12.4% 12.4% 37.3%
2013 Programs 12.4% 12.4% 24.8%
2014 Programs 12.4% 12.4%
6.6% 19.0% 31.5% 42.9% 100.0%
kWh
2011 Programs 546,277 546,277 546,277 464,811 2,103,641
2012 Programs 0 1,024,393 1,024,393 1,024,393 3,073,180
2013 Programs 0 0 1,024,393 1,024,393 2,048,786
2014 Programs 0 0 0 1,024,393 1,024,393
546,277 1,570,670 2,595,063 3,537,990 8,250,000
Table 3-19: 2012 Expected Savings for LRAM Variance Account
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Residential | Service < | Service 50 to Lighti Lighti Scattered | Hydro One Total
50 kW 4,999 kW 'ghting 'ghting Load
kKWh 758,767 257,680 534,121 18,486 46 1,570 1,570,670
kW where applicable 1,715 51 0 1,766
Table 3-20: Alignment of Non-normal to Weather Normal Forecast
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lighti Lighti Scattered | Hydro One Total
50 KW 4,999 kW 'ghting 'ghting Load
Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 Non-Normalized Test | 921 [ 313 | 64.8 [ 22 ] oo [ o2 | 430 [ 2337
Weather Adjustment (GWh)
2012 47 [ 16 ] 2.4 [ 00 ] 0.0 [ oo | o0 | 86
CDM Adjustment (GWh)
2012 | (08 | ©03 ] (0.5) [ 0o J ©o [ ©o [ o0 [ (e
Weather Normalized Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 Normalized Test | 960 [ 326 | 66.7 | 22 | o0 | 02 | 430 | 2407
Table 3-21: Historical Annual kW per Applicable Rate Class
General .
. Street Sentinel
Year Service 50 Lightin Li hltin Hydro One Total
to 4,909 kw| —'9""9 gnting
Billed Annual kW
2004 225,707 6,302 505 0 232,514
2005 200,773 6,403 450 0 207,626
2006 241,321 5,910 496 0 247,727
2007 218,225 6,521 498 115,967 341,211
2008 209,583 6,487 265 112,771 329,106
2009 207,445 5,754 143 109,952 323,294
2010 200,283 6,759 52 107,517 314,610
2011 195,461 5,760 14 113,911 315,146
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Table 3-22: Historical kW/KWh Ratio per Applicable Rate Class

General .

Year Service 50 Stregt Sgntlr.lel Hydro One

{0 4.999 kKW Lighting Lighting
Ratio of kW to kWh
2004 0.3708% 0.2796% 0.2812%
2005 0.3451% 0.2782% 0.2762%
2006 0.3131% 0.2627% 0.2644%
2007 0.3094% 0.2706% 0.2724% 0.1979%
2008 0.2920% 0.2825% 0.2839% 0.2196%
2009 0.3291% 0.2763% 0.2812% 0.2299%
2010 0.3053% 0.2805% 0.2757% 0.2388%
2011 0.3039% 0.2565% 0.2348% 0.2307%
Average 2004 to 2011 0.3211% 0.2734% 0.2712% 0.2234%
Table 3-23: kW Forecast by Applicable Rate Class

General .
Year Service 50 Stregt S?““f‘e' Hydro One Total
{0 4,999 KW Lighting Lighting

Predicted Billed kW
2012 Normalized Test | 214067 | 6,083 | 15 | 96,049 | 316,213
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Table 3-24: Summary of Forecast

2006 W2012
Board 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2,011 eather
Approved Normalized
Test
ACTUAL AND PREDICTED KWH PURCHASES
Actual kWh Purchases 213,838,930 271,076,220 [262,640,600 | 248,858,578 |261,284,908 | 255,035,715
Predicted kWh Purchases 211,598,040| 269,111,681 [263,658,970 | 246,491,382 |253,504,114 | 263,058,997 (263,174,825
% Difference of actual and predicted purchases (1.0%) (0.7%) 0.4% (1.0%) (3.0%) 3.1%
BILLING DETERMINANTS BY CLASS
Residential
Customers 9,365 9,497 9,581 9,629 9,741 9,871 9,932 10,023
kwh 92,642,708 | 91,182,112 | 93,919,803 | 91,598,924 | 89,480,942 | 94,261,084 | 91,775,630 | 95,979,438
General Service < 50 kW
Customers 977 1,081 1,090 1,096 1,122 1,167 1,194 1,214
kwh 26,427,277 | 27,522,033 | 27,486,362 | 27,305,136 | 27,046,725 | 27,843,390 | 30,635,475 | 32,594,962
General Service 50 to 4,999 kw
Customers 100 108 109 110 113 108 95 93
kwh 63,615,244 | 77,078,801 [ 70,538,573 | 71,763,589 | 63,032,184 | 65,599,183 | 64,324,224 | 66,668,106
kW 218,553 241,321 218,225 209,583 207,445 200,283 195,461 214,067
Street Lighting
Customers 2,731 2,745 2,754 2,763 2,772 2,781 2,790 2,801
kwh 2,634,057 | 2,249,665 2,409,618 2,296,059 2,082,393 2,409,951 | 2,245,234 | 2,225,084
kW 6,300 5,910 6,521 6,487 5,754 6,759 5,760 6,083
Sentinel Lighting
Customers 138 105 83 61 39 18 7 7
kwh 163,647 187,563 182,802 93,339 50,856 18,863 5,962 5,564
kW 0 496 498 265 143 52 14 15
Unmetered Scattered Load
Customers 36 35 35 34 34 34 33 32
kwh 283,513 267,964 428,118 293,947 285,456 275,513 201,696 188,991
Hydro One
Customers 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4
kwh 0 0 58,595,749 | 51,357,088 | 47,830,923 | 45,019,542 | 49,368,544 [ 42,996,782
kW 0 0 115,967 112,771 109,952 107,517 113,911 96,049
Total
Customer/Connections 13,347 13,571 13,656 13,697 13,823 13,981 14,054 14,176
kwh 185,766,446|198,488,138| 253,561,025 |244,708,081 | 229,809,479 |235,427,525 | 238,556,765 | 240,658,928
kW from applicable classes 224,853 247,727 341,211 329,106 323,294 314,610 315,146 316,213
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In addition a manual adjustment has been made to reflect the impact of
2011 and 2012 CDM programs on the load forecast. This adjustment
reflects the “gross” impact of 2011 and 2012 programs on the load
forecast. The gross impact includes the net results measured by the OPA
plus an estimate of the average net to gross adjustment reflecting gross
and net savings information provided in the OPA 2006-2010 Final CDM
Results. The net results provide a measurement of the program
effectiveness used to achieve the LDC targets. The gross results include
the net results plus the estimated impact of customers participating in a
program even if an incentive was not provided to participate. In the past
this has been termed the level of “free ridership”. In other words, the gross
results include the results from those who participated in the program
because there was an incentive plus those who participated even if there
was not an incentive. In E.L.K.’s view it is the gross level that impacts the
load forecast.

The following table outlines the average net to gross factor of 56.6% based
on information provided in the OPA 2006-2010 Final CDM Results for
E.L.K. However, the average value is the average from 2008 to 2012 since
in reviewing the 2006 and 2007 results they appeared to be extreme

outliers.

Board staff has replicated Table 3.17 below.

Average Net-to-Gross Ratio

OPA 2006- | OPA 2006-
2010 Final 2010 Final .
CDM CDM Results % Difference of
Results (Net) Net
(Gross) # Difference
2006 954,288 854,482 99,807 11.70%
2007 4,596,498 (1,617,801 2,978,697 184.10%
2008 3,114,021 1,853,239 1,260,782 68.00%
2009 4,817,101 (3,294,734 1,522,367 46.20%
2010 4,902,523 (3,193,071 1,709,452 53.50%
2011 4,638,700 (2,924,193 1,714,507 58.60%
2012 4,479,876 (2,856,639 1,623,237 56.80%
Total 27,503,007 |16,594,159 (10,908,848 [56.60%

a) Please confirm that the numbers for 2011 shown in the table do not include the

CDM results stemming from the 2011-2014 program.



b)

Response:
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The numbers for 2011 shown in the table do not include the CDM results

stemming from the 2011-2014 program.

Please update Table 3-17 to reflect the final 2011 results for E.L.K. as released
by the OPA in September 2012.

Response:

An updated Table 3-17 to reflect the final 2011 results for E.L.K. as released by
the OPA in September 2012 is provided below

Table 3-17: Average Net to Gross Percentage Updated for Final
2011 OPA Resutls

OPA 2006-
2010 Final | OPA 2006-2010
CDM Results Final CDM % Difference
(Gross) Results (Net) # Difference of Net

2006 954,288 854,482 99,807 11.7%
2007 4,596,498 1,617,801 2,978,697 184.1%
2008 3,114,021 1,853,239 1,260,782 68.0%
2009 4,817,101 3,294,734 1,522,367 46.2%
2010 4,902,523 3,193,071 1,709,452 53.5%
2011 5,390,396 3,470,469 1,919,927 55.3%
2012 5,231,573 3,402,916 1,828,657 53.7%
Total 29,006,400 17,686,712 11,319,687 55.4%

c) The amounts shown on the row ‘Total’ represent the sum of all years from 2006
to 2012. Please confirm that the % adjustment for ‘net’ to ‘gross’ of 56.6%
represents only the years 2008 to 2012, i.e. E.L.K. has stated that it has
excluded 2006 and 2007 as the values appear to be extreme.

d)

Response:

The % adjustment for ‘net’ to ‘gross’ of 56.6% represents the average value for
the years 2008 to 2012.

Please explain why E.L.K. is including “estimated’ for 2012 and “non-final for
2011” numbers to calculate an average net-to-gross ratio to apply to the CDM net



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 96 of 279

target for 2012 or in the alternative why isn’'t E.L.K. only using “actuals” so as to
eliminate any estimation errors?

Response:

The information for all years outlined in Table 3-17 is based on data provided
from the OPA 2006-2010 Final CDM Results report. It is E.L.K.’s understanding
that the information for 2011 and 2012 are not estimates but reflect the actual
results of persistence from 2006 to 2010 programs into 2011 and 2012.

Is it correct to assume that the “pre-CDM adjusted” load forecast of 224.5 GWh
(see table 3.20/non-normalized weather billed energy) for 2012 reflects the
impact of the first year of the 2011-2014 CDM program? If so, please re-run the
load forecast to exclude said impact.

Response:

E.L.K. believes this issue has been address in the revised load forecast provided
in the response to Board Staff #11. In that response the “pre-CDM adjusted” load
forecast of 233.7 GWh shown in revised Table 3-20/non-normalized weather
billed energy reflects the impact of the first year of the 2011-2014 CDM
programs. As a result, there should not be an additional manual adjustment to
the load forecast for 2011 programs. This double counting has been eliminated in
the revised load forecast as the manual adjustment for CDM provided in revised
Table 3-20 only reflects 2012 CDM programs at a gross level.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #13

Ref: E 3-T2-S p.16 — Table 3-19

Table 3-19 is labelled ‘2013 Expected Savings for LRAM Variance Account’. Please
confirm that this should be labelled ‘2012 Expected Savings for LRAM Variance
Account’. In the alternative, please explain.

Response:

E.L.K. confirms that Table 3-19 should be labelled ‘2012 Expected Savings for LRAM
Variance Account. This correction has been made to Table 3-19 shown in response to
Board Staff #11.



Board Staff Interrogatory #14

Ref: E3-T2-S3

The source of the Table below is Appendix 2-C.
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Test Year
USoA # |USoA Description 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
4082 |Retail Services Revenues $ 33,167 |$ 22,968 |$ 11,745|$ 22,650|% 23,637 |$ 19,799 |$ 21,718
4084 |Serv Tx Requests $ 10,832 | $ = $ 18| % 543 | $ 708 | $ 467 | $ 587
4210 |Rent from Electric Property $ 11,419 ($ 53,411 |$ 46,388 |-$ 4,448 [$ 54,708 | $ 46,423 |$ 50,000
4215 |Other Utility Operating Income $ 5972 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
4225 |Late Payment Charges $ 63,348 |$ 78,293 |$ 101,445|$ 146,753 | $ 99,989 | $127,882 | $ 130,000
4235 |Miscellaneous Service Charges $ 44778 |$ 64,739($ 41352|$ 68,261 [$ 52,826 |$ 65524 ($ 66,000
4324 [Special Purpose Charge Recovery | $ - |s - |3 - |$ - |$ 41626 |$ 35213 ($ -
4325 |Revenues from merchandise, Jobbil $ 103,767 | $ 40,430 |$ 101,854 | $ 8,918 | $ = $ 37|$ =
4330 |[Costs & expenses of merchandising|-$ 60,905 |-$ 38,274 [-$ 269 |-$ 11,101 |-$ 4,935|$% 7,871 ($ 6,500
4355 |Gain on Disposition of utility & othed $ 17,820 | $ 21,200 | $ 2,007 | $ = $ 55,946 | $ = $ 21,000
4375 |Revenues from non-utility operation| $ 225,656 | $ 282,995 | $ 418,773 | $1,045,773 | $541,784 | $586,053 | $ 413,000
4380 |Expenses of non-utility operations | $ - |-$ 18,537 |- 249,747 |-$ 564,989 |-$ 256,889 |-$166,529 |-$ 92,750
4390 |Miscellaneous non-operating incom{ $ $ 3711 $ $ - $ 545 | $ -
6300 |Unrealized (Gain) Loss on Investment $ 11,845 -$ 10,914
4405 |Interest and Dividend Income $ 363,445|$339,612 |$ 222,434 $ 47,400 |$ 55,154 |$ 77,844 $ 77,000
Specific Service Charges $ 44778 |$ 64,739 |$ 41,352|$ 68,261 |$ 52,826 |$ 65524 [$ 66,000
Late Payment Charges $ 63,348 |$ 78,293 |$ 101,445|$ 146,753 |$ 99,989 | $127,882 | $ 130,000
Other Operating Revenues $ 61,390 |$ 76,379 $ 58,151 |$ 18,745[$ 79,0563 |$ 66,689 |$ 72,305
Other Income or Deductions $ 649,783 | $639,642 [$ 495052 |$ 526,001 | $433,231 | $513,834 [ $ 411,750
Total $ 819,300 | $ 859,053 $ 696,000 | $ 759,760 | $665,099 | $773,929 [ $ 680,055

a) Please provide the calculation details that generate the forecasted $77,000 in
interest and dividend income (account 4405) in 2012.

Response:

The calculation details that generated the forecasted $77,000 in interest and dividend
income (account 4405) in 2012 is based on 2011 actuals.

b) Please confirm that the net of accounts 4375 and 4380 (non-utility revenues and

expenses) is as presented in the table below.

Test Year
2007 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
$225,656 | $264,458 | $169,026 | $480,784 | $ 284,895 | $419,524 | $ 320,250

Response:

Yes, the net of accounts 4375 and 4380 (non-utility revenues and expenses) is as
presented above.

c) What portion of the $99, 274 decrease in net revenue between 2012 and 2011 is
due to lower CDM PAB funding from the OPA?
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Response:

The portion of the $99,274 decrease in net revenue between 2012 and 2011 that is due
to lower CDM PAB funding from the OPA is approximately $27,000.
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AMPCO:

AMPCO Interrogatory #10

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 3, Page 4

Preamble: The evidence states “Other income and deductions for 2012 were 19.9% or
$102,084 lower than the amounts in 2011 due to net revenue from non-utility operations
decreasing primarily from a decreased amount of Program Administration Budget (PAB)
Funding from the OPA for the 2011-2014 CDM programs. As well, the special purpose
charge recovery revenue ceased in May 2011 resulting in a decrease of approximately
$40,000.

a) Please provide the OPA PAB funding in 2011 compared to 2012.

Response: The OPA PAB funding in 2011 totaled $170,355.98. The 2012 OPA PAB
funding totaled $141,872.56.
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Energy Probe:

3.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 12

Ref:  Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please update Tables 3-1 through 3-4 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for
the entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with
the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see the following updated Tables 3-1 through 3-4. This data only
reflects estimated data and not actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial
statement closes in which data is thoroughly analyzed and adjustments or some general
ledger entries are made. Year-end has not yet been completed, and audited financial
statements have not been completed. Further accrued data for December 2012 has not
yet been compiled.
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Table 3-1: Summary of Operating Distribution Revenue

2006 Board 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Approved Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate
Distribution Throughput Revenue
Residential $2,121,824| $2,278,947 $2,121,308| $2,848,845| $2,746,530| $1,995,133| $1,917,697| $2,024,737
General Service < 50 kW $212,827| $237,874 $221,420|  $297,379 $292,141( $191,107| $182,517| $192,330
kae\"/”era' Service 5010 4,999 | ¢ 145,060| $1,107,876|  $1,115017| $1,497,717| $1,337.855| $997,220| s855946| $792,723
Sentinel Lighting $660 $653 $607 $815 $632 $413 $564 $293
Street Lighting $3,807 $3,797 $3,535 $4,747 $3,092 $2,206 $563 $620
Unmetered Scattered Load $3,374 $3,161 $2,943 $3,952 $3,164 $2,425 $2,054 $2,563
Hydro One $40,438
LV Revenue $198,741 $373,779|  $287,404
Total 3,487,553| 3,722,308 3,464,830 4,653,455 4,383,414 3,387,245 3,333,120 3,341,106
Other Distribution Revenue
Specific Service Charges $62,120 $44,778 $64,739 $41,352 $68,261 $52,826 $65,524 $63,702
Late Payment Charges $67,219 $63,348 $78,293|  $101,445 $146,753 $99,989| $127,882|  $108,646
Other Operating Revenues $55,129 $61,390 $76,379 $58,151 $18,745 $79,053 $66,689 $65,321
Other Income or $150,807|  $649,783 $639,642| $495052|  $526,001| $433231| $513:834| $396,543
Deductions
Total $335,275|  $819,300 $859,053|  $696,000 $759,760( $665,099| $773,929| $634,212
Grand Total $3,822,828| $4,541,608 $4,323,883| $5,349,455| $5,143,174| $4,052,344| $4,107,049| $3,975,318
Table 3-2: Summary of Load and Customer/Connection Forecast
. Cust / P t
Year Billed Growth Percent Counsng?t?c:n Growth Ci::gne
GWh GWh Ch
( ) ( ) ange Count (%)
Billed Energy (GWh) and Customer Count / Connections
2006 Board Approved 185.8 13,347
2004 Actual 179.3 13,361
2005 Actual 186.3 7.0 3.9% 13,490 130 1.0%
2006 Actual 198.5 12.1 6.5% 13,571 80 0.6%
2007 Actual 253.6 55.1 27.7% 13,656 85 0.6%
2008 Actual 244.7 (8.9) (3.5%) 13,697 41 0.3%
2009 Actual 229.8 (14.9) (6.1%) 13,823 126 0.9%
2010 Actual 235.4 5.6 2.4% 13,981 158 1.1%
2011 Actual 238.6 8.7 3.7% 14,054 73 0.5%
2012 Estimated 230.5 (8.1) (3.4%) 14,118 65 0.5%
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Table 3-3: Billed Energy and Number of Customers / Connections by Rate Class

General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to Lighting Lighting Scattered | Hydro One Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Billed Energy (GWh)
2006 Board Approved 92.6 26.4 63.6 2.6 0.2 0.3 185.8
2004 Actual 89.5 26.5 60.9 2.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 179.3
2005 Actual 97.2 28.6 58.2 2.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 186.3
2006 Actual 91.2 275 77.1 2.2 0.2 0.3 0.0 198.5
2007 Actual 93.9 275 70.5 2.4 0.2 0.4 58.6 253.6
2008 Actual 91.6 27.3 71.8 2.3 0.1 0.3 51.4 244.7
2009 Actual 89.5 27.0 63.0 2.1 0.1 0.3 47.8 229.8
2010 Actual 94.3 27.8 65.6 2.4 0.0 0.3 45.0 235.4
2011 Actual 91.8 30.6 64.3 2.2 0.0 0.2 49.4 238.6
2012 Estimated 92.1 31.2 61.8 2.2 0.0 0.2 43.0 230.5
Number of Customers/Connections
2006 Board Approved 9,365 977 100 2,731 138 36 13,347
2004 Actual 9,311 1,060 106 2,709 138 36 0 13,361
2005 Actual 9,413 1,071 107 2,736 127 36 0 13,490
2006 Actual 9,497 1,081 108 2,745 105 35 0 13,571
2007 Actual 9,581 1,090 109 2,754 83 35 4 13,656
2008 Actual 9,629 1,096 110 2,763 61 34 4 13,697
2009 Actual 9,741 1,122 113 2,772 39 34 4 13,823
2010 Actual 9,871 1,167 108 2,781 18 34 4 13,981
2011 Actual 9,932 1,194 95 2,790 7 33 4 14,054
2012 Estimated 9,987 1,206 89 2,794 7 32 4 14,118
Table 3-4: Annual Usage per Customer/Connection by Rate Class
General General S Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential| Service < | Service 50 to Lig;[]etientg Lii:jnrﬂinneg Scattered | Hydro One
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Energy Usage per Customer/Connection (kWh per customer/connection)
2006 Board Approved | 9892 | 27049 | 636152 | 95 | 1186 | 7875 ]
2004 Actual 9,614 24,990 571,503 832 1,302 0
2005 Actual 10,321 26,648 541,502 841 1,283 0
2006 Actual 9,601 25,461 711,135 820 1,786 7,656
2007 Actual 9,803 25,206 645,094 875 2,202 12,409 14,648,937
2008 Actual 9,513 24,914 652,998 831 1,530 8,646 12,839,272
2009 Actual 9,186 24,117 560,286 751 1,304 8,396 11,957,731
2010 Actual 9,549 23,869 610,225 867 1,078 8,224 11,254,885
2011 Actual 9,241 25,658 677,097 805 852 6,206 12,342,136
2012 Estimated 9,225 25,857 694,075 794 795 5,900 10,749,196
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a) Please explain why the average loss factor from 2005 to 2011 was used to

convert purchases to billed energy (page 9) instead of 2004 to 2011.

Response:

Please see response to Board Staff #11

b) Please provide all the data used to generate the loss factor of 1.08 in a table that
shows the data for each individual year. Please also include 2004 data in this
table.

Response:
In response to Board Staff #11 the average loss factor used in the revised load

forecast has been updated to 1.0863. The data for each individual year used to

generate this loss factor is provided below.

Power Loss
Purchases Factor

(A) Billed (B) (A)/(B)
2004 |195,862,723| 179,298,067 1.0924
2005 |208,079,760[ 186,343,673 1.1166
2006 |213,838,930( 198,488,138 1.0773
2007 |271,076,220] 253,561,025 1.0691
2008 |262,640,600( 244,708,081 1.0733
2009 |248,858,578| 229,809,479 1.0829
2010 |261,284,908| 235,427,525 1.1098
2011 |255,035,715| 238,556,765 1.0691
Average 1.0863




EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 105 of 279

3.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 14

Ref:

a)

Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Please update Table 3-21 to include actual data for 2012. If actual data for the
entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see the updated Tables 3-21 reflecting estimated data only as
E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial statement closes.

Table 3-21: Historical Annual kW per Applicable Rate Class
General :

Year Service 50 Lisg;[L?iitg fiegni:tlinnzl Hydro One Total

to 4,999 kW
Billed Annual kW
2004 225,707 6,302 505 0 232,514
2005 200,773 6,403 450 0 207,626
2006 241,321 5,910 496 0 247,727
2007 218,225 6,521 498 115,967 341,211
2008 209,583 6,487 265 112,771 329,106
2009 207,445 5,754 143 109,952 323,294
2010 200,283 6,759 52 107,517 314,610
2011 195,461 5,760 14 113,911 315,146
2012 Estimate 186,874 6,354 15 111,172 304,415

b) Please update Table 3-24 to include actual data for 2012. If actual data for the

entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see the updated Table 3-24. This data only reflects estimated
data and not actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial statement closes
in which data is thoroughly analyzed and adjustments or some general ledger
entries are made. Year-end has not yet been completed, and audited financial
statements have not been completed.
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Table 3-24: Summary of Forecast

2006 Board| ¢ 2007 2008 2009 2010 2,011 2012
Approved Estimate

ACTUAL AND PREDICTED KWH PURCHASES
Actual kWh Purchases 213,838,930| 271,076,220 (262,640,600 | 248,858,578 |261,284,908 | 255,035,715 |253,678,300
Predicted kWh Purchases 211,598,040 269,111,681 (263,658,970 | 246,491,382 |253,504,114 |263,058,997 |263,174,825
% Difference of actual and predicted purchases (1.0%) (0.7%) 0.4% (1.0%) (3.0%) 3.1% 3.7%
BILLING DETERMINANTS BY CLASS
Residential

Customers 9,365 9,497 9,581 9,629 9,741 9,871 9,932 9,987

kwh 92,642,708 | 91,182,112 | 93,919,803 | 91,598,924 | 89,480,942 | 94,261,084 | 91,775,630 | 92,129,190
General Service < 50 kW

Customers 977 1,081 1,090 1,096 1,122 1,167 1,194 1,206

kWh 26,427,277 | 27,522,033 | 27,486,362 | 27,305,136 | 27,046,725 | 27,843,390 | 30,635,475 | 31,170,889
General Service 50 to 4,999 kW

Customers 100 108 109 110 113 108 95 89

kWh 63,615,244 | 77,078,801 | 70,538,573 | 71,763,589 | 63,032,184 | 65,599,183 | 64,324,224 | 61,772,700

kW 218,553 241,321 218,225 209,583 207,445 200,283 195,461 186,874
Street Lighting

Customers 2,731 2,745 2,754 2,763 2,772 2,781 2,790 2,794

kwh 2,634,057 | 2,249,665 2,409,618 2,296,059 2,082,393 2,409,951 | 2,245,234 | 2,219,000

kW 6,300 5,910 6,521 6,487 5,754 6,759 5,760 6,354
Sentinel Lighting

Customers 138 105 83 61 39 18 7 7

kwh 163,647 187,563 182,802 93,339 50,856 18,863 5,962 5,563

kW 0 496 498 265 143 52 14 15
Unmetered Scattered Load

Customers 36 35 35 34 34 34 33 32

kwh 283,513 267,964 428,118 293,947 285,456 275,513 201,696 188,791
Hydro One

Customers 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4

kwWh 0 0 58,595,749 | 51,357,088 | 47,830,923 | 45,019,542 | 49,368,544 [ 42,996,782

kW 0 0 115,967 112,771 109,952 107,517 113,911 111,172
Total

Customer/Connections 13,347 13,571 13,656 13,697 13,823 13,981 14,054 14,118

kwh 185,766,446|198,488,138| 253,561,025 |244,708,081 | 229,809,479 (235,427,525 | 238,556,765 |230,482,916

kW from applicable classes 224,853 247,727 341,211 329,106 323,294 314,610 315,146 304,415
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Please provide the actual heating and cooling degree days for each month in 2012.

Response:

The actual heating and cooling degree days for each month in 2012 are provided below.

2012 HDD CDD
Jan 586.8 0.0
Feb 507.1 0.0
Mar 267.8 5.9
Apr 264.4 0.9
May 50.4 51.7
Jun 119 135.3
Jul 0.0 217.8
Aug 0.6 131.8
Sep 59.6 49.1
Oct 205.9 4.1
Nov 407.2 0.0
Dec 496.0 0.0

3.0 Energy Probe # 16

Ref: Exhibit 3, tab 2, Schedule 1, page 6

a) Please explain what is included in the Hydro One Uplifted explanatory variable.
For example, is it the volume of purchases for ELK (including losses) that is

ultimately send to Hydro One by ELK?

Response:

The Hydro One Uplifted explanatory variable is the volume ultimately sold to

Hydro One by ELK including losses.

b) Please explain the coefficient on the Hydro One Uplift variable of 0.72. Does this
imply that for every 100 kWh consumed by Hydro One, ELK's total purchases

increase by 72 kWh?

Response:

The coefficient on the Hydro One Uplift variable of 0.72 has been assigned by
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the regression analysis with an associated t-stat of 10.18 which suggest it is a

variable with high statistical significance to the prediction formula. The regression

analysis is suggesting that for every 100 kwh purchased by ELK for Hydro One,
ELK's total purchases increase by 72 kWh?
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3.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 17

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Appendix 3-A

a) Please provide a live Excel spreadsheet that contains the following:
i) all the data shown in Appendix 3-A,
i) any other explanatory variables that ELK tried to include in the regression
model; and,
iii) the estimated regression equation used to generate the forecast.

Response:

a) The request live Excel spreadsheet titled Energy Probe 17a contains the
following:

i) all the data shown in Appendix 3-A;

i) any other explanatory variables that ELK tried to include in the regression
model; and,

iii) the estimated regression equation used to generate the forecast. The
results of the sensitivity analysis for other explanatory variables not used
are shown columns Q to W of the live Excel spreadsheet.

b. Please provide a second version of the live Excel spreadsheet that includes
actual purchased figures, heating degree days, cooling degree days and any
other actual data for each month of 2012.

Response:

b) A second version of the live Excel spreadsheet that includes actual purchased
figures, heating degree days, cooling degree days and any other actual data for
each month of 2012 is provided in the file titled Energy Probe 17b.
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3.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 18

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1

Please update Tables 3-37 and 3-38 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for
the entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with
the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see Table 3-37 and 3-38 below. This data only reflects estimated
data and not actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial statement closes in
which data is thoroughly analyzed and adjustments or some general ledger entries are
made. Year-end has not yet been completed and audited financial statements have
not been completed.

Table 3-37: Comparison 2012 Test to 2011 Actual
Throughput Revenue 2011 2912 Difference $ |Difference %
Estimate

Residential $1,917,697 | $2,024,737 $107,040 5.6%
General Service < 50 kwW $182,517 | $192,330 $9,813 5.4%
General Service 50 to 4,999 kW $855,946 | $792,723 ($63,223) (7.4%)
Sentinel Lighting $564 $293 ($271) (48.0%)
Street Lighting $563 $620 $57 10.1%
Unmetered Scattered Load $2,054 $2,563 $509 24.8%
Hydro One $0 $40,438 $40,438
LV Revenue $373,779 | $287,404 ($86,375) (23.1%)
Total $3,333,120 | $3,341,106 $7,986 0.2%
Table 3-38: Comparison 2012 Test to 2011 Actual

Customer/Connections kWh kw
Billing Quantiites 2011 2012 Difference 2011 2012 2011 2012 Volumeteric
Residential 9,932 9,987 55 91,775,630 | 92,129,190 353,560
General Service < 50 kW 1,194 1,206 12 30,635,475 | 31,170,889 535,414
General Service 50 to 4,999 kW 95 89 (6) 195,461 186,874 (8,587)
Sentinel Lighting 7 7 0 14 15 1
Street Lighting 2,790 2,794 5 5,760 6,354 594
Unmetered Scattered Load 33 32 1) 201,696 188,791 (12,905)
Hydro One 4 4 0 113,911 111,172 (2,739)
Total 14,054 14,118 65 122,612,801 | 123,488,871 | 315,146 304,415
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a) Please update Table 3-45 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for the
entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see Table 3-45 below. This data only reflects estimated data
and not actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial statement closes in
which data is thoroughly analyzed and adjustments or some general ledger
entries are made. Year-end has not yet been completed and audited financial
statements have not been completed.

2011 2012
Specific Service Charges $ 65,524 | $ 63,702
Late Payment Charges $ 127,882 | $ 108,646
Other Operating Revenues $ 66,689 | $ 65,321
Other Income or Deductions $ 513,834 | $ 396,543
Total S 773,929 | $ 634,212

b) Please provide an updated version of Appendix 2-C that reflects the data
requested in part (a) above.

Response: Please see below

Appendix 2-C
Other Operating Revenue
USoA # USoA Description 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
4082 Retail Services Revenues S 33,167 | S 22,968 | $ 11,745 | $ 22,650 | S 23,637 S 19,799 [$ 15,065
4084 Serv Tx Requests S 10,832 | $ - S 18]S 543 | $ 708 | $ 467 | $ 256
4210 Rent from Electric Property S 11,419 | $ 53,411 | $ 46,388 |-S 4,448 | $ 54,708 | S 46,423 | S 50,000
4215  |Other Utility Operating Income $ 5972 $ - S - S - S - S - $ -
4225 Late Payment Charges S 63,348 | $ 78,293 | $ 101,445 | S 146,753 | $ 99,989 | $ 127,882 [ S 108,646
4235 Miscellaneous Service Charges S 44,778 | $ 64,739 | $ 41,352 | $ 68,261 | $ 52,826 | $ 65,524 | $ 63,702
4324 Special Purpose Charge Recovery S = $ - S - S - S 41,626 | $ 35213 | $ -
4325 Revenues from merchandise, Jobbing | $ 103,767 | $ 40,430 | $ 101,854 | S 8,918 | $ - S 37 (s -
4330 Costs & expenses of merchandising, jobH-$ 60,905 |-$ 38,274 |-$ 269 |-$ 11,101 [-$ 4,935 |-$ 7,871 |-$ 6,500
4355 Gain on Disposition of utility & other prog $ 17,820 | $ 21,200 | $ 2,007 | $ - S 55,946 | S - S 21,000
4375 Revenues from non-utility operations S 225,656 | $ 282,995 | § 418773 | $ 1,045,773 | $ 541,784 | $ 586,053 | $ 413,000
4380 Expenses of non-utility operations S - |8 18,537 |-$ 249,747 |-$ 564,989 [-$ 256,889 |-$ 166,529 |-$ 92,750
4390 Miscellaneous non-operating income S $ 371 | S - S - S 545 [ $ -
6300 Unrealized (Gain) Loss on Investment $ 11,845 -S 10,914
4405 Interest and Dividend Income S 363,445 | $ 339,612 | § 222,434 | $ 47,400 | $ 55,154 | $ 77,844 | $ 61,793
Specific Service Charges $ 44,778 | $ 64,739 | $ 41,352 [ $ 68,261 [ $ 52,826 | $ 65,524 |$ 63,702
Late Payment Charges $ 63,348 | $ 78,293 | $ 101,445 | $ 146,753 | $ 99,989 |$ 127,882 |$ 108,646
Other Operating Revenues $ 61,390 | $ 76,379 | $ 58,151 | $ 18,745 | $ 79,053 | $ 66,689 |$ 65,321
Other Income or Deductions $ 649,783 | $ 639,642 [ $ 495,052 | $ 526,001 | $ 433,231 |$ 513,834 |$ 396,543
Total S 8193005 859,053 696000 S 759,760 [ 665009 [$ 773,929 [$ 634,212
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c) Please provide a revised version of Appendix 2-C that reflects the response to
part (b) above, but separates out the revenues and expenses associated with
OPA programs for all years shown from accounts 4375 and 4380.

Response: Please see a revised version of Appendix 2-C below. This data only
reflects estimated data and not actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly
financial statement closes in which data is thoroughly analyzed and adjustments
or some general ledger entries are made. Year-end has not yet been completed
and audited financial statements have not been completed.

USoA # [USoA Description 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
4082 |Retail Services Revenues S 33,167 | $ 22,968 | S 11,745 |S 22,650 | S 23,637 | $ 19,799 | S 15,065
4084 |[Serv Tx Requests $ 10,832 | $ - S 18| S 543|S 708 S 467 |S 256
4210 |Rent from Electric Property S 11,419 | $ 53,411 | $ 46,388 [-$ 4,448 | S 54,708 | $ 46,423 | S 50,000
4215 |Other Utility Operating Income $ 5972 |$ = S S - S - S - S
4225 |Late Payment Charges S 63,348 | $ 78,293 | $101,445 | S 146,753 | $ 99,989 | $127,882 | $108,646
4235 [Miscellaneous Service Charges S 44,778 | $ 64,739 | S 41,352 | S 68,261 | S 52,826 | S 65,524 | S 63,702
4324 |Special Purpose Charge Recovery S $ - S - S - S 41,626 | S 35213 | S
4325 |Revenues from merchandise, Jobbing $103,767 | $ 40,430 | $101,854 | S 8,918 | S - S 37 |s
4330 [Costs & expenses of merchandising, jobbing |-S 60,905 |-$ 38,274 |-S 269 |-S 11,101 |-S 4,935 |-S 7,871 |-S 6,500
4355 |Gain on Disposition of utility & other property | $ 17,820 | $ 21,200 $ 2,007 | $ - S 55,946 | S - S 21,000
4375 |Revenues from non-utility operations $225,656 | $282,995 | $267,939 | S 318,268 | $242,331 | $308,865 | $263,749

Revenue from OPA Programs S $ = $150,834 | § 727,505 | $299,453 | $277,189 | $149,251
Expenses from OPA Programs S $ - |-$197,587 |-S 560,029 |-$254,401 |-$166,529 |-S 92,750
4380 |Expenses of non-utility operations S -$ 18,537 [-S 52,160 |-$ 4,960 [-S 2,488 | $ 0SS
4390 [Miscellaneous non-operating income S $ 371 | S S - S 545 | $
6300 |Unrealized (Gain) Loss on Investment $ 11,845 -$ 10,914
4405 (Interest and Dividend Income $363,445 | $339,612 | $222,434 S 47,400 | $ 55,154 | S 77,844 | S 61,793

Specific Service Charges $ 44,778 |$ 64,739 |$ 41,352 |$ 68,261 |$ 52,826 |$ 65,524 |$ 63,702

Late Payment Charges $ 63,348 |$ 78,293 |$101,445|$ 146,753 |$ 99,989 |$ 127,882 |$ 108,646

Other Operating Revenues $ 61,390($ 76,379 |$ 58,151 | $ 18,745 |$ 79,053 |$ 66,689 |$ 65,321

Other Income or Deductions $ 649,783 | $ 639,642 | $ 495,052 | $ 526,001 |$ 433,231 | $513,834 |$ 396,543

Total $819,300 | $859,053 | $696,000 | S 759,760 | $665,099 | $773,929 | $634,212

d) Please confirm that Account 4405 does not include any interest revenue or
expense associated with interest on deferral and variance accounts. If this
cannot be confirmed, please also show separately any interest on deferral and
variance accounts in the response to part (c) above.

Response: To the best of E.L.K.’s knowledge, account 4405 does not include
any interest revenue or expense associated with interest on deferral and variance
accounts.
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EnWin:

EnWin Interrogatory #10

10.

Exhibit 3 Tab 2 Schedule 1

a) By what date could ELK replace the 2012 forecast with 2012 actual
figures?

Response: E.L.K. could replace the 2012 forecast with 2012 actual figures by
May 2013 after the audited financial statements have been approved by the
Board of Directors.

b) If 2012 actual figures are used by the Board in determining the ELK
revenue requirement, will ELK continue to include the cost of its externally
developed load forecast in its revenue requirement calculation?

Response: The cost to develop and provide the evidence that supports the load
forecast in the application is approximately $7,500. If 2012 actual figures are
used by the Board to determine the ELK revenue requirement this cost was an
actual cost incurred in 2012 and should be included. Even though the results
may not be used to determine rates it is expected the load forecasting process
will be used as an ongoing tool for revenue forecasting purposes in the annual
budget setting process.
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VECC:
Load Forecast:
VECC Interrogatory #9

9.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 2 Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule
2, page 4 (Table 7-8

a) Please explain the differences in 2012 revenues (at proposed rates) for the
GS 50-4,999 customer class as shown in the above two references.

Response:

The differences in 2012 revenues (at proposed rates) for the GS 50-4,999 class
relate to transformer allowance of $80,627. This amount has been included in
Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 2 but not included in Exhibit 7, Tab 1,
Schedule 2, page 4 (Table 7-8). Table 7-8 is provided under the cost allocation
Exhibit. The cost allocation study has been conducted excluding the “cost” and
“revenue” associated with transformer allowance in accordance with the filing
requirements. As a result, the transformer allowance amount is not shown in
Table 7-8.
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VECC Interrogatory #10
10.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 6
a) Please explain what the “Hydro One Uplifted” variable represents.

Response:

Please refer to Energy Probe #16 a)
b) Were any other model specifications tested? If so, what were they and what
were the results?

Response:

Please refer to Energy Probe #17 a)
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VECC Interrogatory #11

11.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pages 6 & 9

a) What were the forecast economic (real GDP) values used for 2011 and 20127

Response:

The forecast economic (real GDP) values used for 2011 was 2.2% and for
2012 was 2.5%

b) If the 2011 value was not the actual value, please update the regression
model derivation using the 2011 actual value and provide a revised projection
for 2012 Purchases.

Response:

The 2011 value was not the actual value. The 2011 actual value is 2.1%. The
regression model derivation has been updated using the 2011 actual value and
the revised projection for 2012 Purchases is 263.0 (GWh).

c) Are there more recent forecasts available for 2012 real GDP? If so, please
update the forecast Purchases for 2012.

Response:

Yes there is a more recent forecast available for 2012 real GDP being 2.0%. The
regression model derivation has been updated using the more recent forecast for
2012 along with the 2011 actual value and the revised projection for 2012
Purchases is 262.3 (GWh).
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a) Please provide the 2012 year-to-date customer/connection count for each
class for the most recent month available and, in the same schedule, provide
the 2011 value for the equivalent month.

b)

Response:

The 2012 and 2011 end of year customer/connection count for each class is

provided below

Dec-11 | Dec-12
Residential - Customers 9,964 | 10,046
GS<50 - Customers 1,201 1,210
GS=>50 - Customers 90 88
Streetlights - Connections 2,794 | 2817
USL - Connections 32 32
Sentinel Lights - Connections 7 12

What was the customer count by class as of the June 30" 2011 and 2012

respectively?

Response:

The 2012 and 2011 customer/connection count for each class as of June 30"

for each year is provided below

Jun-11 | Jun-12
Residential - Customers 9,968 9,992
GS<50 - Customers 1,193 1,242
GS=>50 - Customers 91 88
Streetlights - Connections 2,818 2826
USL - Connections 32 32
Sentinel Lights - Connections 12 10
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VECC Interrogatory #13
13.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pages 14 - 16

a) Since 2011 data was used to estimate the regression model isn't it
reasonable to assume that the 243.7 GWh already includes the impact of
2011 CDM programs?

Response:
Please see E.L.K.’s response to Board Staff #12(e)

b) Please confirm that the savings associated with the gross adjustment (i.e. the
difference between the Gross and Net CDM results) will occur regardless of
whether or not E.L.K. offers CDM programs. If not confirmed, please explain
why not.

Response:

It is E.L.K.’s understanding the difference between the gross and net CDM
savings represents those savings from activities of a customer that are similar to
the activity of the CDM program, which includes an incentive, but would have
occurred even if an incentive was not provided.

c) Please provide OPA'’s final 2011 CDM Report regarding E.L.K.’'s CDM
program results.

Response:

The OPA’s final 2011 CDM Report regarding E.L.K.’s CDM program results is
provided as file titled “2011 Final Annual Report Data_E.L.K. Energy Inc.” The
information in this file has been used in the revised load forecast referenced in
Board Staff #11.

d) Based on the results reported in the response to part (c), please update Table
3-18.

Response:

Please see response to Board Staff #11.
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e) Were E.L.K.’s sales to HON included in the historical energy sales used to
establish ELK’s portion of the provincial CDM target?

Response:

E.L.K is unable to properly answer this question since it is unable to locate the
relevant data on the OEB website that was used to establish E.L.K.’s portion of
the provincial CDM target.
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VECC Interrogatory #14

14.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 19

a) Do the predicted purchases for 2012 (263.2 GWh) incorporate the assumed
CDM adjustment? If not, please revise.

Response:

The predicted purchases for 2012 (263.2 GWh) do not incorporate the assumed
CDM adjustment. The predicted purchased with the assumed CDM adjustment
applied would be 261.4 GWh.

b) If a revision is required due to part (a), will this change the cost of power
forecast used for the working capital calculation?

Response:

The revision shown in part (a), will not change the cost of power forecast used for
the working capital calculation since the input data entered into the cost of power
calculation is billed data.
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a) Please provide a schedule setting out the year to date actual kWh sales by
customer class. Please provide a comparable schedule for 2011 covering the

same period.

Response:

A schedule setting out actual kwWh sales as of December 2011 and December
2012 by customer class is provided below.

kWh (Not Uplifted) Dec-11 Dec-12
Residential 91,775,630 | 90,281,488
GS<50 30,635,475 | 29,408,826
GS>50 64,324,224 | 60,355,360
Streetlights 2,245,234 | 2,268,064
Unmetered Scattered Load 201,696 262,229
Sentinel Lights 5,962 4,641
Hydro One 49,368,544 | 49,809,676
Total 238,556,765|232,390,284

b) What are ELK’s year to date power purchases (kwhs) and what is the

comparable value for 20117

Response:

ELK’s power purchases as of December 2012 were 243,833,110 (kWh) and as of
December 2011 were 255,035,715 kWh (kWh).
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Other Operating Revenue:
VECC Interrogatory #16
16.0 Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 3, pages 1-4
a) Please provide a schedule that breaks down the Other Income or Deductions
for 2009-2012 inclusive into its major components (including but not limited to

i) special purpose charge recovery, ii) OPA admin funding, iii) gains/losses,
and iv) interest income).

Response: Please see below

2009 2010 2011 2012
4324 Special Purpose Charge Recovery - 41,626.00 35,213.00 -
4325 Revenues from merchandise, Jobbing 8,918.00 - 37.00 -
4330 Costs & expenses of merchandising, jobbing (11,101.00) (4,935.00) (7,871.00)  (6,500.00)
4355 Gain on Disposition of utility & other property - 55,946.00 - 21,000.00
4375 Revenues from non-utility operations 1,045,773.00 541,784.00 573,181.00 413,000.00
4380 Expenses of non-utility operations (564,989.00) (256,889.00) (166,529.00) (92,750.00)
4390 Miscellaneous non-operating income - 545.00 -
4405 Interest and Dividend Income 47,399.84 55,154.10 77,844.24  77,000.00
526,000.84  433,231.10 511,875.24 411,750.00

b) What types of non-utility revenue jobs (per page 3, lines 10-11) does ELK
typically perform?

Response: The non-utility revenue and expenses primarily consist of the
water billing revenue and expenses associated provided to the Town of
Essex, as well as the OPA conservation program revenue and expenses.

c) Please provide a schedule that sets out the 2009-2012 Other Operating
Revenue by USOA account.

Response: Please see below

2009 2010 2011 2012
4082 Retail Services Revenues S 22,650 S 23637 S 19,799 S 21,718
4084 Serv Tx Requests S 543 S 708 S 467 S 587
4210 Rent from Electric Property -S 4,448 S 54,708 S 46,423 S 50,000
4215 Other Utility Operating Income S - S - S - S -
F F F L
S 18,745 S 79,053 'S 66,689 S 72,305
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d) Please provide a schedule that set out the 2012 year to date Other Operating
Revenue by category (per Table 3-45) and provide the comparable 2011
values for the same period.

Response: Please note that 2012 data is only revised estimated data.

2011 2012
4082 Retail Services Revenues S 19,799 S 15,065
4084 Serv Tx Requests S 467 S 256
4210 Rent from Electric Property S 46,423 S 50,000
4215 Other Utility Operating Income S - S 21,381
S 66,689 S 86,701

e) Is E.L.K. proposing to change any of its existing specific service charges for
2012 and/or include any new charges?

Response: No, E.L.K. is not proposing any change of its existing specific
service charges for 2012 and or including any new charges.

f) Does E.L.K. currently have any MicroFit customers and, if so, where are the
service charge revenue reported?

Response: Yes E.L.K. currently has MicroFIT customers. The service charge
revenue is reported under account 4080-09 DSR- MicroFIT.
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EXHIBIT 4 - OPERATING COSTS
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #15:

E4-T1-S1 p.6-7

Are the 2011 numbers for Tables 4.8 (Cost per Customer Comparison) and 4.9 (Unit
OM&A Cost Indexes) available? If so please update the tables.

Response: Please see the updated tables below for 2011 numbers:

Table 4.8 — Cost Per Customer Comparison

Table 4.8 Cost Per Customer Comparison
Mid-Size Southern
Medium-High Undergrounding ELK. LDCA LDCB LbccC LDCD LDCE LDCF LDCG LDCH LDCI LDCJ LDCK LDCL LDCM LDCN
Residential Customers 9964 11504 28649 31314 17653 19905 23258 19522 13897 14580 25989 13793 6649 31841 16148
General Service <50 kW Customers 1201 785 3083 3560 2000 1695 3226 2457 1682 1658 1896 1197 1234 3495 1752
General Service >50 KW Customers 111 35 400 396 232 168 360 278 144 198 209 191 117 436 190
Total Customers 11276 12324 32132 35270 19885 21768 26844 22257 15723 16436 28094 15181 8000 35772 18090
Expenses
Operating $ 246,823 |$ 44,495 [$ 703,434 |$1,748,639 |$ 616,923 |$1,161,145 [$2,605492 |$ 265336 |$ 338,927 |$ 558,750 [$ 886,624 |$ 766,170 |$ 424,014 |$ 3,177,397 $ 307,305
Maintenance $ 524,267 |$ 582,372 [$1,052,368 | $1,775,876 |$ 922,897 |$1,232,248 |$ 810,263 |$1,217,086 |$1,818,120 |$ 364,539 [$1,425359 |$ 715982 |$ 392,884 |$ 157,217 [$ 868,332
Administrative $1,648,311 | $1,594,111 | $4,958,276 | $3,479,194 [$2,427,410 ($2,884,346 [$2,595,986 |$3,114,097 |$1,919,440 |$2,767,661 |$3,234,946 [$2,324,943 |$1,084,289 |$ 7,728,906 [$4,530,786
Other $ 32,854 |$ 43,051 |$1,916,522 |$ 476,051 [$ 85188 [$ 52,845 [$ 507,694 |$ 68,184 |$ 6,833 [$ 108,911 |$ 234,286 |$ 128,818 [$ 56,284 [$ 648,952 [$ 108,295
Total OM & A Expenses $2,452,255 | $2,264,029 | $8,630,600 |$7,479,760 |$4,052,418 [$5,330,584 [$6,519,435 |$4,664,703 |$4,083,320 |$3,799,861 [$5,781,215 [$3,935,913 [$1,957,471 [$11,712,472 |$5,814,718
OM & A Per Customer $ 21748 |$ 18371 |$ 26860 |$ 21207 ([$ 203.79 |$ 24488 |$ 24286 |$ 20958 |$ 259.70 |$ 23119 |$ 20578 [$ 259.27 |$ 244.68 |[$ 32742 |$ 32143
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Avg Last

Mid-size Southern Medium-High 3

Undergrounding 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Avail Yrs |Avg/Grp Avg| %age Diff
Chatham-Kent Hydro Inc. 0.668| 0.686| 0.748| 0.771 0.903| 0.923 0.866 0.818| -18.20%
Festival Hydro Inc. 0.789 0.78| 0.808| 0.836| 0.869| 0.873 0.86 0.812| -18.80%
Peterborough Distribution Incorporated 0.853 0.882 0.954 0.895 0.84 0.921 0.885 0.836| -16.40%
Kingston Hydro Corporation 0.823 0.82 0.898 0.916 1.005 1.095 1.005 0.95 -5.00%
Essex Powerlines Corporation 1.091 1.01 0.964 0.933 0.952 1.013 0.966 0.913 -8.70%
Westario Power Inc. 0.94[ 0.899 1.073] 0.989| 0.917| 0.976 0.96 0.907 -9.30%
E.L.K. Energy Inc. 0.818| 0.851| 0.964 1.12| 0.905 1.04 1.022 0.965 -3.50%
St. Thomas Energy Inc. 1.059 1.003| 0.977| 1.062 1.049| 1.162 1.091 1.031 3.10%
Welland Hydro-Electric System Corp. 0.742 0.955 0.971 1.097 1.042 1.195 1.111 1.05 5.00%
Wasaga Distribution Inc. 0.972 0.952 0.994 1.036 1.1 1.112 1.083 1.023 2.30%
W oodstock Hydro Services Inc. 0.947 0.979 1.005 1.061 1.094 1.165 1.107 1.045 4.50%
Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 1.024 0.971 1.061 1.081 1.108 1.135 1.108 1.047 4.70%
Bluewater Power Distribution Corporation 1.087 1.029 1.053 1.193 1.203 1.298 1.232 1.163 16.30%
COLLUS Power Corp. 096 0.999| 1.096| 1.212] 1.199| 1.225 1.212 1.145 14.50%
Erie Thames Powerlines Corporation 14 1.47 1.431 1.362 1.388 1.362 1.371 1.295 30%
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Board Staff Interrogatory #16:

E4-T1-S1

OMERS has announced a three-year contribution rate increase for its members and
employers for the years 2011, 2012, and 2013.

a) Please state whether or not the applicant’s proposed pension costs include this
increase.

Response: Yes, E.L.K.’s proposed pension costs include this increase.

b) If so, please provide the forecasted increase by years and the documentation to
support the increases.

Response: Please see below forecasted increase by years and documentation to
support the increases.
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OEL Eaterrey==ry
QJMERS R R Ty
Pan for the Future E
Corporate Investments Pensicns
OMERS Herta = By » Employers = T ared PAs = QWER Contrrbution Rates - 134 1-Fresent

OMERS Contributions Rates: 1963 - Present

This B & summarny of (MERS contrbutions rates and maxima. For details and elarifieation af any figures, plaase

refer to that year's respective Contribution Tables.

im2

2011

Fiiv]

2008

2007

2005

003

2000

YMPE MRA &5 ovar NRA &0 over RPP Max
Upto YMPE Upto YMPE

WMPE

51,1000 9.00% 14,60 9,30%

50,100 B.30% 12.80%

48,300 T.40% 10.70%

47,200 640K 9.70%

46,300 6,30% 9.50%

44,500

6.50% 9.50%

43,700 6.50% 9.80%

6.50% 9.60%

42,100

41,100 6.00% B.EO0X

4.00% &.50%

40,500

19,500 10 2.80%

0.00% 0.00%

38,300

0.00% 0.00%

37,600 0.00% 0.00%

YHPE

15, 50% 156, 794,22

9.40% 13,908 149, 24215

B90% 14,108 143,592,135

7.90% 12,105 140,552.00

7.70% 12.80% 137 848,25

T.50% 10.70% 131,520.25

7.90% 10.70% 125,855.75

T.90 10,705 199,764.25

TI0K 9.B0% 11387125

T30 9.80% 105,335.15

LATE 1.53% 99,577.15

0.00% 0.00% 99,307.15

000K 0.00% 99,007.25

0.00% 000 98,501,00
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c) If not, please state how the E.L.K.proposes to deal with this increase.

Response: Not Applicable
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Board Staff Interrogatory #17:

Ref: E4-T2-S1 p.7

The evidence states that the 11 members of the Board of Directors are comprised of the
following: 7 directors, one vice-chair, one chair and 2 E.L.K. staff.

a) What are the total costs provided for in the 2012 test year OM&A for the
operation of the Board of Directors?

Response: The Board of Directors include 7 directors, one vice-chair, and one chair.
Please note the 2 E.L.K. staff members only attend Board Meetings and are not
considered part of the Board of Directors. The total costs provided for in the 2012 test
year OM&A for the operation of the Board of Directors is $20,000.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #18:

Ref: E4-T2-S3 p.5 & p.9 table 4.17

a) Please confirm that the 2012 OM&A contains $109,408 for Regulatory Expenses
(account 5655).

Response: Yes, the 2012 OM&A contains $109,408 for Regulatory Expenses (account
5655).

Table 4.17 itemizes E.L.K’s regulatory costs and shows a 2012 total of $110,506. Items
include $25,000 for legal costs, $36,925 for consultants costs and $11,250 for
intervenor costs.

b) Are these the costs associated with this proceeding?
Response: The costs associated with this proceeding include the $25,000 for legal
costs, $36,925 for consultants costs and $11,250 for intervenor costs.

c) Are these costs the full costs or are they the portion to be “amortized” in 20127

Response: These costs are not the full costs and represent only one quarter of the total
costs for 2012. In other words, they represent the portion to be “amortized” in 2012.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #19:

Ref: E4-T2-S4 p.2 table 4.18

Table 4.18 summarizes the shared services particulars between E.L.K. and its affiliates.
Please identify in which accounts the “Price for the Service” and “Cost for the Service”
amounts shown in the table are recorded (e.g. OM&A, Other Revenue accounts)

Response: The price and cost of service for the amounts related to E.L.K. Solutions are
recorded in E.L.K. Solutions. The price for the service is recorded in account 4375.

The cost for the service is recorded in accounts 5315 (Customer Billing) and 5615
(Administrative Salaries).
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Board Staff Interrogatory #20:

Ref: E4-T2-S4 p.2

The evidence states that “A mechanism of cost plus mark-up is used to charge the
Town of Essex for the water and sewer billing and collecting services provided by E.L.K.
Please describe how the mark-up is calculated and what costs is it intended to cover.

Response: The cost component includes management, supervisor and billing staff
time, as well as printer cost, paper, envelopes, postage, toner, inserter equipment and
customer information system support time. The mark-up is 20% on the aforementioned
cost components.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #21.:

Ref: E4-T2-S2 p.2 table 4.12

a) Please explain why the level of bad debt expense budgeted for 2012 (i.e.
$253,000) is about $60,000 or 30% greater than the level recorded in 2010.

Response: The level of bad debt expense budgeted for 2012 is about $60,000 or 30%
greater than the level recorded in 2010 is due to the fact that in 2011 incorrect amounts
were being used from E.L.K.’s customer overdue report in 2010, and a manual
calculation error which was adjusted for in 2011. This resulted in an actual amount in
2011 of $312,515. For 2012, an average of the 2010 and 2011 actual bad debt
expense was used to calculate the 2012 estimated bad debt expense resulting in this
increase.

b) Please provide the amounts recorded, and ending balance, in account 1130
(accumulated provision for uncollectable accounts-credit) for the years 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011.

Response: Please see below for the amounts recorded and ending balance in account
1130 (accumulated provision for uncollectable accounts — credit) for the years
requested.

2006: $-60,805.49
2007: $-60,805.49
2008: $-328,805.49
2009: $-504,864.80
2010: $-359,988.17
2011: $-639,297.53
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Board Staff Interrogatory #22:

Ref: E2-T2-S3 p. 5 (LEAP)

a) Please provide the following calculation: 0.12% of the total distribution revenue
proposed by the E.L.K. for the 2012 Test Year.

Response: 0.12% * $3,859,625 (total proposed distribution revenue 2012) = $4,631.55

b) Please state whether or not the E.L.K. has included an amount in its 2012 Test
year revenue requirement for any legacy program(s), such as Winter Warmth.

Response: No, E.L.K. has not included an amount in its 2012 Test year revenue
requirement for any legacy program(s) such as Winter Warmth.

c) If so, please identify the amount and provide a breakdown identifying the cost of
each program along with a description of each program.

Response: Not Applicable
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Board Staff Interrogatory #23:

Ref: E4-T2-S3 p.5- 6

Please provide an explanation for the increase of $256,767 in Management Salaries
and Expenses (account 5610) between 2006 actual and 2012 (do not provide year-to-
year explanations for the variances for the intervening years) .

Response: The increase of $256,767 in Management Salaries and Expenses (account
5610) between 2006 actual and 2012 is the result of pay increases each year, as well
as E.L.K. creating a new position, Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs. The
budgeted 2012 amount includes the replacement (as a full time position) of the Director
of Finance, who left the company in 2011, as well as the addition of one new staff
member, a financial analyst to assist with increased workloads due to Green Energy
initiatives, managing the microFIT and FIT process, conservation tracking and reporting,
assisting in IFRS transition, maintaining the time-of-use web presentment tool and the
daily MDM/R process.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #24:

Ref: E4-T2-S7p.1

E.L.K. states that it uses depreciation rates suggested by the Ontario Energy Board.
Please identify the specific source of these rates. Are they based on the Kinectrics
Report?

Response: E.L.K. received confirmation from Board Staff that it is preferable but not
mandatory to update depreciation rates for 2012. As a result, E.L.K. has maintained the
depreciation rates previously used and approved by the Ontario Energy Board.
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AMPCO:

AMPCO Interrogatory #11

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 2, Table 4.1
Please reproduce Table 4.1 showing the Board Approved amounts for 2006 to 2011.

Response: Table 4.1 is produced from the RRR OEB report 2.1.7 and reflects Board
Approved amounts.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #12

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 4

Preamble: The evidence states “Costs are allocated to all departments, and capital
based on direct labour. An overhead rate is set at the beginning of each year and
reviewed and adjusted annually if applicable.”

a) Please provide the current overhead rate.

Response: The current overhead rate (also known as Burden to E.L.K.) is 50%.

b) Please confirm when the rate was last set.

Response: The rate was last set sometime in first part of Q2, 2012.

c) Please advise of any plans to review and adjust the rate.

Response: Review and adjustment of the rate if deemed necessary will occur in Q2 of
2013 after completing the 2012 financials and receiving audited financial statements.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #13

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 4

Preamble: The evidence States “Therefore, physical meter reading is now performed
primarily only for General Service > 50 kW customers of E.L.K., those not on Time-of-
Use pricing.

a) Please identify any meter reading savings and discuss how any savings are
accounted for in this application.

Response: The decrease in meter reading expenses from 2010 through 2012 is
primarily the result of E.L.K. no longer using a third party contractor for meter reading
services for both Residential and General Service <50 kW customers. The third party
contractor completed its work at the end of 2010/beginning of 2011 due to the fact that
E.L.K.’s smart meter reads are now transmitted through radio frequency to the MDM/R.
Savings from this third party are approximately $25,000. These savings are accounted
for as a reduction in expense in account 5310 Meter Reading Expense.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #14

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 6

Preamble: The evidence States “E.L.K. continues to participate with the OPA in
administering programs directed at Energy Conservation, currently through a third-party
provider.

a) Please identify the Third Party Provider and confirm when the Third Party Provider
was retained.

Response: The Third Party Provider is Echopoint Solutions Inc. With respect to the
2011-2014 OPA CDM Commercial and Industrial programs Echopoint Solutions Inc.
was retained April 28, 2011 for a one year contract, and has since been retained for
2012 and 2013.

b) Please discuss the rationale for retaining the Third Party Provider.

Response: The rationale for retaining the Third Party Provider is that E.L.K. has utilized
Echopoint for virtually all of its previous Conservation and Demand Management
programs and has been extremely satisfied with both the results generated from a
conservation standpoint as well as the professionalism with which Echopoint has
represented E.L.K. within the community. Echopoint is also offering a complete website
redesign which will expand the CDM program content. As well, the total cost compared
to that of the other consultant was less. Echopoint possesses the expertise and
significant time commitments in running the conservation programs that E.L.K. does not
have.

c) Please provide a breakdown of the costs in year one and subsequent years for this
service.

Response: The proposals were submitted with a cost total for the entire four year CDM
program. Although the winning proposal detailed a total cost of a 4 year term contract
totaling $367,000, E.L.K.’s Board decided on a one year contract at % of the total cost
provided from the 3" party, thus allowing E.L.K.'s management to have the opportunity
to further review yearly results and determine whether to renew the contract for the
second year at (again) ¥4 of the total cost. 2011 costs totaled $91,750 plus HST (which
is ¥4 of the total cost). Echopoint services were renewed for 2012 and total costs again
were $91,750 plus HST. Echopoint was also renewed again for 2013 at a cost of
$91,750 plus HST.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #15

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, Page 8

a) Please provide a breakdown of the proposed activities and amounts in Account
#5630 (Outside Service Employed) for 2012.

Response: The breakdown of the proposed activities and amounts in Account #5630
(outside Service Employed) for 2012 is as follows:

Audit Fee, KW Actuarial work - $24,000
Information Technology Support - $17,000
Harris Northstar CIS Vendor - $58,000
Legal Firms - $17,000

Miscellaneous - $6,000

b) Please provide a breakdown of the actual activities and amounts in Account #5655
(Regulatory Expenses) for 2006 to 2011 and forecast for 2012.

Response: Please see the chart below of the actual activities in Account #5655
(Regulatory Expenses) for 2006 to 2011 and forecast for 2012.

Last
Rebasing
Regulatory Cost Category USoA Account | Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1 OEB Annual Assessment 5655| S 3L,712|$ 20640 ($ 25096 |S$ 27,794 |$ 32,082 |$ 30,758 S 29,970

2 OEB Hearing Assessments 5655
(applicant-originated)

3 OEB Section 30 Costs (OEB- 5655| $ 189 | $ 853 (S 1,694 |S 916 | $ 626 S 1,340 |$ 2,000
initiated)

5 Legal costs for regulatory 5655 S 25,000
matters

6 Consultants' costs for 5655 S 9848 S 36,925
regulatory matters

9 Other regulatory agency 5655| $ 800 | $ 800 (S 800 | $ 800 | $ 800 | $ 800 [$ 800
fees or assessments

10 Any other costs for 5655| $ 1,090 | $ 2,389 |- 1,574 |-S 1,429 |-$ 569 |$ 5431 (S 4,561
regulatory matters (Misc &
LEAP)

11 Intervenor costs 5655 S 11,250

Total $ 33,791 $§ 24682 $ 26016 $ 28081 $ 32,940 S 48176 $ 110,506
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AMPCO Interrogatory # 16

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 3

a) Page 3 - Please provide the costs and benefits of using a third party collection
agency.

Response: The cost of using a third party collection agency is a 35% commission on
what they collect. The benefit of using a third party agency is that it allows E.L.K. to
focus its resources and personnel on the core business of distributing safe electricity.
The collection agency is specialized and focus solely on collections and have many
resources to use. It also shows the customer that E.L.K. is serious about collecting
overdue accounts. Please note E.L.K. uses the debt collection agency as a last resort,
after internal collection efforts have been exhausted.

b) Page 5 — Please discuss E.L.K.’s tree trimming strategy and schedule.
Response: E.L.K.’s service area is divided into four (4) areas and each area is trimmed

on a 4 year cycle. All tree trim work is completed internally with distribution lines
trimmed to 2.5 m and service lines to 1 m.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #17

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6, Pages 1to 5
a) Please confirm when E.L.K.’s pay equity plan was completed.
Response: E.L.K.’s pay equity plan was completed in 2004.

b) Please provide an explanation of the Mearie Management Survey and provide a
copy.

Response: The Mearie Management Salary Survey, prepared for MEARIE by the Hay
Group, is a survey of management salaries across approximately 50 Ontario electricity
distributors, for positions throughout the organizations. It is highly confidential and
results from the collection of salary information and the application of MEARIE’s and the
Hay Group’s methodologies to that information. It is owned by MEARIE and was
provided to E.L.K. as a participant in the Survey under strict confidentiality
requirements, and E.L.K. does not have the consent of MEARIE or the Hay Group to
release it. E.L.K. will not provide the Survey on any basis whether publicly or in
confidence.

c) Please provide a schedule that shows the proposed and actual retirements by
position from 2006 to 2012.

Response: The only actual retirement since 2006 was the retirement of one customer
service representative in September 2009.

d) Please provide an explanation of a Board Service Credit.

Response: As per the current collective agreement, Board Service Credit shall be
defined as the length of continuous service an employee has established with the Board
(that is, E.L.K. Energy Inc.) from the most recent date the employee entered the employ
of the Board.

The Board shall maintain a service credit list showing the date upon which each
employee’s service commenced.

e) Please provide an explanation of the OMERS Type 7 plan.

Response: OMERS has described this plan as follows “ The Type 7 Supplementary
Downsizing Benefit was first established to assist employers facing downsizing
situations. It was designed as an employer-purchased pension enhancement. As a
means of assisting members and employers in achieving their Social Contract targets,
the OMERS Board had allocated $200 million of projected plan surplus to pay for Type
7 early retirement benefits. Within the following limits and conditions, employer
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contributions will not be required to pay for Type 7 Supplementary benefits established
during the Social Contract period (June 14, 1993 through March 31, 1996)

e Each employer may enter into one supplementary agreement with the Board.
Any additional agreements would have to be funded by the employer. The cost
of benefits provided under additional agreements may be amortized for a period
of up to 15 years.

e Each agreement has a “window” of up to 2 years. For example, an agreement
set up on August 1, 1993 would expire no later than July 31, 1995 and all
covered retirements must occur during this period. No type 7 agreement can be
set up after March 31, 1995. Please note, however, that retirements occurring
between April 1, 1996 (the end of the Social contract period) and March 31, 2007
(the last possible end date of a Type 7 agreement) would have to be funded by
the employer.

e The $200 million in projected plan surplus may be applied toward the purchase of
enhanced pensions for members taking immediate early retirement during the
Social Contract period, that is, with a retirement date no earlier than July 1, 1993
and no later than March 31, 1996.

e The projected plan surplus the Board has allocated to pay for Type 7 benefits
during the Social Contract period is limited to $200 million. The Board is
confident that, based on actuarial projections, this should be more than sufficient
to meet the needs across the OMERS membership. However, there is no
commitment to pay for any Type 7 benefits beyond the $200 million limit.”

f) Please confirm the current status of post-retirement benefit arrangements related to
the predecessor utilities.

Response: E.L.K. can confirm that the current status of post-retirement benefit
arrangements related to the predecessor utilities remains unchanged. The predecessor
utilities and their staff members negotiated post retirement benefits on a case by case
basis. Those arrangements with respect to post retirement benefits remained in place
following the creation of E.L.K.

g) Please provide the rationale for establishing a new Manager of Finance &
Regulatory Affairs contract position in 2009.

Response: The rationale for establishing a new Manager of Finance & Regulatory
Affairs contract position in 2009 was to cover the maternity leave of the Director,
Finance & Regulatory Affairs.
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h) Please provide the rationale for making the Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
position permanent in 2010. Please confirm the party that approved the permanent
position.

Response: The recommendation by E.L.K. staff and final approval by E.L.K.’s Board of
Directors was based on a number of significant projects and new LDC responsibilities
which clearly demonstrated the need for additional resources in 2010 and beyond.
Some of the new functions LDCs are to carry out relate to the Green Energy Act,
Managing the microFIT and FIT process, Conservation and Demand Management
Code for Electricity Distributors issued by the OEB on September 16, 2010 which set
out the obligations and requirements that licensed distributors must comply with in
relation to the CDM, the MDM/R Smart Meter Process and the new LEAP initiative.
Additional projects continuing in 2011 and beyond included continued implementation of
the Operational Data Store, continued MDM/R integration, Smart Meter Time-of-use
pricing, and implementation of the Ontario clean energy benefit, continued
implementation of the DSC changes effective January 2011 and April 2011, the Cost of
Service Application, and IFRS conversion.

i) The evidence on Page 4 (Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6) shows that the title of the
Director of Finance is changed to Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs in 2011.
Please discuss the rationale for this change, the transition to the new position and
the impact on duties, responsibilities and pay structure for the position.

Response: Upon review of the aforementioned description, E.L.K. confirms that this is
a typographical error. The position of Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs did not
change in 2011.

]) Please explain the differences in duties and responsibilities between the Director of
Finance & Regulatory Affairs position and the Manager of Finance & Regulatory
Affairs position.

Response: The Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs’ duties and responsibilities
include collaborating with the Chief Executive Officer to develop short and long term
plans for the Board and advise on the financial implications of these plans, formulating
and recommending accounting, credit and administrative policies for approval by the
Chief Executive Officer and the Board, directing the implementation of approved
financial policies and ensuring that they are adhered to, providing direct functional
guidance on matters of accounting and budgeting policies and practices to all personnel
in the Board as appropriate, maintaining up-to-date standard practice instructions
covering systems and procedures, assisting in the co-ordination of the preparation of
operating and capital budgets for the Board, managing overall purchasing operations,
reviewing long term financial projections, earnings forecasts and capital submissions,
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determining the cost/benefit, return on investment, and other implications; and
discussing with the Chief Executive Officer and Board as appropriate.

Other responsibilities include directing and actively participating in the development,
implementation and maintenance of an effective management information and reporting
system, specifying the format, content and timing of financial statements for the
approval of the Chief Executive Officer and the Board, administering the debt structure
of the Board, advising on long term leases that the Board may consider entering into,
maintaining necessary relationships with banks and other financial institutions,
establishing appropriate storage and retention schedules for the vital records of the
Board, maintaining safe and secure handling and storage of all important corporate
records and securities owned by the Board, co-ordinating and assisting with the external
audit of the Board, directing routine and special analyses, cost studies, rate studies,
when directed by the Chief Executive Officer, determining cash requirements of the
Board, and developing cash forecasting techniques to optimize the Board's overall cash
position. Investing cash surpluses within the policies and guidelines approved by the
Board, directing the insurance program for the Board, maintains the insurance register
formulating and recommending credit and collection policies for approval by the Chief
Executive Officer.

Some personnel responsibilities include selecting or directing selection of staff to fill
positions for which he/she is responsible, recommending to the Chief Executive Officer
for final approval any disciplinary action, compensation, promotion and leave of
absence, relating to members of his/her staff, ensuring that current job descriptions are
maintained for all positions for which he/she is responsible, to establish and maintain
payroll records within the scope of outside regulators and the collective agreement, to
liaise with staff and Benefit Representative while maintaining benefit packages and
training of office staff. Lastly, there is special responsibility for office equipment
purchasing and maintenance and the co-ordination of computer programming and
recommending any hardware or software changes to the Chief Executive Officer.

The duties of the Manager, Finance & Regulatory Affairs include managing the microFIT
and FIT process at with the individual proponents and the Ontario Power Authority as
well as the reporting and analysis associated with this, being the main contact of the
Conservation and Demand Management programs at E.L.K. and attending OPA
webinars to allow the Manager, Finance & Regulatory affairs to stay abreast of new
issues. Further responsibilities include directly overseeing and running the MDM/R
Smart Meter Process from start to final implemtation and obtaining the IESO registrant
status for Smart Meters and overseeing the new LEAP initiative.

Other duties specific to the Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs include the RRR
OEB reporting, OCEB reporting, assistance with rate applications, IFRS conversion,
assisting in the co-ordination of the preparation of operating and capital budgets,
statistical reporting to government agencies, departments and associations, assisting
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the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs with the year-end audit and any other
governmental audits, arranging service calls in computer hardware/software when
necessary, handling correspondence of insurance claims, completing the miscellaneous
financial/personnel reports (surveys) and assisting the Director, Finance & Regulatory
Affairs with any requested or ad hoc duties.

k) Please provide a breakdown of the approved salary range and benefits for each
position.

Response: There are no approved salary ranges for the Manager, Finance &
Regulatory Affairs or for the Director, Finance & Regulatory Affairs. They were never
established.

E.L.K. Energy Inc. offers a comprehensive benefit packaged which currently includes:

e Participation in the OMERS benefit plan which has employee and employer
match contribution rates.

e 100% reimbursement of basic dental services.

e Extended health care benefits.

e Life insurance at 150% of your annual earnings, additional term insurance can be
purchased by the employee in increments of 50%, 100% and 150% of annual
earnings.

e Optional spousal life insurance which can also be purchased by the employee.

[) Please provide the current salary and benefits for each position included in the 2012
budget.

Response: The current salary and benefits for each position included in 2012 are
approximately:

Director, Finance & Regulatory Affairs —

Manager, Finance & Regulatory Affairs —

E.L.K. requests that this information be kept in confidence by the Board pursuant to
Rules 10.01 and 10.02 of the Board’s Rules of Practice and Procedure and Sections
5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of the Board’s Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (the "Practice

Direction”). E.L.K. has redacted the salaries and benefits associated with these two
individual positions. The reasons for E.L.K.’s confidentiality request are as follows:

Appendix “A” to the Practice Direction sets out the Board’s considerations in
determining requests for confidentiality. Among the considerations set out in that
Appendix are the following:
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(a)(i) prejudice to any person’s competitive position;

(a)(iii) whether the information could interfere significantly with negotiations being
carried out by a party;

(a)(iv) whether the disclosure would be likely to produce a significant loss or gain
to any person; and

(g) any other matters relating to FIPPA (the Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act) and FIPPA exemptions.

With respect to item (g) above, the OEB has provided a summary of pertinent FIPPA
provisions at Appendix E of the Practice Direction. That summary provides, in part, as
follows:

“Under section 17(1), the Board must not, without the consent of the person to
whom the information relates, disclose a record where:
(a) the record reveals a trade secret or scientific, technical, commercial, financial
or labour relations information;
(b) the record was supplied in confidence implicitly or explicitly; and
(c) disclosure of the record could reasonably be expected to have any of the
following effects:
i. prejudice significantly the competitive position or interfere significantly
with the contractual or other negotiations of a person, group of persons or
organization;

iii. result in undue loss or gain to any person, group, committee or financial
institution or agency;

Appendix B to the Practice Direction sets out types of information that the Board has
previously held confidential. Personal records constitute the first item on that list.
Municipally owned electricity distributors such as E.L.K. are not subject to disclosure
requirements in respect of staff salaries, and the salary information requested in this
guestion has not been disclosed, nor is it required to be closed in any other forum.
While individuals’ names are not provided with the positions, there is only one person in
each of the positions, so that it would be possible to determine the salaries of
identifiable individuals by reference to their titles (while the director position is currently
vacant, disclosure of the salary information now would enable the public to ascertain the
salary of an individual occupying the position in the future and the approximate salary of
the previous Director).

E.L.K. submits that in the absence of any overriding formal disclosure requirements, the
individual salary information is highly sensitive personal information relating to
identifiable individuals, and its disclosure could reasonably be expected to expose them
to pecuniary harm in the employment market as it could affect their competitive
positions with other potential employers. Information of this kind is also protected from
disclosure under Section 21 of FIPPA, in addition to Subsection 17(1).
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In keeping with the requirements of the Practice Direction, E.L.K. is filing a confidential
unredacted version of this response. E.L.K. is prepared to provide unredacted copies of
the material to parties’ counsel and experts or consultants provided that they have
executed the OEB’s form of Declaration and Undertaking with respect to confidentiality
and that they comply with the Practice Direction, subject to E.L.K.’s right to object to the
OEB'’s acceptance of a Declaration and Undertaking from any person.

m) On Page 5, the evidence indicates the increase in 2012 is attributable in part to the
replacement of the Director of Finance who left the company in 2011. Please
confirm the date the position was filled and the current title of the position. Please
confirm the Director of Finance & the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs is
equivalent.

Response: The Director of Finance & the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs is
the same position and is the same one position. E.L.K. confirms that this is a
typographical error, and the position should always be referred to as the Director,
Finance & Regulatory Affairs. There are not two positions here. The Director of
Finance & Regulatory Affairs position is still currently vacant.

n) The evidence indicates the new financial analyst position in 2012 is assisting in the
IFRS conversion. Please discuss the work undertaken to date the dollar value of
that work.

Response: Please refer to Board Staff Interrogatory #2.

0) Please discuss further the increased work loads in 2012 related to Green Energy
Initiatives and the MDM/R process.

Response: The increased workloads in 2012 related to the Green Energy Initiatives
and the MDM/R process includes the increased workload surrounding microFIT and FIT
contracts. As at January 15, 2013 there are 309 Applications submitted to the E.L.K.
portal, and over 103 contracts issued. Each project involves significant set-up and
ongoing review/reporting including settlement with the IESO and issuance of monthly
payment to each project. Further there is the additional reporting regarding the CDM
2011-2014 conservation programs. As E.L.K. is now fully implemented with the
MDM/R, there will be approximately 265,440 meter reads exchanged with the MDM/R
on a daily basis. Daily reports are received from the MDM/R and are to be reviewed
and investigated if required. Further, there is additional testing of time-of-use changes
to E.L.K.’s time-of-use bills and additional steps involved to receive, and send meter
read files between E.L.K. and the MDM/R. This also creates an increase in
maintenance of the systems that allow this to occur.
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p) Please confirm the new financial analyst position is a new permanent management
position.

Response: The new financial analyst position title has not yet been determined. It will
likely not be a management position but will be a non-union position.
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AMPCO Interrogatory #18

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6, Page 5

Preamble: E.L.K. states it is currently working on internal analysis and review of the
company structure.

a) Please discuss the rationale for the internal analysis, when work on the analysis
began and when the work is expected to be completed.

Response: The internal analysis relates to the accounting and regulatory areas, and is
intended to determine if a shift in responsibility and duties and potential hires is
required, at what level and how best to achieve this. The work on the analysis began
July/August 2012. The work is expected to be completed in Q1, 2013.

b) Please provide terms of reference or equivalent for this work.

Response: The analysis was completed internally with no 3" party consultation with
respect to the accounting and regulatory area. E.L.K. created a detailed list of duties
and responsibilities and approximate time spend for the year for the Manager of
Finance & Regulatory Affairs as well as the Supervisor, Finance & Customer Service.
These two positions are currently entirely responsible for the regulatory and accounting
area while the director position is currently vacant and in the absence of the new
financial analyst.

c) Please discuss the expected outcomes of the internal analysis.

Response: E.L.K. anticipates that the internal analysis will support the addition of the
one new staff member, a financial analyst.
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Energy Probe:

4.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 20

Ref:

a)

b)

Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please provide an updated Table 4.1 that reflects actual data for 2012. If actual
data for the entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate
for 2012 that includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in
2012, along with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: A complete and accurate estimated cannot be completed. E.L.K.
does not perform monthly financial statement closes in which data is thoroughly
analyzed and adjustments or some general ledger entries are made. Year-end
has not yet been completed, and audited financial statements have not yet been
completed. Outstanding information yet to be processed and compiled is the
labour distribution which is still required to be compiled as well as the processing
of Accounts Payable for approximately 2 months.

Please update Table 4.1 to reflect data as reported in the 2011 OEB Yearbook.

Response: Table 4.1 is produced from data reported to the Board under RRR
section 2.1.7. Categories reported by the Board in the 2011 OEB Yearbook do
not correspond directly to the category descriptions set out in Table 4.1. E.L.K. is
therefore unable to provide an updated Table 4.1 as requested.
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4.0 Energy Probe # 21

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 2

Please expand Tables 4.10 through 4.14 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data
for the entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with
the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: E.L.K. does not have all the information available to provide a complete and
updated estimate. Although data is available through the accounts payable process,
E.L.K. has yet to complete its inventory movements year-end work for the entire year,
and the labour distribution is only complete for 6 months of the year. As well, there are
accounts payable that must still be processed from operations which could account for a
significant amount. As such, E.L.K. does not feel a reasonable and complete estimate
can be provided until after year-end work is complete, estimated to be around the
beginning of March 2013.
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Please update Table 4.18 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for the entire
year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that includes
actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along with the
forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Please see table below. This data only reflects estimated data and not
actual as E.L.K. does not perform monthly financial statement closes in which data is
thoroughly analyzed and adjustments or some general ledger entries are made. Year-
end has not yet been completed and audited financial statements have not been
completed. Outstanding information yet to be processed and compiled is the labour
distribution which is still required to be compiled for 6 months as well as the processing
of Accounts Payable for approximately 2 months which may affect these estimates.

Name of Company

From

To

Service Offered

Pricing Methdology

Price for the Service

Cost for the Service

Percentage Allocation

$

$

%

E.L.K. Energy Inc

E.L.K. Solutions

Streetlighting,
Sentinel
Lighting

and Water
Heaters

Cost

85,000.00

85,000.00

100

E.L.K. Energy Inc

Town of Essex

Billing Function
for Water
Department

Cost Base plus mark-
up

240,000.00

200,000.00

100
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4.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 23

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6

a) What would be the impact on the revenue requirement if the union increase for
2012 was reduced from 2.75% to 2.0%?

Response: The impact on the revenue requirement would be approximately
$9,099.

b) Please provide the annual percentage increases for 2010, 2011 and 2012 for
each of the management and executive categories.

Response: The annual percentage increases (decreases) for 2010, 2011, and
2012 for each of the management and executive categories were obtained from
Table 4.26. The executive category is not applicable.

Management 2010 = +18.25%
Management 2011 = -7.38%
Management 2012 = +22.28%

The increase in 2010 is the result of the Director, Finance & Regulatory Affairs
returning from maternity and as such included the salary of one additional staff
member whose salary was not present in 2009 as well as pay increase. The
increase in 2012 is attributable to pay increases and the replacement of the
Director, Finance & Regulatory Affairs who left the company in 2011 as well as
the addition of one new staff member, a financial analyst.

c) Please provide the dollar figures that correspond to the percentage increases
requested in part (b) above.

Response:

Management 2010 = $72,942
Management 2011 = -$34,869
Management 2012 = $97,567

d) Please update Table 4.28 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for the
entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.
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Response: Please see below. Information requested and obtained was from
KW Actuarial Services. They have completed an analysis of the period ended
December 31, 2012 expense for the company’s life and health plans. A full

valuation was performed effective December 31, 2010 and results have been
extrapolated to December 31, 2012.

2006 Actual 2007 Actual |2008 Actual  [2009 Actual |2010 Actual 2011 Actual 2012 Actual
Premium & Expenses Paid
(Benefit Payments) $ 30,454 | $ 29,204 | $ 27,967 | $ 32,161 | $ 26,969 | $ 26,276 | $ 27,000
Change in Balance Sheet Asset
(Change in Accrued Liability) $ 4,836 | $ 15282 | $ 16,023 | $ 333 |$ 393 | $ 1,281 | $ 1,116
Total Post-Employment Benefit Expense |$ 35,290 | $

44,486 |$ 43,990 | $ 32,494 [$ 27,362 |$ 27,557 |$

28,116
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4.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 24

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 7

a)

b)

The evidence indicates that at the time of amalgamation the closing net book
value of fixed assets was used as the new opening balance of gross fixed assets.
Please explain whether the depreciation expense calculated since the
amalgamation has been based on applying the depreciation rates used to the new
opening balance of gross fixed assets or to the pre-amalgamation original cost of
the assets?

Response: Based on the 2000 continuity schedule, it is clear that at the time of
amalgamation, the gross costs and accumulated depreciation amounts were
carried forward into the new corporation, for accounting purposes. Therefore
depreciation (2000 and onwards) was calculated based on the pre-amalgamation
original costs.

If the response to part (a) above is that the depreciation rates are applied to the
new opening balance of gross fixed assets for those assets that were in place at
the time of amalgamation, does this not imply that the life of the assets were
artificially extended by the amalgamation?

Response: Not Applicable
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4.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 25

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 7

Please provide a table similar to Table 4.34 that shows the calculation of the actual
depreciation expense for 2012. If actual data for the entire year is not yet available,
please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that includes actual data for as many

months as are currently available in 2012, along with the forecast for the remaining

months.

Response: Please refer to Energy Probe Interrogatory #9A.
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4.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 26

Ref:

a)

b)

Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1

Please update Table 4.40 to reflect actual data for 2012. If actual data for the
entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated estimate for 2012 that
includes actual data for as many months as are currently available in 2012, along
with the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: Tax work is only completed once a year by E.L.K.’s auditors. Tax
work is completed at the end of the year-end audit. Tax returns will likely be
completed around May 2013. As such, an updated and reasonable estimate
cannot be provided as 2012 tax data has not yet been compiled or reviewed.

Please explain the significant decrease in the reserves from Financial Statements
shown as a deduction in Table 4.40 for 2012 relative the amounts deducted in the
previous 4 years.

Response: 2012 included only the employee future benefits as a reserve
estimate. The table has been updated to include an estimate for the other
reserves that were included in 2011 and prior. These reserves have been
estimated at the 2011 balance. Table 4.40 has been revised and is attached as
Appendix EP 26b.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 160 of 279

4.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 27

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 2 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 2-18

a) Please confirm that the difference in the additions shown in the CCA schedule in
Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 2 of $1,544,967 and the additions to gross assets
shown in Table 2-18 of Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3 of $480,331 is related to
smart meters only. If this cannot be confirmed, please explain the difference
between these figures.

Response: The difference of $1,064,636 is related to smart meters.

b) Please explain why no additions are shown in CCA Class 10 in 2011 related to
the transportation equipment additions. Why were these transportation
equipment additions not added to CCA Class 10 as indicated in the CCA Class
column in Table 2-18?

Response: The transportation additions were included in CCA Class 8 in error.
They should have been included in Class 10. The difference in CCA is $732.90.
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4.0 Enerqgy Probe Interrogatory # 28

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 2 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 2-19

a) Please explain why the $5,000 in computer hardware additions in Table 2-19 in
Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3 has been included in CCA Class 10 in the 2012 CCA
table shown in Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 2 rather than in CCA Class 50.

Response: Computer hardware additions were inadvertently included in CCA
Class 10. These should have been put into CCA Class 50.

b) Does ELK have any positions that qualify for the Ontario Co-operative Education
Tax Credit of the Federal Job Creation Tax Credit? If yes, please provide details
and quantify the amount of the available credits.

Response: E.L.K. does not have any positions that qualify for the Ontario Co-
operative Education Tax Credit of the Federal Job Creation Tax Credit.



EnWin:
EnWin Interrogatory #11

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 1

Does ELK have a control room?

Response: No.
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EnWin Interrogatory #12

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 2

Please confirm that in the event of an emergency, ELK becomes aware of the
emergency by way of ELK customers contacting a third party call centre which
then contacts ELK rather than ELK detecting the emergency through monitoring
of the distribution system.

Response: That is correct.
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EnWin Interrogatory #13

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 3

a) How many specialized staff does ELK employ to operate and maintain its
one substation?

Response: Zero. The substation was removed from service in Q3 of 2012.

b) How many specialized staff does ELK employ to maintain its 15 vehicles?

Response: Zero.
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EnWin Interrogatory #14

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 4

a) How many specialized staff does ELK employ to operate its call centre?

Response: E.L.K. has one full time staff member that is the primary customer
service representative that answers calls. E.L.K. also has 2 additional customer
service representatives that can assist with Hydro questions.

b) To fulfill its aspiration of achieving “customer service excellence in its
processes and customer programs”, what technology does ELK utilize to
track the Board’s telephone accessibility statistics, including to determine
the number of dropped calls and the duration of customer calls that are on
hold awaiting an initial response?

Response: Reports generated from E.L.K. telephone system allow E.L.K. to
track the Board'’s telephone accessibility statistics, including the number of
dropped calls and the duration of customer calls that are on hold awaiting an
initial response.
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EnWin Interrogatory #15

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 1 Page 7

a)

There appear to be varying descriptions of the membership of ELK’s
Board of Directors within the evidence. Please clarify the list of members
of the Board of Directors, a notation of the number of members who are
compensated for that role and a notation of the number of members who
are independent according to the Affiliate Relationships Code definition.

Response: E.L.K.’s Board of Directors consists of 9 members. Of the 9 Board

b)

members 3 are independent directors (1/3) as defined in the Affiliate
Relationships Code. An updated Corporate Organization Chart has been
provided in response to AMPCO Interrogatory #1 which lists the 9 Board
Members. All nine members are compensated for their role. The three
independent members include: T. Bain, K. Gunning, N. Spidalieri.

Please provide any compensation analysis conducted by or considered by
ELK for boards of directors.

Response:
The following was passed by E.L.K.’s Board of Directors

All directors of the Corporation (also known as E.L.K. Energy Inc.) or a
Subsidiary shall receive $2,000 per annum;

Any director of the Corporation who is also serving as the Vice-Chair of
the Corporation shall receive the additional sum of $400 per annum, for a
total compensation of $2,400;

Any director of the Corporation who is also serving as the Chair of the
Corporation shall receive the additional sum of $800 per annum, for a total
compensation of $2,800;

Any director of the Corporation who is also serving as the Chair of a
Subsidiary shall receive the additional sum of $400 per annum, for a total
compensation of $2,400 per annum;

If a director or chair of the Corporation is also a director or chair of one or
more Subsidiaries, such director shall not receive any additional
compensation for his or her role as director or chair of a Subsidiary.

Further, The Board of Directors accepted a recommendation from the
Finance Committee that the above amounts would be amended each year
based on the Consumer Price Index (compounded annually) until
otherwise changed. There is no formal compensation analysis.
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EnWin Interrogatory #16
16. Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 3 Page 8

a) On what assumptions did ELK base its forecasted regulatory expenses
associated with this application?

Response: E.L.K.’s forecasted regulatory expenses associated with this
application are based one quarter of the estimated total costs E.L.K. could
potentially incur for this rate application with an added assumption that
there is no oral hearing.

b) Based on the number of intervenors in this proceeding, the nature of the
interrogatories received and any other new information since the
application was filed, what is ELK’s revised forecast for the regulatory
expenses associated with this application?

Response: E.L.K. does not propose to change its forecast for regulatory
expenses associated with this Application.
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EnWin Interrogatory #17

17.

Exhibit 4 Tab 2 Schedule 4 Pages 2-4

a)

b)

d)

Please provide copies of the current shared services agreements.

Response: Please see Appendix EnWin #17a for a copy of the current
shared services agreement between E.L.K. Energy Inc. and E.L.K.
Solutions. There is no formal shared services agreement between E.L.K.
Energy Inc. and the Town of Essex.

Are the shared services allocated according to marginal cost or proportion
of cost?

Response: The shared service between E.L.K. Energy Inc. and the Town
of Essex is a combination of marginal cost and proportion of cost.

Whereas ELK'’s electricity distribution costs have increased since 2006,
the costs of affiliate services have decreased over that period. Please
explain.

Response: Please refer to VECC Interrogatory #23.

How does ELK calculate the proportion of its call center expenses to
allocate to its affiliates?

Response: The cost component includes management, supervisor and
billing staff time, as well as printer cost, paper, envelopes, postage, toner,
inserter equipment, and customer information system. Time is converted
into a dollar figure. The proportion of its call center expenses allocated to
the Town of Essex is based on the percentage of water and sewage
accounts which E.L.K. bills on behalf of the Town of Essex in relation to
the overall number of total accounts billed by E.L.K.

How does ELK calculate the proportion of its CIS capital cost and
operating expenses to allocate to its affiliates?

Response: E.L.K. calculated its proportion of its CIS capital costs and
operating expenses charged to the Town of Essex through estimated
capital costs divided by total estimated yearly bills divided by a three year
period.



f)

g)

h)
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Are any ELK assets put to use for the benefit of affiliates and, if so, what
rate of return is charged to affiliates for use of those assets?

Response: E.L.K. provides services to E.L.K. Solutions as set out in the
shared services agreement between E.L.K. Energy and E.L.K Solutions.
The services involve E.L.K. personnel and E.L.K. trucks. Pricing for
services provided to E.L.K. Solutions is established by the shared services
agreement. These services are based on employee time at fully burdened
rates as well as truck expenses at fully burdened rates. E.L.K. is
reimbursed by E.L.K. Solutions for materials purchased by E.L.K. and
used by E.L.K. Solutions. There is no markup on labour, purchases or
use of E.L.K. trucks.

E.L.K. provides the Town of Essex water and sewer billing services.
These services include meter reading, service orders, billing, bill collection
and payment, answering all customer water and sewage inquiries as well
as printer cost, paper, envelopes, postage, toner, inserter equipment and
other customer services as required. The rate of return regarding the
Town of Essex is approximately 20%.

Does the application reflect an update in the rate of return to be charged
to affiliates to reflect the update in the deemed rate of return for ELK?

Response: Pricing for services provided to E.L.K. Solutions is established
by the shared services agreement between E.L.K. Energy and E.L.K.
Solutions. There is a 20% mark-up charged to the Town of Essex for
water and sewer services provided by E.L.K.

Please provide a copy of any third party review of ELK’s shared services
cost allocation.

Response: There is no third party review of E.L.K.’s shared services cost
allocation.
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School Energy Coalition:
SEC - 11 [4/2/1] With respect to this exhibit:

a. p.2 Please provide details of the “time and condition based
methodologies”.

Response: Inspections are performed on a predetermined interval. If the
condition of the asset begins to degrade or causes system faults then the
inspection interval is decreased to better monitor the asset and enable
replacement prior to failure.

b. p. 3 Please provide the overhead percentage for each of 2008 through
2012, and the calculation of that percentage for 2012 and for any of the
other years that is materially different from 2012.

Response: the overhead percentage for each of 2008 through 2012 is
provided below. The 2012 overhead is an estimate only. The years below
show great consistency.

2008 — 54.62%
2009 — 49.94%
2010 — 49.84%
2011 -55.12%
2012 — 50.56% (Estimate)

c. p.6 Please provide details of the costs of redesigning the website, and
where those costs appear in Tables 2-19 and 2-21.
Response: There were no costs of redesigning the website. No costs
regarding the website appear in Tables 2-19 and 2-21.

d. p.7 Please advise who on the Management Team is responsible for

Operations and Maintenance.

Response: Norm MacAulay is the Operations Manager and is responsible
for Operations and Maintenance.
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SEC-12 [4/2/4] Please provide the last three years’ financial statements for E.L.K
Solutions. Please provide all current service level agreements between
the Applicant and E.L.K Solutions, and any between the Applicant and any
other affiliate or shareholder. Please also provide the immediately
preceding service level agreement between the Applicant and E.L.K
Solutions.

Response: Please see EnWin Appendix 17a for the shared service level agreement
between E.L.K. Solutions and E.L.K. Energy Inc. The copy filed in response to
EnWin Question 17(a) is the most recent. Previous years’ copies are identical other
than the date.

With respect to the E.L.K. Solutions financial statements, E.L.K. requests that this
information be kept in confidence by the Board pursuant to Rules 10.01 and 10.02 of
the Board’s Rules of Practice and Procedure and Sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2 of the
Board’s Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (the "Practice Direction”). The
reasons for this request are as follows:

E.L.K. Solutions is engaged in competitive business activities. The disclosure of the
E.L.K. Solutions financial statements, which constitute commercially sensitive
information, could reasonably be expected to prejudice the economic interest of,
significantly prejudice the competitive position of, cause undue financial loss to, and
be injurious to the financial interest of E.L.K. Solutions. It would enable E.L.K.
Solutions’ competitors to determine the extent of E.L.K. Solutions’ activities in those
businesses.

The Board’s Practice Direction on Confidential Filings (the “Practice Direction”)
recognizes that these are among the factors that the Board will take into
consideration when addressing the confidentiality of filings. They are also
addressed in subsection 17(1) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act (“FIPPA”), and the Practice Direction notes (at Appendix C of the
Practice Direction) that third party information as described in subsection 17(1) of
FIPPA is among the types of information previously assessed or maintained by the
OEB as confidential.

Appendix “A” to the Practice Direction sets out the Board’s considerations in
determining requests for confidentiality. Among the considerations set out in that
Appendix are the following:

(a)(i) prejudice to any person’s competitive position;

(a)(iii) whether the information could interfere significantly with negotiations being
carried out by a party;

(a)(iv) whether the disclosure would be likely to produce a significant loss or gain
to any person; and

(g) any other matters relating to FIPPA (the Freedom of Information and
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Protection of Privacy Act) and FIPPA exemptions.

With respect to item (g) above, the OEB has provided a summary of pertinent FIPPA
provisions at Appendix E of the Practice Direction. That summary provides, in part,
as follows:

“Under section 17(1), the Board must not, without the consent of the person to
whom the information relates, disclose a record where:
(a) the record reveals a trade secret or scientific, technical, commercial, financial
or labour relations information;
(b) the record was supplied in confidence implicitly or explicitly; and
(c) disclosure of the record could reasonably be expected to have any of the
following effects:
i. prejudice significantly the competitive position or interfere significantly
with the contractual or other negotiations of a person, group of persons or
organization;

iii. result in undue loss or gain to any person, group, committee or financial
institution or agency;

In keeping with the requirements of the Practice Direction, E.L.K. is filing confidential
unredacted copies of the last three years’ financial statements for E.L.K. Solutions.
E.L.K. is prepared to provide unredacted copies of the material to parties’ counsel
and experts or consultants provided that they have executed the OEB’s form of
Declaration and Undertaking with respect to confidentiality and that they comply with
the Practice Direction, subject to E.L.K.’s right to object to the OEB’s acceptance of
a Declaration and Undertaking from any person.
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SEC - 13 [4/2]5, p. 2] Please advise the annual dues payable by the Applicant in
2012 to the EDA. Please confirm that the Applicant is prohibited from
using MEARIE in any year that it is not an EDA member.

Response: E.L.K. paid $33,674 to the EDA in 2012. If E.L.K. is not an EDA
member participation in MEARIE would be at the discretion of the MEARIE
Board.
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SEC - 14 [4/2/6] With respect to this exhibit:
a. p.1 Please provide the pay equity plan referred to.

Response: Please see Appendix SEC 14a for the pay equity plan referred to.

b. P.4/5 Please clarify the status of the position of Director of Finance,
including when the incumbent left, how long it has been vacant, when it
was or will be filled, and the cost consequences of each of these (and any
other relevant) steps for 2010, 2011 and 2012.

Response: The Director of Finance & the Director of Finance & Regulatory
Affairs is the same position, it was a typographical error. This is only one
position. The Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs only worked the first
ten months in 2008. She then went on maternity leave and returned in
December 2009. During 2010, the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
worked on a three day a week full time basis, although it should be noted that
her responsibilities per her job description did not change. Then, in April
2011, the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs went on a 2" maternity
leave. Effective April 2012 the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
resigned from E.L.K. Energy. The position is still currently vacant and being
reviewed. The cost consequences have been fluctuations in spending on the
the salary and benefits for the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
position during the 2010-2012 period.
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SEC - 15 [4, App. 4-B, p. 3] Please advise the basis for the 3% inflation
assumption. Please recalculate the valuation using a 2% inflation
assumption, or estimate the impact of that assumption on the figures in
the report.

Response: This report and the basis for the 3% inflation assumption is provided by K-
W Actuarial Service Inc. and not by E.L.K. The inflation assumption is a long-term
estimate and is reflective of a long-term range of 2% to 4%. Page 3 of the disclosure
report details the development of the health care trend rate (8.2% reducing by 0.6% per
year to an ultimate rate of 4%) and the dental care trend rate (4%). The trend rates
include inflation. A 1% reduction in inflation would reduce the trend rates by 1%. Page
6 of the report notes the impact on obligation from a 1% change in trend rates.
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SEC-16 [4/2/7, p., 9] Please recalculate Table 4.35 using the useful lives set out in
the Board’s Kinectrics Report.

Response: Depreciation calculations using useful lives as set out in the Board’s
Kinectrics Report are not available at this time since E.L.K. has not yet
completed the necessary work to determine the useful lives of its assets based
on the information in the Kinectrics Report. That Report sets out ranges of useful

lives.
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SEC - 17 [4/3/1] Please reconcile the income tax figures in Table 4.39 with the
income tax amounts reported by the Applicant in its RRR filings, and
reported by the Board in its annual electricity yearbooks.

Response: See Appendix SEC 17.
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VECC:
Operating Costs:
VECC Interrogatory #17

17.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 4.1/ Appendix 2-E/Appendix
2-F/

a) Please update the above references for 2012 actual values.

Response: Please see Energy Probe Interrogatory #7. No tax work has been
started for 2012 with respect to Appendix 2-E/Appendix 2-F.
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VECC Interrogatory #18

18.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Appendix 2-F /Tab 2, Schedule 1/Schedule 2, pg.5/
Tab 2, Schedule 3, pg. 6

a) E.L.K.'s bad debt per customer over the past three years appears to be high
as compared to similar utilities. Does E.L.K do any comparative analysis of
its bad debt costs vis-a-vis that of other utilities?

Response: No, E.L.K. does not do any comparative analysis of its bad debt
costs vis-a-vis that of other utilities. With the use of a collection agency
beginning in 2012, it is E.L.K.’s expectation that bad debts will decrease.

b) Why have the steps that E.L.K. taken not led to greater reduction in bad debt
expense?

Response: The apparent increase in the 2012 Actual amount ($312,515) is the
result of the incorrect amounts being used from E.L.K.’s custom overdue report in
2010, a manual calculation error which was adjusted for in 2011, as well as the
continued struggle of the local economy. The engagement of a collection agency
did not begin until 2012, resulting in a budgeted amount of $253,000. E.L.K.
anticipates improvement from the prior year. Bad debts are an ongoing issue.
E.L.K. will continue to be stringent but fair and compliant in its internal
disconnection process whereby overdue accounts are disconnected and
forwarded to collections in a more timely manner to allow for a greater chance of
recovery.
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VECC Interrogatory #19

19.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 3, pg. 9

Why has E.L.K calculated the LEAP contribution as 0.12% of the 2006, rather
than 2012 revenue requirement?

Response: E.L.K. has calculated the LEAP contribution as 0.12% of the 2006,
rather than 2012 revenue requirement because the LEAP amount is based on
the last Board Approved cost of service application. As 2006 is the last Board
Approved COS, E.L.K. based its budgeted number on this value.

a) Please recalculate the LEAP contribution for the proposed 2012 revenue
requirement.

Response: Please see response to Board staff Interrogatory #22a.
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VECC Interrogatory #20
20.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 3, pg. 9.
a) Please provide separately E.L.K.’s
. legal costs to-date for the regulatory matters.

. consultant’s costs to-date for regulatory matters.

Response: In Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 3, pg 9, E.L.K. only incorporated 1/4 of the
total regulatory legal and consultant costs.

Legal costs to-date for the regulatory matters total approximately $60,515.19

Consultant’s costs to-date for regulatory matters total approximately $46,591.34
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VECC Interrogatory #21

21.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pg. 5/Schedule 3, pg. 2, Appendix
2-F

a) Please explain why meter reading expenses (account 5310) have not
declined more significantly since 2006 with the installation of smart meters.

Response: There are other costs included in 5310 other than simply the third
party meter reading service, which were no longer applicable after E.L.K.
implemented its smart meters. For example, there are the monthly costs of
Peterborough Utilities Service which is E.L.K.’'s meter service provider. As well,
there are the labour and burden costs associated with meter reading which can
vary each year depending on the costs of E.L.K. linesmen and customer service
representatives attributable to meter reading. The decrease appears to be
reasonable in nature.

b) What are the meter reading cost in 2012 for the GS>50 class of customers?

Response: E.L.K. does not separate out the meter reading costs specifically by
meter class such as GS>50 class of customers.

c) What were the meter reading costs of the third party contractor in the last
year before the implementation of smart meters?

Response: The meter reading cost of the third party contractor in the last full
year before the implementation of smart meters was approximately $30,000.
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VECC Interrogatory 22
22.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 4.8, pg. 6

a) Please update Table 4.8 for 2011 data published by the OEB. Please also

include the names of the utilities denoted as “LDCA” etc. in the updated table.

Response: Please see below for updated Table 4.8 for 2011 data published by
the OEB including the names of the utilities denoted as “LDCA” etc.

Welland
Hydro- Bluew ater
Wasaga Chatham | Peterboroug Electric COLLUS Essex Woodstock | Niagara -on- Power
Mid-Size Southern Distribution | Kent Hydro |h Distribution | Festival Hydro | ~ System Kingston Westario Power | St Thomas | Powerlines Hydro the-lake Distribution
Medium-High Undergrounding ELK. Inc. Inc. Incorp Inc. Corp. Hydro Corp | Power Inc. | Corporation | Energy Inc. Corp  |Services Inc.| Hydroinc. Corp.
Residential Customers 9964 11504 28649 31314 17653 19905 23258 19522 13897 14580 25989 13793 6649 31841
General Service <50 kW Customers 1201 785 3083 3560 2000 1695 3226 2457 1682 1658 1896 1197 1234 3495
General Service >50 kW Customers 11 35 400 396 232 168 360 278 144 198 209 191 17 436
Total Customers 11276 12324 32132 35270 19885 21768 26844 22251 15723 16436 28094 15181 8000 35772
Expenses
Operating $ 246823 |$ 44495 [$ 703434 |1$1,748639 |[$ 616923 ($1,161,145 |$2,605492 [$ 265336 |$ 338927 [$ 558,750 [b 886,624 B 766,170 P 424,014 3,177,397
Maintenance $ 524267 |$ 582,372 [$1,052,368 |$1,775,876 |[$ 922,897 ($1232,248 |$ 810,263 ($1,217,086 [$1818120 $ 364,539 [51425359 B 715982 B 392,884 157,217
Adnministrative $1,648311 |$1,594,111 |$4,958.276 |$3,479,194 |$ 2,427,410 |$2,884,346 |$2,595,986 [$3,114,097 ($1,919440 (62,767,661 [63,234946 [52,324943 1$1,084,289 7,728,906
Other $ 32854 |$ 43051 [$1916522 |$ 476051 |$ 85188 [$ 52,845 |$ 507,694 [$ 68184 |$ 6833 [ 108911 [ 234286 B 128818 H 56,284 648,952
Total OM & A Expenses $2452,255 | $2,264,029 |$8,630,600 |$7,479,760 |$ 4,052,418 ($5330,584 |$6,519,435 ($4,664,703 [$4,083,320 (53,799,861 (55781215 [$3,935913 1,957,471 11,712,472
OM & A Per Customer $ 21748 |$ 18371 |$ 26860 |$ 21207 [$ 20379 ($ 24488 |$ 24286 [$ 20958 |$ 259.70 [$ 23119 [$ 20578 [5 25927 [ 24468 B 327142
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VECC Interrogatory #23

23.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4, pgs. 1-4

a) Please explain why the cost of street lighting and water heater services have
declined since 2006

Response: This is based solely on customer demand and the requirement of
repairs and maintenance as requested and deemed necessary.

b) Please explain why the cost of billing for water services has declined since
2006.

Response: The cost of billing for water services has declined since 2006 due to
the decrease and eventual elimination of the use of a 3" party meter reading
company, as the water meters were being changed out to allow for radio
frequency, so that reads could be obtained from a car driving through the
neighbourhoods with a radio frequency device. In 2006 the meter read costs for
water services was approximately $28,000 and in 2010 this amount decreased to
approximately $2,500 with zero costs in 2011. As well there has been a
decrease of total bills per month from 2006 to 2011, which represents a lesser
cost.
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VECC Interrogatory #24

24.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1,

a) Please provide the amount paid for EDA membership in years 2006 through
2012.

Response: The amounts paid for EDA membership in years 2006 through 2012
including taxes are:

2006 -$24,155.25
2007- $24,592.00
2008- $25,970.00
2009- $26,250.00
2010- $27,405.00
2011- $30,453.50
2012- $32,148.50

b) Does E.L.K. purchase insurance through MEARIE? If so please provide the
amount of premiums paid in each year 2006 through 20127 Please also
provide an explanation of the insurance coverage and the steps taken by
E.L.K. ensure that the cost of coverage is competitive with alternative
offerings.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. purchases its insurance through MEARIE. The
premiums paid in each year 2006 through 2012 including taxes are:

2006 Property- $8,296.56
2006 Comprehensive Liability- $17,642.88
2006 Vehicle- $9883.00

2007 Property- $7,809
2007 Comprehensive Liability- $20,958.48
2007 Vehicle- $10,181

2008 Property- $ -7,809
2008 Comprehensive Liability- $21,145.32
2008 Vehicle $10,318

2009 Property- $8,519
2009 Comprehensive Liability $21,064.32
2009 Vehicle- $10,360

2010 Property- $11,636
2010 Comprehensive Liability- $16,239.96



2010 Vehicle- $10,127

2011 Property- $12,566.88
2011 Comprehensive Liability- $19,250.78
2011 Vehicle- $10,178.00

2012 Property- $11,689.92
2012 Comprehensive Liability- $17,247.82
2011 Vehicle- $9,976.00
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As MEARIE is a reciprocal insurance the insurance premiums are paid by its
members and if amounts collected exceed a certain level they are refunded back

to its members.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 187 of 279

VECC Interrogatory #25

25.0 Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 6, pg. 2 — Table 4.26

a) Since 2006 E.L.K. has added two management employees — one in 2009 and
one in 2012. Please provide a description for each new position, the reason
the position was created, and the current responsibilities of the incremental
position.

Response: Please refer to AMPCO Interrogatory #17h and j which addresses
the first part of the question (the 2009 addition).

The position added in 2012 is for a financial analyst to assist with increased
workloads due to Green Energy initiatives, managing the process of both
microFIT and FIT contracts, conservation tracking and reporting, assisting in the
IFRS conversion, as well as implementing and maintaining time-of-use web
presentment tools and the MDM/R daily process. This position is still currently
vacant.

b) Please provide the total compensation (salary, benefits and overtime) for the
two positions combined.

Response: The total compensation including salary, benefits, CPP, El, Omers,
WSIB, and overtime) for the two positions combined would be approximately
$171,000.
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VECC Interrogatory #26
26.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix 2-F

a) Please explain the doubling since 2006 of account 5610 Management
Salaries and Expenses.

Response: Within the USoA 5610, E.L.K. has reported the costs for the Chief
Executive Officer, Director, Finance & Regulatory Affairs and Manager, Finance
& Regulatory Affairs. Please note that some immaterial costs of these individuals
may have been allocated to different cost centers as well.

The increase from 2006 ($248,333) to 2007 ($263,973) is attributable to pay
increases. From 2008 through 2011, there are fluctuations in the expenditures in
this area due to on-going changes in the status of the former Director of Finance
& Regulatory Affairs. The decrease in 2008 ($208,912) is the result of the
Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs only working ten months in the 2008
fiscal year. In 2009 ($269,158), the small increase over 2008 is the result of pay
increases and E.L.K. creating a new position, Manager of Finance & Regulatory
Affairs, which accounts for most of the increase. The increase in 2010 actual (to
$331,647) results from the return of the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
on a three day a week full time basis, however still maintaining the same
responsibilities while maintaining the Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs
position. The slight decrease in 2011 (to $316,300) is the result of the Director of
Finance & Regulatory Affairs only working four months in that year. The
budgeted 2012 amount of $505,000 includes additional pay increases and the
replacement of the Director of Finance & Regulatory Affairs, who left the
company in 2012, and the addition of one new staff member, a financial analyst
to assist with increased workloads due to Green Energy initiatives, managing the
process of both microFIT and FIT contracts, conservation tracking and reporting,
assisting in the IFRS conversion, as well as implementing and maintaining time-
of-use web presentment tools and the MDM/R daily process.
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27.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 7, pg. 9
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a) Please update the 2012 Depreciation Expense Table 4.35 to show actual
values (may be answered in conjunction with Energy Probe IR # 25).

Response: Please see Energy Probe Interrogatory #25.
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VECC Interrogatory #28

28.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 7, pg. 1.

a) Please provide a depreciation table showing:

. Assets name/description;

. Prior depreciation rate;

. New depreciation rate; and,

o OEB/Kinectrics recommended low and high depreciation rate for
the asset.

Response: Please see table below. There is no prior depreciation rate or new
depreciation rate. E.L.K. has never changed depreciation rates.
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Depreciation Table

Asset name/description

Prior
depreciation
rate (CGAAP)

New
depreciation
rate (IFRS) OEB/Kinectrics rate
Low

High

Land

Transformer station equipment > 50 kV
Distribution station equipment< 50 kV
Poles, towers & fixtures

Overhead conductors & devices
Underground conduit

Underground conductors & devices
Line transformers

Services (overhead and underground)
Meters

Land

Land rights

Buildings & fixtures

Office furniture& equipment
Computer equipment - hardware
Computer software

Transportation equipment

Tools, shop& garage equipment
Communications equipment
Miscellaneous fixed assets

* |ife depends on type of wire or type of transformer

n/a

n/a

25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25
25

50
10
10

10
10
10

N/A rates not

chosen yet

30
30
35
30
30
20
30
35
15

50

NN wWwum

2
at rate of related asset

60
60
75
75
85
75
60
80
35

75
15

20
10
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VECC Interrogatory #29

29.0 Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pg. 1.

a) Please update the Summary of Income Taxes Table 4.39 for the year-end
2012 financial results.

Response: 2012 tax information and financial results are not yet available.
Typically the period after year end up until the auditors arrive is used to complete
and verify the year’s financial information. This process is progress at this time.
2012 tax information will not be available until early June, 2013.
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EXHIBIT 5 - COST OF CAPITAL AND RATE OF RETURN
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #25:

12.Ref: E5-T1-S1p. 1

E.L.K. is requesting a return on equity in accordance with the Cost of Capital Parameter
Updates for 2012 COS Applications issued in March 2012. Given the timeline for this
proceeding, updated Parameters which are normally issued in March may be available.

a) Will E.L.K. be proposing to use the updated Parameters, if available? If not, why
not?

Response:

As this is a 2012 cost of service rate application, E.L.K. believes that it is
appropriate to maintain the Board’s parameters for applications for 2012 rates as
used in the Application.
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Energy Probe:

5.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 29

Ref: Exhibit5, Tab 1, Schedule 1

a) What is the actual rate payable to the Town of Essex on the demand promissory
note?

Response: The actual rate payable to the Town of Essex on the demand promissory
note is currently 7.25% interest annually.

b) Please provide the actual amount remaining on the demand promissory note
from the Town of Essex at the end of each month of 2012.

Response: The actual amount remaining on the demand promissory note for the Town
of Essex at the end of each month is $1,900,000. No principal repayments were made.

c) Please explain how the rate of 2.14% on the TD Commercial loan has been
calculated in reference to the loan agreements found in Appendix 5-A.

Response: 2.14% was the interest rate at the exact date of the renewal provided by TD
Bank. The 2.14% is not actually in the TD Loan amending agreement as it states “ Rate
Term to be renewed at prevailing interest rates for one year following execution of this
Amending Agreement.”

d) Based on the June, 2012 amending agreement for the TD Commercial bank
loan, what is the rate on the loan of $5.6 million with the three year committed
term?

Response: The rate on the loan of $5.6 million is 2.136% (rounded to 2.14% in the
preceding question) for a one year fixed rate term. Please note that the contractual
term is a three year-term. The contractual term cannot be less than the rate term. It
shows that TD is committed to E.L.K. and could not technically call the credit unless
E.L.K. defaulted on the agreement. The interest rate guarantee is based on the Rate
Term chosen and not the contractual term.

e) What is the total actual interest cost for 2012 associated with the TD Commercial
loan? If actual costs are not available for all of 2012, please provide the most
recent year-to-date actual costs, along with a forecast for the remainder of 2012.
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Response: The total actual interest cost for 2012 associated with the TD
Commercial loan is $134,914.33

Please provide details on the actual amount of debt outstanding related to the TD
Commercial loan for each month of 2012.

Response: An $800,000 principal repayment was made June 2012. As a result prior to
June the actual amount of the debt outstanding is $6,400,000. From June 2012
onward, the amount of debt outstanding is $5,600,000.
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EnWin:
EnWin Interrogatory # 18

Exhibit 5 Tab 1 Schedule 1 Page 1

a) Please describe the treasury, cash flow management and other principles
that guide ELK’s mix of debt instruments, including with respect to the
costs, terms (i.e. durations) and sources of those instruments. If those
principles are documented, please provide those documents.

Response: There are no specific treasury, cash flow management and
other principles that guide E.L.K.’s mix of debt instruments, including the
costs, terms and sources of those instruments. The principles are not
documented.

b) Does ELK use short term debt, such as a line of credit? If not, why not?

Response: No E.L.K. does not use short term debt such as a line of
credit. There is no necessity for this at this time.

C) If for rate-setting purposes the Board deems the interest rate of the
Promissory Note to be some amount less than 7.25%, what expenditures
proposed in this application will ELK not pursue due to the shortfall in
recovery for its actual interest expense? Please provide two such
assessments, the first using a LTD rate of 4.41% and the second using a
LTD rate of 4.03%.

Response: There have been preliminary discussions with the holder of
the promissory note regarding a reduction in the interest rate payable on
the note. Based on discussions, E.L.K. is hopeful that there will be no
shortfall.
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EnWin Interrogatory # 19

Exhibit 5 Tab 1 Appendix 5-A

a)

b)

Please provide any documentation that illustrates the relationship between
the terms (i.e. provisions) of the Demand Promissory Note and
competitive market instruments that would have been available to ELK in
2002.

Response: E.L.K. has no such documentation. In any event, this
information is irrelevant to the current application for 2012 distribution
rates.

If ELK had Demand Promissory Notes with the Town of Lakeshore or the
Town of Kingsville since 2000, please provide a copy of each of those
notes.

Response: Please see below
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Lakeshore

DEMAND PROMISSORY NOTE
Cdn.5$1,560,000.00 Date: October 23, 2002

The undersigned, for value received, hereby acknowledges itself indebted to and
promises to pay on demand therefor to or to the order of The Corporation of the Town of
Lakeshore (the “Lender™), at 419 Notre Dame Street, Belle River, Ontario, NOR 1A0, or such
other address within the Province of Ontario as the Lender may specify from time to time, the
principal sum of One Million, Five Hundred and Sixty-Thousand Dollars and 00/100 Cents
(81,560,000.00) of lawful money of Canada, and to pay simple interest on such principal sum
outstanding from time to time at the fixed rate of 7.25% per annum, calculated yearly from the
date of this promissory note and to pay interest on amounts in default hereunder both before and
after judgement at the same rate.

Subject to the provisions of the Shareholders Agreement (as defined below), interest shall
be paid on each anniversary of the date of this promissory note (provided that if any such day is
not a day on which banks are open for business in Windsor, Ontario, on the immediately
following day on which banks are open for business in Windsor, Ontario) in respect of which
such interest has accrued.

Demand for payment hereunder shall be made by notice in writing to the undersigned at
the last known address of the undersigned setting out details of the amount outstanding and the
appropriate method of payment. Any amounts owing hereunder shall be due and payable seven
(7) days after demand therefor. Upon demand being made hereunder, any interest then accrued
whether or not due and payable shall be deemed to be due and payable.

The undersigned hereby waives diligence, presentment for payment, notice of non-
payment, and notice of protest of this promissory note, and all other notices in connection with
the delivery, acceptance, performance, or enforcement of, or default under this promissory note,
and waives diligence in collection on bringing suit with respect to this promissory note.

This promissory note shall not be assignable, transferable and negotiable by the Lender in
whole or in part, except in accordance with the terms and conditions of that certain amended and
restated shareholders agreement governing the business and affairs of the undersigned dated
October _27/ _, 2002 (the “Shareholders Agreement”).

Demand may be made under this promissory note, and payments shall be made under this
promissory note, only in accordance with sections 2.10 and 2.11 of the Shareholders Agreement.

This promissory note and every part hereof shall be binding upon the undersigned and its
successors and permitted assigns, and shall enure to the benefit of, and be enforceable by, the
Lender and any of its successors and permitted assigns.

The undersigned hereby agrees to pay any and all costs and expenses, including legal
costs on a solicitor and his own client basis, paid or incurred by the Lender in connection with
the enforcement of a default under this promissory note, including without limitation, collecting
amounts payable under this promissory note after they shall become due and payable.
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Lakeshore

This promissory note shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of
the Province of Ontario and the federal laws of Canada applicable therein. The undersigned
hereby irrevocably attorns to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of the Province of
Ontario with respect to any matter arising under or related to this promissory note.

DATED this _2/°>"_day of October, 2002.
E.L.K. ENERGY INC.

e pllen N0l

«  Name: Wiegre E. Rze32
T"!f Co"fd.rz

G23v2527142.1
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Kingsville

DEMAND PROMISSORY NOTE
Cdn.$2,470,000.00 Date: October 22, 2002

The undersigned, for value received, hereby acknowledges itself indebted to and
promises to pay on demand therefor to or to the order of The Corporation of the Town of
Kingsville (the “Lender™), at 2021 Division Road North, Kingsville, Ontario, N9Y 2Y9, or such
other address within the Province of Ontario as the Lender may specify from time to time, the
principal sum of Two Million, Four Hundred and Seventy-Thousand Dollars and 00/100 Cents
($2,470,000.00) of lawful money of Canada, and to pay simple interest on such principal sum
outstanding from time to time at the fixed rate of 7.25% per annum, calculated yearly from the
date of this promissory note and to pay interest on amounts in default hereunder both before and
after judgement at the same rate,

Subject to the provisions of the Shareholders Agreement (as defined below), interest shall
be paid on each anniversary of the date of this promissory note (provided that if any such day is
not a day on which banks are open for business in Windsor, Ontario, on the immediately
following day on which banks are open for business in Windsor, Ontario) in respect of which
such interest has accrued.

Demand for payment hereunder shall be made by notice in writing to the undersigned at
the last known address of the undersigned setting out details of the amount outstanding and the
appropriate method of payment. Any amounts owing hereunder shall be due and payable seven
(7) days after demand therefor. Upon demand being made hereunder, any interest then accrued
whether or not due and payable shall be deemed to be due and payable.

The undersigned hereby waives diligence, presentment for payment, notice of non-
payment, and notice of protest of this promissory note, and all other notices in connection with
the delivery, acceptance, performance, or enforcement of, or default under this promissory note,
and waives diligence in collection on bringing suit with respect to this promissory note.

This promissory note shall not be assignable, transferable and negotiable by the Lender in
whole or in part, except in accordance with the terms and conditions of that certain amended and
restated shareholders agreement governing the business and affairs of the undersigned dated
October 2/, 2002 (the “Shareholders Agreement”).

Demand may be made under this promissory note, and payments shall be made under this
promissory note, only in accordance with sections 2.10 and 2.11 of the Shareholders Agreement.

This promissory note and every part hereof shall be binding upon the undersigned and its
successors and permitted assigns, and shall enure to the benefit of, and be enforceable by, the
Lender and any of its successors and permitted assigns.

The undersigned hereby agrees to pay any and all costs and expenses, including legal
costs on a solicitor and his own client basis, paid or incurred by the Lender in connection with
the enforcement of a default under this promissory note, including without limitation, collecting
amounts payable under this promissory note after they shall become due and payable.
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Kingsville

This promissory note shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of
the Province of Ontario and the federal laws of Canada applicable therein. The undersigned
hereby irrevocably attorns to the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of the Province of
Ontario with respect to any matter arising under or related to this promissory note.

DATED this_2/* day of October, 2002.

E.L.K. ENERGY INC.

7

Per: ,4// Kr’

o S

Name: tetiegee R. Bzevss
Title: Csenia

G23V2527143.1

The DAMP states that ELK has long-life infrastructure, including poles that
are in use for 35 to 75 years, meanwhile ELK finances that infrastructure
in large part with debt that is callable on demand and debt that is subject
to market fluctuations every 3 years or so. Please reconcile this
divergence, including with regard to risk management and customer
impact considerations.

Response: In a typical year E.L.K. does not finance infrastructure through
debt. There may be some years that borrowing may be required, but this
does not happen every year.

What was the rationale for refinancing the 2009 TD Loan in 20127

Response: E.L.K. refinanced the 2009 TD Loan because both the 3 year
contractual term and the rate term came due June 12, 2012.

The TD Loan appears to provide 3 discrete facilities:
e Facility #1 is to finance a dividend

e Facility #2 is to finance capex, and
e Facility #3 is to meet the IESO prudential requirements.

Please confirm that these are three discrete facilities embedded within the
single note.
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Response: Yes these are three discrete facilities embedded within the
single note.

The $5.6 million figure that ELK cites for the TD Loan appears to be only
one of the three facilities and appears to be the figure for Facility #1 (to
finance a dividend). Please confirm that ELK is only utilizing the TD Loan
for the purpose of financing a dividend. If ELK is not utilitizing or
exclusively utilizing the TD Loan to finance a dividend, please explain the
purpose(s) that the $5.6 million instrument.

Response: Yes the TD Loan Facility #1 was only used to finance the
dividend and this has already been done. This money is now owed to the
TD Bank. E.L.K. is not drawing on this facility for yearly dividend amounts.

Please list the dividend payments since June 2009 and explain any
variance between the dividend payments and the $8 million provided for in
the June 2009 TD Loan, including funds allocated to capex or operating
expenses.

Response: There was a dividend declared March 19, 2019 but paid June
8, 2009 in the amount of $10,599,900. As well, in 2011, a dividend was
declared and paid in the amount of $265,800. The $8 million provided for
in June 2009 TD loan was used for the dividend and the balance financed
internally.
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a) Please calculate the revenue requirement impact of using the cost of capital
parameters issued by the Board on November 15, 2012. Please show the
adjustments separately (e.g. working capital, interest costs etc.).

Response:

The revenue requirement impact of using the cost of capital parameters
issued by the Board on November 15, 2012 is shown below by component.

November 15,
2012 Capital
Application Parameters  |Difference

OM&A Expenses 2,629,509 2,629,509 0
Amortization Expenses 975,107 975,107 0
PlLs 238,598 235,719 (2,879)
Deemed Interest 212,518 205,366 (7,152)
Retum on Equity 483,947 473,865 (10,082)
Revenue Requirement 4,539,680 4,519,567 (20,113)
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EXHIBIT 6 — CALCULATION OF REVENUE DEFICIENCY AND SURPLUS
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #26

Ref: E1-T1-S1

Upon completion of responses to all interrogatories

a) Please identify any adjustments to the proposed service revenue requirement
that the E.L.K. wishes to make relative to the original application.

Response: The only adjustment E.L.K. wishes to make at this time to the proposed
service revenue requirement, relative to the original application, is to reflect the
revised load forecast outlined in Board Staff #11.

b) Please provide an updated RRWF with any corrections or adjustments that the
E.L.K.wishes to make to the amounts in the previous version of the RRWF
included in the middle column. Please include documentation of the corrections
and adjustments, such as a reference to an interrogatory response or an
explanatory note.

Response: An updated RRWEF reflecting the adjustment outlined in a) is provided in
the file titled “ELK 2012_Rev_Reqt Work Form_Board Staff 26” with the updated
values included in the middle column. In addition, the updated bill impacts for the
typical monthly consumption levels of 800 kWh for residential and 2,000 kwh for
GS<50 are shown in the updated RRWF. The bill impacts also reflect the responses
to Board Staff #37, 38 and 39 as well as the revised balance for account 1562 of
$4,059 owing to the customer. The calculations for the revised balance for account
1562 are provided in Appendix Bd staff 40 - revised PILs summary.
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Energy Probe:

6.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 30

Ref:

a)

b)

Exhibit 6, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please update Table 6.1 to reflect actual data for 2011. If actual data for the
entire year is not yet available, please provide an updated Table 6.1 based on
data that reflects as many months as are currently available for 2012, along with
the forecast for the remaining months.

Response: E.L.K. assumes the question is requesting an update to Table 6.1 to
reflect actual data for 2012 not 2011 which is addressed below in part b). Actual
data for the entire 2012 year is not yet available and in some cases monthly data
is also not available. For example, actual distribution revenue is not available
until the year end process is completed since it is after year end that the unbilled
revenue adjustment is completed. As a result, it would be premature to complete
an updated 2012 analysis since any estimated values used could lead to
incorrect conclusions. It is expected the actual 2012 information will be available
in March to April of 2013.

Please provide versions of Table 6.1 for each of 2009, 2010 and 2011. In each
of these tables, please ensure that all calculations for such things as PILs,
deemed interest, etc. are consistent with what would be shown under a cost of
service application.

Response: Although the format is not exactly the same as Table 6.1 a revenue
sufficiency/deficiency calculation is provided for each of 2009, 2010 and 2011 in
the table below. In the calculations, E.L.K. believes it has determined such items
as PILs and deemed interest consistent with what would be shown under a cost
of service application. Please note that the 2009 information has not been
restated to reflect the error determined by its auditor in the course of preparing
the 2011 financial statements. The auditors determined that the 2010 financial
statements contained an error regarding the booking of certain cost of power and
wholesale market services costs which resulted in an overstatement of earnings
and revenues in 2010. The correction has been reflected in the 2010 and 2011
information. The correction does not impact on the application and a change is
not needed.



Rewvenue

Distribution Revenue

Other Operating Revenue (Net)
Total Revenue

Costs and Expenses

Admin & Gen, Billing & Collecting
Operation & Maintenance
Depreciation & Amortization
Deemed Interest

Total Costs and Expenses

Utility Income Before Income Taxes

Income Tax Expense Calculation:
Accounting Income

Tax Adjustments to Accounting Income.
For 2009 and 2010 based on Sch 1 from
Tax Return.

Taxable Income

Tax Rate

Income Tax Expense

Net Income
Target Net Income at Regulated ROE
Sufficiency/(Deficiency)

ROE
Target ROE
Difference

Rate Base
Long Term Debt %
Equity %

Long Term Debt Return
Equity Return

2009

$4,383,414
$759,760
$5,143,174

$1,683,194
$805,899
$852,414
$460,782

$3,802,289

$1,340,885

$1,340,885
($194,838)

$1,146,047
33.00%
$378,195

$962,689
$436,823
$525,866

20%
9%
11%

2010

$3,188,504
$665,099
$3,853,603

$1,535,059
$546,850
$824,357
$505,986

$3,412,252

$441,351

$441,351
$414,780

$856,131
31.00%
$265,401

$175,950
$418,747
($242,797)

4%
9%
(5%)
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2011

$2,959,341
$773,929
$3,733,270

$1,634,946
$771,900
$839,799
$492,239

$3,738,884

($5,615)

($5,615)
$1,415,538

$1,409,923
28.25%
$398,303

($403,918)
$407,371
($811,288)

(9%)
9%
(18%)

$11,209,204 $11,631,868 $11,315,847

56.70%
43.30%

7.25%
9.00%

60.00%
40.00%

7.25%
9.00%

60.00%
40.00%

7.25%
9.00%
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6.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 31

Ref: Decision and Procedural Order No. 2, dated May 29, 2012, Appendix A

Please comment on any significant difference for 2010 and/or 2011 between the
regulated return on deemed equity provided in the response to Energy Probe #30 above
and the calculations shown in Appendix A to the Decision and Procedural Order No. 2
dated May, 2012.

Response:

For 2010 and 2011 the difference between the approved and the achieved regulated
return on deemed equity provided in the response to Energy Probe #30 is greater than
the results shown in Appendix A to the Decision and Procedural Order No. 2 dated May,
2012. However, the difference between the approved and the achieved regulated return
on deemed equity is directionally the same which continues to support the Decision to
not reduce rates. However, directionally they are the same which continues to support
the Decision to not reduce rates.
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EXHIBIT 7 — COST ALLOCATION
AMPCO:

AMPCO Interrogatory #19

Reference: Exhibit 7, Tabl, Schedule 1, Page 1

Preamble: The evidence indicates E.L.K. has developed weighting factors based on
discussions with staff experienced in the subject area.

a) Please confirm the experience of the staff in the subject area.
Response: The experience of the staff in the subject area include:

Manager of Finance & Regulatory Affairs: 4 years experience in the utility industry
Manager of Operations: 24 years experience in the utility industry
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AMPCO Interrogatory #20

Reference: Exhibit 7, Tabl, Schedule 2, Page 3, Table 7-7

Preamble: Table 7-7 shows 2012 revenue-to-cost ratios from the 2012 Cost Allocation
Study as well as proposed revenue-to-cost ratios for 2012, 2013 and 2014.

a)

b)

Please discuss why E.L.K. does not propose phased movement towards unity in the
years 2013 and 2014.

Response:
In accordance with section 2.3.4 of the Application of Cost Allocation for Electricity

Distributors Report of the Board EB-2007-0667 dated November 28, 2007 it states

“Distributors should endeavour to move their revenue-to-cost ratios closer to one
if this is supported by improved cost allocations.”

Although E.L.K. has revised the 2012 cost allocation study to reflect 2012 costs,
customer numbers and demand values as well as included distributor specific
weighting factor, E.L.K. does not believe these revisions constitute a significant
improvement over the 2006 cost allocation informational filing. As a result, E.L.K.
has adopted the practice reflected in many previous cost of service applications to
ensure the revenue to cost ratios are within the Board’s approved ranges.

Please reproduce Table 7-8 based on revenue-to-cost ratios equal to unity in 2012
for each class and provide the bill impacts by class.

Response:
A revised Table 7-8 based on revenue-to-cost ratios equal to unity in 2012 for each

class is provided below. Under this scenario the bill impact for a Residential
customer using 800 kWh per month is -15.54%; for a General Service < 50 kW
customer using 2,000 kWh per month it is -19.90%; and for a General Service > 50
kW customer using 30,000 kwh and 100 kW per month it is -32.51%.
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Table 7-8 Calculated Class Revenue - (Consistent with Appendix 2-O: Calculated Class
Revenue)
2012
Proposed
2012 Base Base 2012
Revenue at | Revenue | Proposed |Miscellaneous
Class -
Existing Allocated at Base Revenue
Rates Existing Revenue
Rates
Proportion
Residential $2,074,165 | $2,536,483 | $2,466,245 $468,428
General Service <50 kW $215,076 $263,014 $582,880 $87,716
General Service 50 to 4,999 kW $811,082 $991,866 $470,060 $82,837
Street Lighting $856 $1,047 $174,836 $20,225
Sentinel Lighting $42 $51 $535 $72
Unmetered Scattered Load $2,449 $2,994 $4,171 $636
Embedded Distributor - Hydro One $52,472 $64,168 $160,897 $20,141
Total $3,156,142 | $3,859,625 | $3,859,625 $680,055

Please confirm that Table 7-7 shows that the GS 50 to 4,999 kW customer class as
well as the residential class is overcontributing and subsidizing the other customer

classes.

Response:

E.L.K. confirms that Table 7-7 shows that the GS 50 to 4,999 kW customer class
and the residential class are over contributing and subsidizing the other customer

classes.

Please discuss whether the data used in the 2012 cost allocation study is better data
and an improvement over the data used in the 2006 cost allocation study.

Response:
Please see response to part a)
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Energy Probe:

7.0 Energy Probelnterrogatory # 32

Ref: Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 2

Based on the changes in base revenue shown in Table 7-8, does ELK believe that any
rate mitigation is required for any of the classes shown? Please elaborate.

Response:

ELK does not believe that any rate mitigation is required for any of the classes shown in
Table 7-8. In particular, ELK does not have a mitigation plan for Street Lighting and
Sentinel Lighting. E.L.K. has adjusted the revenue to cost ratios for these classes in
order to be within the Board’s target range, consistent with the approach approved by
the Board in other CoS applications since 2008. It is E.L.K.’s understanding that in
order to address the significant under recovery of cost in these two classes, significant
changes to the revenue-to-cost ratio have occurred in many other cases and the bill
impacts for these classes have been higher than 10%. Based on the aforementioned
information, it is E.L.K.’s understanding that in the past the Board has not been
concerned with bill impacts greater than 10% for these classes and as a result a
mitigation plan was not developed.
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EnWin:
EnWin Interrogatory #20

Exhibit 7 Tab 1 Schedule 1 Page 1

Please provide a copy of any third party review of ELK’s customer cost
allocation.

Response: No third party review of E.L.K.’s cost allocation was required by the
Board’s Filing Requirements, and no third party review was obtained.
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VECC:
VECC Interrogatory #31

31.0 Reference: Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 1
ELK 2012 CA Model Filing

a) Please provide a schedule that contrasts the weighing factors by customer
class used for Services and Billing & Collecting as used in the current
Application with those in the original Informational CA filing.

Response:

The requested information is provided below

Original
Inform ational

Services Weighting Factors | 2012 Study CA
Residential 1.0 1.0

GS <50 1.9 2.0
GS=>50-Regular 1.9 10.0
Street Light 0.7 1.0
Sentinel 0.8 1.0
Unmetered Scattered Load 0.7 1.0
Hydro One 0.0 ha

Original

Billing & Collecting Informational
Weighting Factors 2012 Study CA
Residential 1.0 1.0

GS <50 1.0 2.0
GS=>50-Regular 18.0 7.0
Street Light 15.3 1.0
Sentinel 1.0 0.1
Unmetered Scattered Load 1.0 5.0
Hydro One 18.0 na
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b) With respect to Sheet 17.1, please confirm that meter costs used here for
each class are consistent with the smart meter costs by class as reported in
Exhibit 9.

Response:

E.L.K. confirms that meter costs used in Sheet 17.1 for each class are consistent
with the smart meter costs by class as reported in Exhibit 9.
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EXHIBIT 8 - RATE DESIGN
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #27

Ref: E8-T1-S1p. 2

E.L.K.’s proposed Rate Design includes the establishment of the Embedded Distributor
class (for Hydro One) with a base revenue requirement of $160,897.

a) Please estimate what the attributable revenue requirement would have been for
Hydro One, had it remained in the GS 50- 4,999 kW class.

Response:

E.L.K. estimate the attributable revenue requirement would have been
approximately $177k for Hydro One, had it remained in the GS 50- 4,999 kW
class.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #28

13.Ref: E8-T1-S2

Please update the proposed Retail Transmission Service Rates with the Ontario
Uniform Transmission Rated approved by the Board on December 20, 2012.

Response:

Since E.L.K. is embedded with Hydro One, E.L.K’s Retail Transmission Service
Rates are based on Hydro One Sub-Transmission Rates and Hydro One Sub-
Transmission Rate Rider 6A as outlined in the RTSR work form. It is E.L.K’s
understanding that the Ontario Uniform Transmission Rated approved by the
Board on December 20, 2012 have not yet impacted the Hydro One Sub-
Transmission Rates and Hydro One Sub-Transmission Rate Rider 6A. As a
result, there is no change to E.L.K’s Retail Transmission Service Rates outlined
in the application.
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Please refer to line G in the table below and provide an explanation for the increase, as
compared to 2009 and prior years, in the distribution loss factor in 2010 and 2011.
Please provide an explanation for the high losses in 2010 and 2011. Are losses
expected to continue at this higher level for the foreseeable future? What has E.L.K

done to address this issue?

Table 8-11
Total Loss Factor Calculations
j— E—
i 208 | 2008 | __=n

|Losses Withn Destnbutonr's Systoem |
A1) Wihokes.ale™ KWh delverod 1o dstributor (Tegher vakue) 271,076,220 | 262,640 500 ' 248858 578 | 201284008 | 256,006,715 | 260,770,204 :
ALZ) "W holesale™ KW h delvered to desinbutor (lower value ) 262162 680 | 254 004 440 | 240675008 | 252 600 X34 | 246 640 £08 251,237,141 |
8  [Poron of “Wholesale™ kKvWh delverad 1o destnbutor for s Large Use Customen(s ) { |
C__|Net “Wholes.ale™ KWh delvered 1o dstnbutor = AQ2) - B 262,162,680 | 254 004,440 | 240,675,608 | 252 603,334 | 246,640,628 251,237 141 |
D [Retal” kWh delvered by dstrtautor ) 257 725,197 | 247 117,007 | 237,106,240 | 228.261.453 | 231804 181 | 240,540,824 |
E [Pormon of Retal” kWh delvered by dstnbutor 1o 85 Large Use Customen(s ) R
F  [Net Rotad™ KWh delvered by destrbutor = D - E 25T TN0T | MTNT007 | 237100240 | 228 261 453 | 231 604 181 240 540 824 |
G |Loss Fackor m Destnbutor's system = C/ F T 100 72%  10254% 101 51%) 110 70%] _ 10036%] 104 45%

Losses Lipstream of Destributor's System |
;rn ‘:Imnlmm,ur.simh 103 40%) mami 10\_«_}‘. !U_Hu“. 103 40%] m.\ll‘.h;
| | Total Losses | 1
il |Total Loss Factr = Gx H 105 108 | 105 114 | 110 108 |

Response:

During the review of this interrogatory, it came to E.L.K.’s attention that some of

the billing and source data used to calculate the below chart was incorrect. High
losses could be attributable to theft of power and a poor power factor on E.L.K.’s
system. Please see the revised chart with the correct source data below labeled
Table 8-11 Revised which shows a decreased loss factor in 2010 and 2011:
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Historical Years 5-Year Average
2007| 2008| 2009] 2010 2011

Losses Within Distributor's System

A(1) ["Wholesale" kwWh delivered to 271,076,220( 262,640,600( 248,858,578| 261,284,908 255,035,715 259,779,204
distributor (higher value)

A(2) ["Wholesale" kWh delivered to 262,162,689( 254,004,449 240,675,608| 252,693,334 | 246,649,628 251,237,141
distributor (lower value)

B |Portion of "Wholesale" kWh 0
delivered to distributor for its Large
Use Customer(s)

C |Net "Wholesale" kWh delivered to 262,162,689( 254,004,449 240,675,608| 252,693,334 | 246,649,628 251,237,141
distributor = A(2) - B

D |["Retail" kWh delivered by distributor |253,561,025 (244,708,081 (229,809,479 235,427,525 | 238,556,765 240,412,575

E |Portion of "Retail" kWh delivered by 0
distributor to its Large Use
Customer(s)

F  |Net "Retail" kWh delivered by 253,561,025( 244,708,081 | 229,809,479 235,427,525 238,556,765 240,412,575
distributor = D - E

G [Loss Factor in Distributor's system = 1.034 1.038 1.047 1.073 1.034 1.045
C/F
Losses Upstream of Distributor's System

H |[Supply Facilities Loss Factor 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034
Total Losses

| |Total Loss Factor = G x H 1.069] 1.073] 1.083] 1.110| 1.069| 1.081
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Board Staff Interrogatory #30

Ref: E8-T1-S4 and Appendix 8-A

E.L.K. has requested to recover an LRAM amount of $80,535 which includes $5,328 in
carrying charges. The LRAM claim includes lost revenues associated with OPA CDM
programs delivered between 2006 and 2010.

a)

b)

d)

Please confirm that E.L.K. has used final 2010 program evaluation results from
the OPA to calculate its LRAM amount.

Response:
E.L.K. confirms it has used final 2010 program evaluation results from the OPA

to calculate its LRAM amount.

If E.L.K. did not use final 2010 program evaluation results from the OPA, please
explain why and update the LRAM amount accordingly.

Response:
Not applicable

Please confirm that this is E.L.K.’s first and only LRAM claim. If E.L.K. has
requested LRAM in the past, please provide the details.

Response:
E.L.K. confirms that this is E.L.K.’s first and only LRAM claim

Please confirm that E.L.K. has not received any of the lost revenues requested in
this application in the past. If E.L.K. has collected lost revenues related to
programs applied for in this application, please discuss the appropriateness of
this request.

Response:
E.L.K. confirms that it has not received any of the lost revenues requested in this

application in the past.

Please confirm that E.L.K. is only seeking recovery of lost revenues up to the end
of 2010. If E.L.K. is seeking, or plans to seek, additional lost revenues
associated with 2006-2010 CDM Programs, please discuss.

Response:
E.L.K. confirms it is only seeking recovery of lost revenues up to the end of 2010.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #31

Ref: E8-T1-S8 Appendix 2-W

Upon completing all interrogatories from Board staff and intervenors, please provide an
updated Appendix 2-W for all classes at the typical consumption / demand levels (i.e.
800 kWh for residential, 2,000 kwh for GS<50).

Response: Upon completing all interrogatories from Board staff and intervenors,
updated bill impacts for the typical monthly consumption levels of $800 kwWh for
residential and $2,000 kWh for GS<50 are shown in the updated RRWF provided in
response to Board Staff #26. The bill impacts are outlined in tabs 10A Bill Impacts —
Residential and 10B Bill Impacts — GS_LT_50kW of the updated RRWF.
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EnWin:
EnWin Interrogatory #21

Exhibit 8 Tab 1 Schedule 3 Page 1

a) Was the increase in losses in 2010 the result of changes in the ELK grid
or from changes in the tracking or recording of consumption information?

Response:
Please see response to Board Staff #29

b) By what date could ELK incorporate the 2012 actual figures into the Total
Loss Factor calculation?

Response: E.L.K. could incorporate the 2012 actual figures into the Total
Loss Factor calculation after the audited financial statements are
completed.

C) Would ELK agree that a Total Loss Factor based on an average of 2010
and 2011 (and 2012, subject to availability) would be a more reasonable
basis for calculating the TLF in this application?

Response: In response to Board Staff #29 the total loss calculations have

been revised. These revised calculations suggest to ELK that the standard
five year average is a reasonable approach.

d) How did the change in losses in 2010 affect ELK’s capital expenditures
plans for 2011 and 20127

Response: E.L.K.’s capital expenditure plans for 2011 and 2012 were not
impacted. Please refer to OEB Staff Interrogatory #29.

e) Please provide any comparative study or analysis on LDC loss factors.

Response: E.L.K. does not possess any comparative studies or analysis
on LDC loss factors.
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EnWin Interrogatory #22

Exhibit 8 Tab 1 Schedule 6

a)

b)

Please provide any precedents where the Board ordered an effective date
that was less than 180 days after the filing of a rate application. Please
note the proceeding number, filing date, effective date, implementation
date, and nature of the rate application (e.g. cost of service, IRM,
electricity, gas).

Response: ELK is not aware at this time of any precedents where the
Board ordered an effective date that was less than 180 days after the filing
of a rate application. However, E.L.K. may have further comments in the
event that submissions are required in this regard.

When does ELK propose to file a 2013 rate application and what effective
date and implementation date will be sought in that application?

Response: E.L.K. will await further direction from the OEB after the
completion on the 2012 COS Application.
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EnWin Interrogatory #23

Exhibit 8 Tab 1 Schedule 8 Page 3

a) How will the decrease in cash flow proposed in this application for the test
year adversely affect ELK’s operations and future investment in the grid?
If it will not lead to an adverse effect, please explain why not.

Response: Please refer to Table 9-3. The decrease in cash flow
proposed in this Application for the Test Year is $(345,912). This will not
have an adverse effect as E.L.K.’s current cash position is strong.

b) In what way does the ELK application propose to mitigate rate shock for
Residential customers once the deferral and variance account rate riders
are discontinued in the near future?

Response:
Please see response to VECC #35

C) Please identify the point at which ELK first became aware that it was
significantly over-collecting from customers?

Response: In E.L.K.’s view it is not significantly over-collecting from its
customers.

d) Please identify the point at which ELK first became aware that allocating
the balances in the deferral and variance accounts would result in
returning considerable funds to its customers on a one-time basis?

Response: In total the deferral and variance accounts indicate an over
collection of $345,912 which in E.L.K.’s view is not a significant over-
collection from its customers.
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School Energy Coalition:

SEC -18 [8/1/1, p. 4/5] Please confirm that, if the GS>50 monthly service charge is
set at $127.68, the volumetric charge for that class has to be set at
$2.2460/kW to remain revenue neutral.

Response:
If the GS>50 monthly service charge is set at $127.68, the volumetric charge for

that class will be $2.2460/kW before the adjustment for transformation allowance
but once this adjustment is made the volumetric charge will be $2.6599/kW to
remain revenue neutral.
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Global Adjustment rider.

Response:
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[8/1/8, p. 5] Please recalculate the GS>50 table on this page including the

The bill impacts shown on the referenced page for the GS>50 class have been
recalculated to include Global Adjustment rider and is provided below.

GENERAL SERVICE > 50 kW

2011 BILL 2012 BILL IMPACT
Volume FATE CRAREE Volume FATE ClRAREE Gzt Gl %of Total Bill
$ $ $ $ $ %
Consumption Monthly Senice Charge 436.99 315.94 (121.05) (27.70%) 6.57%
30,000 kWh Distribution (kW) 100 2.8308 283.08 100 1.5759 157.59 (125.49) (44.33%) 3.28%
100 kW Low Voltage Rider (kW) 100 0.5822 58.22 100 0.4988 49.88 (8.34) (14.32%) 1.04%
Smart Meter Adder/Rider (per month) = 1.45 (1.45) (100.00%) 0.00%
LRAM & SSM Rider (kW) 0.00 100 0.0833 8.33 8.33 #DIV/O! 0.17%
Stranded Meter Rider ($/Month) 0.00 0.00 0.00 #DIV/O! 0.00%
Late Payment (per month) 7.59 0 0.0000 0.00 (7.59) (100.00%) 0.00%
Deferrral & Variance Acct (kW) 100 5.9562 595.62 100 3.7525 375.25 (220.37) (37.00%) 7.80%
Distribution Sub-Total 1,382.95 906.99 (475.96) (34.429%) 18.86%
Retail Transmisssion (kW) 100 3.748 374.80 100 3.8148 381.48 6.68 1.78% 7.93%
Delivery Sub-Total 1,757.75 1,288.47 (469.28) (26.70%) 26.80%
Other Charges (kWh) 32,373 0.0130 420.42 32,400 0.0128 414.12 (6.30) (1.50%) 8.61%
Cost of Power Commaodity (kWh) 32,373 0.0788 2,550.02 32,400 0.0788 2,552.15 213 0.08% 53.08%
SPC (kwh) 32,373 0.0000 0.00 32,373 0.0000 0.00 0.00 #DIV/0! 0.00%
Total Bill Before Taxes 4,728.20 4,254.74 (473.46) (10.01%) 88.50%
GST 13.00% 614.67 13.00% 553.12 (61.55) (10.01%) 11.50%
Total Bill 5,342.86 4,807.85 (535.01) (10.01%) 100.00%
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VECC:
Rate Design:
VECC Interrogatory #32

32.0 Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 2

a) Is the calculation of the F/V split for the GS>50 class based solely on the
existing rates for the non-TOU GS>50 class?

Response:

No, it is based on the combined F/V split for the non-TOU GS>50 class and the
TOU GS>50 class.

b) If yes, how would it change if the calculation included the fixed and variable
revenues from the one remaining TOU customer at the current TOU GS>50
rates?

Response:
Not Applicable
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VECC Interrogatory #33

33.0 Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 6

a) What are the actual 2012 year to date Low Voltage Service charges from
HON?

Response: The actual 2012 year to date Low Voltage Service charges from
Hydro One total $299,485.

b) What were the 2011 actual LV Service charges for the same period and what
were the total 2011 charges?

Response: The 2011 actual LV Service charges for the same period total
$312,501. The total 2011 charges were $2,633,806. The total charges
include the connection charge, network charge, low voltage charge, service
charge, any RAR charges, any Regulatory asset recoveries plus HST
charged to E.L.K. by Hydro One.
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VECC Interrogatory #34

34.0 Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 3

a) What is the reason for the material increase in the Distribution System Loss
Factor (Table 8-11, Row G) in 2010 and 2011 relative to earlier years?

Response:

Please see response to Board Staff #29
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VECC Interrogatory #35

35.0 Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 8

a) Please confirm that the 12% plus bill reduction for a Residential customer with
800 kWh use monthly is primarily due to the disposition of the
deferral/variance account balances over one year.

Response:

E.L.K. confirms that the 12% plus bill reduction for a Residential customer with
800 kWh use monthly is primarily due to the disposition of the deferral/variance
account balances over one year.

b) Please confirm that when this rate rider is removed (i.e. after the one year)
Residential customers will see a corresponding bill increase.

Response:

When this rate rider is removed (i.e. after the one year) Residential customers
will most likely see a corresponding bill increase unless the 2012 Group 1
deferral/variance account balance are similar to the 2011 balances. In this case,
the disposition of the 2012 balances would be similar to the disposition of the
2011 balance and the bill increase could be minimal.

¢) In order to avoid this rate instability would E.L.K. consider disposing of the
deferral/variance account balances over a longer period of time

Response:

E.L.K. would consider disposing of the deferral/variance account balances over a
longer period of time as long as all deferral and variance accounts are disposed
of over the same period.
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LRAM:
VECC Interrogatory #36

36.0 Exhibit 8, Tab 4 /Appendix 8-A

a) Has E.L.K complied with the requirement to have independent third party
review of its LRAM request? If so please file this review?

Response:

E.L.K did not have an independent third party review its LRAM request.

b) If not please explain why an independent review was not undertaken

Response:

E.L.K.'s LRAM claim is based only on OPA results. Information on the OPA
website indicates that evaluation reports conducted and prepared by
independent third party evaluation contractors were completed for the 2010
program. The reports consist of OPA-funded Conservation and Demand
Management programs evaluated by the EM&V group at the OPA. As a result,
since the OPA program results have been prepared by independent third party
evaluation contractors it did not appear prudent to E.L.K. to incur the cost to
conduct another third party review when it had already been completed by the
OPA.



VECC Interrogatory #37

37.0 Exhibit 8, Tab 4/ Appendix 8-A

a) Please file a table showing for each year

Response:

Program

Energy Efficiency Measure
Customer class applicable
Number of participants/units
Measure life

LRAM Free ridership

Annual energy savings
Annual peak demand savings

Contribution to LRAM.
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The requested information has been provided in a live Excel spread sheet titled

“VECC 37”
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VECC Interrogatory #38

38.0 Reference: Exhibit 8, Appendix 8-A

Pre-amble: Page 28 of the Guidelines for Electricity Distributor Conservation and
Demand Management (EB-7 2008-0037), states: “Where a distributor is making a
claim for LRAM in relation to programs funded by the OPA, or where the distributors
making a claim for LRAM and/or SSM in relation to programs funded through
distribution rates, distributors should engage an independent third party. This
independent third party review applies to LRAM or SSM claims made in relation to
programs funded in 2007 and beyond.”

a) List and confirm OPAs input assumptions for Every Kilowatt Counts 2006
including the measure life and unit kwh savings for Compact Fluorescent
Lights and Seasonal Light Emitting Diodes. Confirm some of these
assumptions were changed in 2007 and again in 2009 and compare the
values.

Response:

The following lists the OPA’s input assumptions for Compact Fluorescent Lights
and Seasonal Light Emitting Diodes associated with the savings from the Every
Kilowatt Counts (EKC) 2006 program assumed in the 2010 results. Based on the
information provided in response to VECC 37 these assumptions did change in
2007 but it appears they remained at the 2007 level in 2009. The comparative
values are provided in the data outlined in VECC 37.

Unit Savings Assumptions

OPA'’s input assumptions for Net Annual Net Lifetime Free- Effective Useful
Every Kilowatt Counts (EKC) Energy Savings | Energy Savings Ridership Life (EUL)
2006 results in 2010 (lewh) (leWh) (%)

Energy Star® Compact Fluorescent

Light Bulb - Spring Campaign 93.96 375.84 10.00 4.00
Seasonal Light Emitting Diode Light

String - Autumn Campaign 27.68 830.25 10.00 30.00

b) Please confirm that savings from CFLs installed under EKC 2006 expire in
2010.

Response:

Based on the information provided in response to a) savings from CFLs installed
under EKC 2006 expire in 2010.
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c) Adjust the LRAM claim as necessary to reflect the measure lives (and Unit

savings) for any/all measures that have expired starting in 2010.

Response:

The savings for 2006 programs that expire in 2010 have already been removed
from the LRAM claim in 2010 since, for example, the following table outlines the
movement in net kWh savings for the 2006 EKC program for the years 2006 to
2010. The reductions in 2010 reflect the CFLs installed under EKC 2006 expiring
in 2010 and the 2010 results are used for the 2010 LRAM claim.

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

810,587

810,587

810,587

810,587

104,510
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EXHIBIT 9 - DEFERRAL AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTS
Board Staff:

Board Staff Interrogatory #32

Ref: E9-T1-S1
The continuity statements show no balances for accounts 1518 and 1548.

a) Please confirm whether or not E.L.K. has followed Article 490, Retail Services
and Settlement Variances of the Accounting Procedures Handbook for Account
1518 (Retail Cost Variance Account — Retail) and Account 1548 (Retail Cost
Variance Account — STR).

Response: Article 490 is being followed with very limited exceptions. With respect to
the above 2 accounts the variance is likely insignificant. For example, the total revenue
from 4082 and 4084 (the revenue accounts for RSVA Retail and RSVA STR) for 2011
only totals $20,000, likely resulting in a minimal variance when comparing against costs.
The cost of tracking staff time related to retailer billings and activity is inefficient and
also difficult due to system limitations. As such, no entries are made to record the
variances between the revenue and expenses related to these two accounts, as this
variance is not specifically tracked.

b) Please explain if E.L.K. has not followed Article 490. In other words, please
confirm that the higher of the relevant revenues (i.e. account 4082, Retail
Services Revenue and/or account 4084, STR Revenue) and the incremental
expenses in the associated expense accounts (i.e. account 5315, Customer
Billing, and possibly 5305, Supervision and 5340, Miscellaneous Customer
Accounts Expenses) is reduced (i.e. revenues debited or expenses credited) at
the end of each period, with an offsetting entry to the variance account.

Response: Please refer to Board Staff #32a.

c) Please explain if E.L.K. has not followed Article 490, and if so, please quantify
the variance.

Response: Please refer to Board Staff #32a.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #33

Ref: E9-T1-S1

a) Has E.L.K. made any adjustments to deferral and variance account balances that
were previously approved by the Board on a final basis in a previous Cost of
Service or IRM proceeding (i.e. balances that were adjusted subsequent to the
balance sheet date that were cleared in the most recent rates proceeding)?

Response: To the best of its knowledge, E.L.K. has not made any adjustments to
deferral and variance account balances that were previously approved by the Board on
a final basis in a previous Cost of Service or IRM proceeding.

b) If yes, please provide explanations for the nature and amounts of the
adjustments and include supporting documentation.

Response: Not Applicable
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Board Staff Interrogatory #34

Ref: E9-T1-S1

a) Please provide breakdown of energy sales and cost of power expense, as
reported in the audited financial statements, by USo0A account number. Please
tie these numbers to the audited financial statements.

Response: Please see below

Expectation: the summary of energy sales and energy costs related to each RSVA should be zero.

1588 Power & 1586
Revenue USoAs related to RSVA All RSVAs GA 1550 LV 1580 WMS 1584 Network Connection
4006 Residential Energy Sales (8,358,578) (8,358,578)
4010 Commercial Energy Sales (3,307,394) (3,307,394)
4015 Industrial Energy Sales - -
4020 Energy Sales to Large Users
4025 Street Lighting Energy Sales
4030 Sentinel Lighting Energy Sales
4035 General Energy Sales
4040 Other Energy Sales to Public Authorities
4045 Energy Sales to Railroads and Railways
4050 Rewenue Adjustment (3,434,984)‘ (3,434,984)
4055 Energy Sales for Resale (1,367,062) (1,367,062)
4060 Interdepartmental Energy Sales (199) (199)
4062 Billed WMS (1,415,961) (1,415,961)
4066 Billed NW (1,219,183) (1,219,183)
4068 Billed CN (830,462) (830,462)
4075 Billed - LV - -
Sum of Energy Sales (19,933,824) (16,468,218) - (1,415,961) (1,219,183) (830,462)
Expense USoAs related to RSVA
4705 Power Purchased 16,223,165 16,223,165
4708 Charges-WMS 1,413,563 1,413,563
4710 Cost of Power Adjustments - -
4714 Charges-NW 1,207,852 1,207,852
4715 System Control and Load Dispatching -
4716 Charges-CN 836,343 836,343
4725 Competition Transition Expense -
4730 Rural Rate Assistance Expense 2,107 2,107
4750 Charges - LV 376,099 376,099
Sum of Cost of Power 20,059,128 16,223,165 376,099 1,415,670 1,207,852 836,343
Sum of Energy Sales and CoP 125,305 (245,053) 376,099 (291) (11,331) 5,881

b) If there is a difference between the energy sales and cost of power expense
reported numbers, please explain why the E.L.K. is making a profit or loss on the
commodity.

Response: Although there are small differences, this is likely due to reclassification
issues, i.e. posting to wrong accounts. E.L.K. does not believe that it is making a profit
or loss on the commodity.

In the course of preparing its 2011 financial statements, E.L.K. and its auditors
determined that there was an error in 2010 in E.L.K.’s tracking of the differences



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
February 8, 2013

Page 237 of 279

between amounts paid to the Independent Electricity System Operator (the “IESQO”) on
account of power and various wholesale market services, and amounts billed to E.L.K.’s
customers on account of those items. This of course affected the RSVA accounts.
E.L.K.’s 2010 financial statements were restated. After this correction and auditor
involvement E.L.K. is confident that it is properly accounting for these accounts.

2011 adjustments were also made to these accounts by E.L.K.’s auditors to ensure
proper recording. One of the auditor entries in 2011 was the entry set out below. This
amount was booked to account 4066, but should have been booked to 4050. Therefore
the spreadsheet in part (a) contains the removal of this amount from account 4066 and
its addition to account 4055.

Dr. 40XX Energy Sales accounts (2,255,909.08)
Cr. 1588 RSVA Power (2,255,909.08)

The other adjustment corrected on the spreadsheet, is that account 4055 was originally
not included in the spreadsheet. These amounts were previously recorded in account
4080 in the trial balance, but should have recorded in 4055.

The spreadsheet in (a) above was provided to Board Staff in October 2012 in response
to an inquiry by Board Staff about apparent discrepancies between certain RSVA-
related revenues and expenses. After providing the spreadsheet to staff together with a
comment from E.L.K.’s auditor that suggested that E.L.K. appeared to be handling the
variance accounts properly in all material respects, Board Staff made no further
inquiries in this regard.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #35

Ref: E9-T1-S1

a) Please confirm if E.L.K. pro-rates the IESO/Host Distributor Global Adjustment
Charge into the RPP and non-RPP portions.

Response: E.L.K. does not pro-rate the IESO/Host Distributor Global Adjustment
Charge into the RPP and non-RPP portions.

b) If this is not the case, please provide an explanation.

Response: At the time of E.L.K.’s last rate adjustment (IRM) application (EB-2010-
0126), E.L.K. had understood that its customer information system was not capable of
implementing proration of the Global Adjustment Charge into RPP and non-RPP
portions. Since the issuance of the Board’s Decision in E.L.K.’s last application, E.L.K.
has made further inquiries of its customer information system specialists, and has
determined that E.L.K.’s system can accommodate this at minimal cost.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #36

Ref: E9-T2-S2 p. 4, Account 1508 — Sub-account OEB Cost Assessment, Accounting
Procedures Handbook For Electric Distribution Utilities (“APH"), Revised: July 31, 2007,
Article 220, page 15

The evidence indicates that E.L.K. has recorded amounts in Account 1508 Other
Regulatory Assets, Sub-account OEB Cost Assessment, up to April 30, 2007. As per
Article 220 of the APH,

This account shall be used to record the difference between OEB costs
assessments invoiced to the distributor for the Board’s 2004/05 and 2005/06 (up to
April 30, 2006) fiscal years and OEB costs assessments previously included the
distributor’s rates.

The distributors were to cease recordings in this account after April 30, 2006.

a) Please provide the amount that was posted in this account pertaining to the period
after April 30, 2006.

Response: $29,600 was posted to this account after April 30, 2006 but is a
reclassification amount approved by the Ontario Energy Board for recovery in rates from
the 2006 EDR.

b) Please provide an alternative rate rider calculation excluding the amounts posted in
the account for period after April 30, 2006.

Response:

An alternative rate rider calculation excluding the amounts posted in the account for
the period after April 30, 2006 is provided below. E.L.K. submits, however, that the
inclusion of the $29,600 posted to this account after April 30, 2006 was appropriate
in light of the Board’s approval of that approach.

Class Embedded Senitnel  Street
Residential GS<50kW GS>50kW  Distributor USL Lighting Lighting

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders | ¢ 0151) g (0.0165) $ (6.0635) $  (7.6568) $(0.0150) $(4.4009) $(6.1419)

Billing Determinants kwh kwWh kW kw kWh kW kW

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders

Non RPP - GA Rate Rider $ 0.0269 $ 0.0269 $ 9.8148 $ 12.0229 $0.0269 $9.6377 $9.6377

Billing Determinants KWh kWh kw KW kwh kw kw
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Board Staff Interrogatory #37

Ref: E9-T2-S2 p.4, Account 1508 — Sub-account Pension Contributions, Accounting
Procedures Handbook For Electric Distribution Utilities (“APH"), Revised: July 31, 2007,
Article 220, page 16

The evidence indicates that E.L.K. has recorded amounts in this account 1508, Sub-
account Pension Contributions up to April 30, 2007. As per Article 220 of APH,

A distributor shall use this account to record the pension costs associated with
the cash contributions paid to Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement Savings
(“OMERS") for the period from January 1, 2005 to April 30, 2006, or where a
distributor receives approval through an order of the Board to record pension
costs in a deferral account for a specified period.

The distributors were to cease recordings in this account after April 30, 2006.

a) Please provide the amount that was posted in this account pertaining to the
period after April 30, 2006.

Response: $246.48 was posted post April 30, 2006.

b) Please provide an alternative rate rider calculation excluding the amounts
posted in the account for period after April 30, 2006.

Response:

An alternative rate rider calculation excluding the amounts posted in the
account for period after April 30, 2006 is provided below

Class Embedded Senitnel  Street
Residential GS <50kW GS >50kW  Distributor USL Lighting Lighting

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders | (0.0148) $ (0.0164) $ (6.0623) $  (7.6567) $(0.0146) $(3.9407) $(6.1390)

Billing Determinants KWh kWh kw KW kwh kw kw

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders

Non RPP - GA Rate Rider $ 00269 $ 0.0269 $ 98148 $ 12.0229 $0.0269 $9.6377 $9.6377

Billing Determinants kwh kwWh kW kw kWh kW kW
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Board Staff Interrogatory #38

Ref: E9-T 2-S, Table 9-5— Allocation of Deferral and Variance Accounts, and Table 9-6
Deferral and Variance Accounts Rate Riders

E.L.K. has used kWh as the allocator for Account 1595 Disposition of Recovery/Refund
of Regulatory Balances account. The default allocator per the EDDVAR* report for this
account is in proportion to the recovery share as established when rate riders were
implemented.

a) Please recalculate the allocations of this account balance to the rate classes
based on the EDDVAR report.

b) Please recalculate the rate riders based on recalculated allocations.

Response: a) and b)

Account 1595 has been allocated per the EDDVAR report which states the
residual account balance to be allocated to rate classes in proportion to the
recovery share as established when rate riders were implemented. For 2010
rates, a rate rider was approved to pay out to customers the total Group 1
balance of $283,869. This amount was allocated to each class as shown in
the following table.

Residential $141,788
General Service Less Than 50 kW ($27,404)
General Service 50 to 4,999 kW ($395,161)
Unmetered Scattered Load $1,768
Sentinel Lighting $2,455
Street Lighting ($7,316)
Total ($283,869)

The rate riders based on the above allocation have been provided below

Class Embedded Senitnel  Street
Residential  GS <50kW GS>50kW  Distributor USL Lighting Lighting

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders | (0.0139) $ (0.0163) $ (6.6379) $  (7.4669) $(0.0108) $75.0571 $(6.4800)

Billing Determinants kwh kwh kw kw kWh KW kW

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders

Non RPP - GA Rate Rider $ 00269 $ 0.0269 $ 98148 $ 12.0229 $0.0269 $ 9.6377 $9.6377

Billing Determinants kwh kwh kw kw kWh KW kW

* EB-2008-0046, Report of the Board on Electricity Distributors’ Deferral and Variance Account Review
Initiative (EDDVAR), page 21
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Board Staff Interrogatory #39

Ref: E9-T2-S 2, page 8, Account 1592 December 201 - Freqguently Asked Questions on
the Accounting Procedures Handbook for electricity distributors (APH-FAQS), p. 7

In its application, E.L.K. stated,

E.L.K. is also requesting the completion of recording the incremental ITC in
this account after the effective day of E.L.K.’s 2012 cost of service rates are
approved.

As per December 2010 APH-FAQSs, the Board provided accounting guidance on this
matter and provided a simplified approach designed to facilitate administrative cost-
saving opportunities. No additional amounts should be recorded in Account 1592 (PILs
and Tax Variances, Sub-account HST/OVAT ITCs for the Test Year and going forward,
as the impact of the HST and associated ITCs on capital and operating costs in the Test
Year should be reflected in the applied-for revenue requirement. Per December 2010
APH-FAQs (Page 7):

Note that the monthly entries to the sub-account should continue until the
last month before the distributor’s new cost of service rates take effect. For
example, if the rebasing rates take effect on May 1 of a particular year, the
monthly entries would continue in the sub-account until April of the particular year
[emphasis added].

Board staff notes that the date on which the E.L.K.’s new cost of service rates would
take effect will not be determined until the Board issues its Decision and order where at
the time of preparation of its rate order, E.L.K. would be required to book the entries
from July 1, 2010 until the last month before the E.L.K.’s new cost of service rates take
effect, e.qg, if the rates are effective on November 1, 2012, E.L.K. is required to record
the monthly entries to the sub-account until October 31, 2012, which is the last month
before the E.L.K.’s new cost of service rates take effect to include the HST impacts in
rates going forward.

a) Please confirm that E.L.K. has followed the December 2010 FAQs accounting
guidance regarding Account 1592 sub-account HST/OVAT ITCs. If this is not
the case, please explain.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. can confirm that it has followed the December 2010
FAQs accounting guidance regarding Account 1592 sub-account HST/OVAT
ITC's.

b) Please re-calculate the account balance by recording the monthly entries to
the Account 1592 sub-account HST/OVAT ITCs from July 1, 2010 until
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September 30, 2012, which is the last month before E.L.K.’s proposed date of
October 1, 2012 for the new rates. Please provide an analysis in accordance
with December 2010 APH-FAQs, Question #4 while updating your evidence
for disposition of Account 1592.

Response: The account balances of account 1592 sub account HST/OVAT ITC
from July 1, 2010 until September 30, 2012 are:

July 1, 2010 ($0.00)

July 31, 2010 ($311.33)

August 31, 2010 ($9,255.02)
September 30, 2010 ($9,498.00)
October 31, 2010 ($14,182.80)
November 30, 2010 ($8,416.35)
December 31, 2010 ($23,568.78)
January 31, 2011 ($21,611.76)
February, 28, 2011 ($19,286.75)
March 31, 2011 ($13,547.09)
April 30, 2011 ($14,052.14)

May 31, 2011 ($16,938.63)
June 30, 2011 ($14,263.64)

July 31, 2011 ($4,828.64)
August 31, 2011 ($3,633.89)
September 30, 2011 ($1,154.14)
October 31, 2011 ($1,823.30)
November 30, 2011 ($4,977.79)
December 31, 2011 ($6,381.08)
January 31, 2012 ($2,363.71)
February 29, 2012 ($4,043.08)
March 31, 2012 ($1,539.84)
April 30, 2012 ($2,689.28)

May 31, 2012 ($2,104.39)

June 30, 2012 ($10,956.97)

July 31, 2012 ($11,026.32)
August 31, 2012 ($5,918.71)
September 30, 2012 is ($1,120.99).

c) Please confirm that zero amounts will be recorded in Account 1592, sub-
account HST/OVAT ITCs for the test year and forward. If this is not the case,
please explain the reason.

Response: E.L.K. books the entries from July 1, 2010 until the last month before
E.L.K.’s new cost of service rates take effect which is not yet determined.
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d) Please recalculate the rate riders including 50% of the updated balance (as
calculated in part “b” above) for account 1592, sub-account HST/OVAT ITCs.

Response:

Table 9-3 in the application has been updated to reflect one half of the
balance in account 1592 as at September 30, 2012 and provided below.

Dec 31, [Jan 1to Sept
2011 30, 2012
Account Account Interest
Account Decscription Number Balances Amounts |Total Claim
A B C=A+B

GROUP 1 ACCOUNTS
LV Variance Account 1550 (37,911) (418) (38,329)
RSVA - Wholesale Market Service Charge 1580 (526,104) (5,800)  (531,905)
RSVA - Retail Transmission Network Charge 1584 (72,340) (798) (73,138)
RSVA - Retail Transmission Connection Charge 1586 (154,282) (1,701)  (155,983)
RSVA - Power (Excluding Global Adjustment) 1588 (3,222,070) (35,523) (3,257,593)
RSVA - Power (Global Adjustment Sub-account) 1588 3,468,464 38,240 3,506,704
Recovery of Regulatory Asset Balances 1595 (101,092) (1,115)  (102,206)
Group 1 Sub-Total (645,336) (7,115)  (652,451)

GROUP 2 ACCOUNTS
Other Regulatory Assets- Sub-Account- OEB Cost Assessements 1508 31,286 345 31,631
Other Regulatory Assets- Sub-Account- Pension Contributions 1508 81,732 901 82,633
Other Regulatory Assets- Sub-Account- Late Payment Penalty 1508 15,515 171 15,686
Special Purpose Charge (SPC) Assessment Variance Account 1521 20,983 103 21,085
Miscellaneous Deferred Debits 1525 3,240 36 3,276
Deferred Payments in Lieu of Taxes 1562 155,453 - 155,453
1592 PILs and Tax Variances for 2006 and Subsequent Years, Sub-
account HST/OVAT Input Tax Credits (ITCs) - Balance to Sept 30,
2012 1592 (561) (6) (567)
Group 2 Sub-Total 307,648 1,549 309,197
Total (337,688) (5,565)  (343,253)

The rate riders have been recalculated to include 50%
(as calculated in part “b” above) for account 1592, sub-account HST/OVAT

ITCs and provided in the following table.

of the updated balance

Class

Residential  GS <50 kW GS > 50 kW

Embedded
Distributor

Senitnel  Street
USL Lighting Lighting

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders

$ (0.0148) $ (0.0164) $

(6.0622)

$ (7.6567) $(0.0145) $(3.8951) $(6.1387)

Billing Determinants kwh kWh

kKW

kW

kWh

kW kW

Deferral and Variance Account Rate Riders

Non RPP - GARate Rider $ 00269 $ 0.0269 $  9.8148

$ 12.0229 $0.0269 $9.6377 $9.6377

Billing Determinants kwh kWh

kKW

kw

kWh

kW kW
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e) Please confirm that the test year includes the HST impacts in rates going
forward. If this is not the case, please explain.

Response: Yes, the test year includes the HST impacts in rates going
forward.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #40

Ref: Appendix 9-A 1562 Summary Cont. and Supporting Calculations 20121005 PILs
Proxy Entitlements

E.L.K. filed a rate application on January 24, 2002. The Board approved the rate
change on February 28, 2002 and issued its Decision and Order effective March 1,
2002. This Decision was submitted as PILs evidence by E.L.K.

On April 26, 2002 the Board issued a letter to vary the 2002 rate order by correcting an
error in a calculation in the application on which the Board’s order was based. Attached
to the letter was a revised Schedule of Rates and Charges, including the 2001 and 2002
PILs proxies, with an effective date of May 1, 2002.

E.L.K. did not submit this letter with the attached revised rate schedule as evidence in
this proceeding.

a) Please file the amended rate order with the revised 2002 rate schedule as
evidence.

Response: The amended rate order with the revised 2002 rate schedule is
attached as Appendix Bd staff 40 (a).

In its PILs 1562 continuity schedule, E.L.K. recorded its entitlement to the full 2001 PILs
proxy starting on October 1, 2001 and a pro-rated 2001 and 2002 PILs proxy for the full
2002 year starting on January 1, 2002.

The issue of delayed implementation of rates containing PILs was dealt with by the
Board in several cases®, most notably in Thunder Bay® and St. Thomas’. The Board
decided that the entries in the PILs 1562 continuity schedule should begin with the
effective date or the implementation date of the rates that contained PILs.

b) Does E.L.K. agree that the PILs proxy allowance entries (including the
variance adjustments calculated in the SIMPIL models) and the recoveries
from customers to be recorded in the PILs 1562 continuity schedule cannot
begin until May 1, 2002?

Response: E.L.K. agrees with this timing. A revised PILs continuity schedule
is attached as Appendix Board Staff 40 — revised PILs summary.

® EB-2012-0061, Veridian, Decision & Order, November 8, 2012, page 4.

® EB-2011-0197, Thunder Bay, Decision & Order, April 4, 2012, page 11. EB-2012-0212, Thunder Bay,
Decision & Order on Motion to Review, June 28, 2012, page 16.

" EB-2011-0196, St. Thomas, Decision & Order, April 19, 2012 page 15. EB-2012-0248, St. Thomas,
Decision & Order on Motion to Review & Vary, July 26, 2012, page 8.
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What regulatory reference supports starting the PILs entitlements earlier than
May 1, 2002? Please explain.

Response: Not applicable, as the SIMPIL carrying charge calculation has
been revised.

The sum of the 2001 PILs proxy of $67,077 and the 2002 PILs proxy of $410,255 is
$477,332. The rates were determined based on a twelve month rate year which implies
a monthly PILs proxy amount of $39,777.67 ($477,332/12) for the period from May 1,
2002 to March 31, 2004, or 23 months. Using this monthly entitlement, the total for the
period shown is $914,886 ($39,778 x 23).

d)

Does E.L.K. consider Board staff’'s PILs proxy calculation to reflect fairly the
2002 Board decision? If E.L.K. disagrees, please explain E.L.K.’s rationale
for selecting a different amount.

Response: E.L.K. does not agree with this approach. The rates were
approved, initially, for a 12 month period May 1, 2002 to April 30, 2003. Since
rates were frozen, the approved proxy continued on from May 1, 2003 to
March 31, 2004. This period of time is 23 months but the continued proxy in
the 2003/2004 period was actually for a period of less than a year (11
months), so a simple monthly calculation is not appropriate. The monthly
amount is $39,777.67 for May 1, 2002 to April 30, 2003 but the monthly
amount for May 1, 2003 to March 31, 2004 is $43,394. This averages to
$41,507 from May 1, 2002 to March 31, 2004. Using this average makes the
PILs proxy for the period total the 12 month approval of $477,332 in rates for
each of 2002 and 2003, and 3 months of the approval in 2004. The PILs
summary and carrying charge calculation have been revised to reflect the
monthly amount of $41,507 for the period May 1, 2002 to March 31, 2004
which is what was approved for inclusion in the rates ($954,663 = 477,332 X
2). The revised schedule is attached in Appendix Board Staff 40 — revised
PILs summary.

E.L.K. has shown recoveries of $842,335 for the same period of May 1, 2002
to March 31, 2004 in its continuity schedule. The monthly PILs proxy
calculated above was used to determine the proxy amounts in this table.
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Recoveries in Rate Period ééncgtj/g:igg PILs Proxy
2002 - billings for 8 months only 282,255 318,221
2003 469,955 477,332
2004 - Jan.1 — Mar. 31 90,125 119,333

Sum $842,335 $914,886

f) Does E.L.K agree that this approach to determine the PILs proxy for the
period from May 1, 2002 is fair to both the utility and its ratepayers? If not,
please explain.

Response: As noted in (d) above, E.L.K. does not agree that this approach is
fair. The PILs proxy that was approved in rates for the period May 1, 2002 to
March 31, 2004 was $954,663. This is the amount that should be compared
to customer billings.

g) Please revise the PILs continuity schedule with pro-rated PILs proxy
entitlements as described above starting from May 1, 2002, and file the
calculations of the final balance in active Excel format.

Response: The PILs continuity schedule has been revised as described in
(d) above.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #41

Ref: Appendix 9-B Calculations of Collected PILs 20121005 PILs Billed Amounts

Unmetered scattered load (USL) is not listed as one of the components of the billing
and recovery in PILs revenue worksheet, although the 2002, 2004, and 2005 Board
decisions include USL as one of the rate categories. USL was billed using the
GS<50kW rate which included PILs fixed and variable charge slivers.

a) Please explain why the USL connections and energy (kWhs) and the
associated rate slivers classified under GS<50kW rate class were not used in
the calculation of PILs recoveries from ratepayers.

Response: Actual customer billing data was used to calculate PILs
recoveries from ratepayers. No volumes were billed for the USL connections
in 2002, 2004 and 2005.

The volumetric billing determinants for 8 months of 2002 appear to be lower than the full
year statistics would indicate. Board staff pro-rated the 2002 statistics as filed in the
2006 EDR application and compared the pro-rated volumes with those used in the PILs
recovery calculations.

b) Please explain why the volumes shown as billed in 2002 are much lower than
pro-rated actual volumes for the entire 2002 year.

Response: A simple proration over 8 months does not produce an accurate
estimate of the actual billings in May to December of 2002. E.L.K. bills
bimonthly. As a result, billings that occurred in May would be mostly for pre-
May electricity usage and would therefore not attract any billings on account
of PILs. Likewise June has mixture of both pre May and post May electricity
usage and therefore has reduce kWh billed that would attract PILs billings. A
more accurate reasonableness test would be to pro-rate the 2002 statistics
over 6 or 6.5 months rather than 8. The monthly service charge came fully
into effect on May 1 and so this issue does not impact the fixed component of
the billings.
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Prorated
2002
Customer Class Billing Billed _ 2(_)02_ Stgtisti_cs
Parameter [ Consumption | Statistics Filed in
May 1/02 to Filed in 2006 EDR
Dec 31/02 2006 EDR (8/12)
Residential kWh 47,333,395 | 91,843,709 | 61,229,139
General Service | kWh 12,516,701 | 27,223,752 | 18,149,168
<50 KW
General Service | kW 66,311 153,045 102,030
> 50 KW
GS>50TOU KW 20,796 37,346 24,898
USL kWh - 283,512 189,008
Sentinel Lighting | kW 242 N/A* N/A
Streetlight - TOU | kW 105 6,135 4,090

*E.L.K. did not report demand data in kW for the Sentinel Lighting rate class in

the 2006 EDR.

The trend for the majority of distributors is that the PILs recoveries exceed the proxies
for the full years of 2003 to 2005. As demand and population grew, the PILs dollar
amounts recovered were higher than the proxy set using 2001 billing determinants. The
table below shows E.L.K.’s evidence for the full years from 2003 to 2005 and the 2006
partial year.

c) Please explain why the PILs proxies in rates were greater than the PILs
recoveries for the full 2003 and 2004 and partial 2006 years as seen in the

table below.

PILs Proxies vs.
Recoveries

PILs Recovery
Calculations

Difference

PILs Proxies in Rates

2003 2004 2005 2006
partial
477,332 427,024 319,414 96,378
-469,955 -373,434 -377,219 -63,304
7,377 53,590 -57,805 33,074
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Response: For 2003, the average number of customers billed was 2,500 less
than the number of customers used to calculate the PILs rate in the 2002 RAM
model. This has resulted in PILs proxies in excess of PILs billed.

In 2004, 3,300,000 fewer kWh were billed compared to the kWh used to set the
PILs rate in the 2004 RAM model resulting in PILs recoveries being less than
PILs proxies in rates.

An error was found in the spreadsheets accumulating customer billings by month
for 2006. Revised PILs recoveries for 2006 are $172,844. Revised PILs
summary is attached in Appendix Bd staff 40 — revised PILs summary. A
summary of revised customer billings by month is attached in Appendix Bd staff
41 — Customer billings by month.

d) Please explain why the PILs billed amounts for the months of March and April
in 2004 and 2006 appear low compared to the billed amounts for the same
months a year before and a year after as seen in the table below.

Response: For 2004, the calculation of PILs billed used a rate effective date
of March 1, 2004 when in fact the new rates were not implemented until April
1, 2004. Customer billings by month has been revised to correct this
oversight and is included in Appendix Bd staff 41 — Customer billings by
month. March customer billings are $40,227 after the correction. April
billings remain at $17,710.

The new rates eliminated the monthly service charge and tripled the
volumetric rate. The impact of these rate changes on April activity was an
immediate reduction of the monthly service charge (typical service charge for
the month is $27,000), however the impact of the increased volumetric rate
shows up gradually as the pre-April 1 usage is billed in April, May and June.
This results in April’s billings being lower than comparable months.

For 2006, the error described in (c) above explains the billings in March and
April below. The revised billings for March 2006 are $$29,553 and for April
2006 are $27,789. The billings are lower than that of 2005 because the rates
were reduced on April 1, 2005.

PILs Billed Amount ($)

2003 2004 2005 2006
March 36,834 13,385 36,427 249
April 38,309 17,710 30,147 150
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e) E.L.K. recorded a total of $479 for unbilled revenue accrual as at April 30,

f)

2006. Please explain how E.L.K. determined the PILs amounts associated
with unbilled revenue accrual as at April 30, 2006.

Response: The error described in (c) above impacted the unbilled revenue
accrual calculation. See the revised PILs summary in Appendix Bd staff 40 —
PILs summary. Unbilled revenue is now $49,010.

E.L.K.’s billing system provides the calculation of unbilled revenue. When
there is a rate change, the effective date of the rate is entered into the
system. The system prorates usage between the rate before and after the
rate change. kWhs used after the rate change were obtained from the
system reports and these kWhs were multiplied by the rate in effect on April
30, 2006 to quantify the amount of unbilled revenue on April 30, 2006.

If there are any adjustments that need to be made to the PILs recovery
calculations, please update and file the revised PILs continuity schedule in
active Excel format.

Response: The revised PILs summary is attached in Appendix Bd staff 40 —
revised PILs summary. The revised schedule of customer billings by month is
attached in Appendix Bd staff 41 — Customer billings by month.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #42

Ref: Appendix 9-C to 9-G 2001 to 2005 SIMPIL Models Taxable Capital Gains and

Gains on Disposals of Fixed Assets

E.L.K. included its fixed assets in the calculation of rate base for the 2000-2001
application. The Board approved the rate base for use in the determination of
distribution rates. E.L.K. continued to receive the return on these assets from
ratepayers even though it may have disposed of assets during the period 2001 through

2005.

a)

b)

In the 2005 SIMPIL model, the variances caused by taxable capital gains and
gains on disposal of fixed assets that are input on sheet TAXREC2 are
greater than the materiality threshold and true up to ratepayers on sheet
TAXCALC rows 107 and 118. Please explain why it should true up to
ratepayers.

Response: The taxable capital gains and gains on disposal of fixed assets
were entered in error on TAXREC 2. These should not true up to ratepayers.
The taxable capital gains and gains on disposal of fixed assets have been
moved to TAXREC 3. The revised SIMPIL model is included in Appendix Bd
staff 46(d) — SIMPIL 2005. The PILs summary has been revised and is
included in Appendix Bd staff 40 — revised PILs summary.

If E.L.K. agrees that it should not true up to ratepayers, please move the fixed
asset transactions to the SIMPIL model sheet TAXREC3 and update the PILs
continuity schedule and final balance for disposition.

Response: The 2005 SIMPIL model and PILs continuity schedule has been
adjusted and are attached as Appendix Bd staff 46(d) —SIMPIL 2005 and
Appendix Bd staff 40 — revised PILs summary, respectively.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #43

Ref: Income Tax Rates Used in SIMPIL Models Sheet TAXCALC

In the Combined Proceeding EB-2008-0381, the three applicants were all subject to
the maximum blended income tax rates based on the tax evidence they each
submitted in the case. That proceeding was not a generic proceeding, and therefore
the Board’s findings on income tax rates do not apply to every distributor. Blended
income tax rates determined from the applicants’ own tax evidence are used to
calculate the tax variances in SIMPIL models that form part of the entries in account
1562 deferred PILs. E.L.K. incurred losses or had zero taxable income for tax
purposes in 2001 and 2002.

E.L.K. has used income tax rates as shown in the table below in its SIMPIL models.
The Board-approved rate base was taken from the 2002 PILs proxy application
evidence. Rate base was considered in the 2002 application to be a regulatory
proxy for taxable paid-up capital.

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Rate base 11,068,045 11,068,045 11,068,045 11,068,045 11,068,045
(%)

Income tax

rate used 30.14% 31.66% 36.62% 36.12% 36.12%
in SIMPIL

Taxable

income

from tax 0 0 1,875,315 2,222,958 793,400
returns ($)

Income tax
rates from
2002 and
2005
RAMs

34.12% 38.62% 27.50%

E.L.K. chose the maximum income tax rate for some years and tax rates lower than
the maximum for other years.

Corporate taxpayers are eligible for the full federal small business deduction when
taxable capital is below $10 million. The small business deduction is phased out on
a straight-line basis as taxable capital increases above $10 million, and is
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completely eliminated when taxable capital reaches $15 million.® The taxpayer pays
a lower rate of income tax than the maximum rate as long as taxable capital remains
below $15 million.

a) Please provide the documents that show all of the calculations that were made to
validate the blended income tax rates for 2001 and 2002 that were used in
E.L.K.’s SIMPIL models in Excel format.

Response: The calculations for the tax rates used in the submission for 2001
and 2002 and attached as Appendix Bd staff 43(a) — original tax rate
calculations.

b) Please provide calculations of income tax rates for 2003, 2004 and 2005 using
the same methodology used to calculate the tax rates for 2001 and 2002 in Excel
format.

Response: In 2003, 2004 and 2005, E.L.K. did not claim a small business
deduction and as a result was subject to tax at the maximum rates. These rates
are the appropriate tax rates to use in the PILs models for these years as these
are the rate to which E.L.K. was subject.

c) Using rate base as the proxy for taxable capital and regulatory taxable income for
the 4™ quarter 2001 from the 2002 application, please calculate a tax rate for
2001.

Response: Tax rate calculations for 2001 and 2002 are attached in Appendix Bd
staff 43(c) — Regulatory tax rate calculation.

d) Using rate base as the proxy for taxable capital and regulatory taxable income for
2002 from the 2002 application, please calculate a tax rate for each of 2002,
2003 and 2004 using the tax laws in effect for those years.

Response: Tax rate calculations for 2001 and 2002 are attached in Appendix Bd
staff 43(c) — Regulatory tax rate calculation. As noted in the response to (b)
above, for 2003 and 2004 E.L.K. was subject to the maximum tax rates as used
in the SIMPIL models for these years. A separate calculation has not been
provided for 2003 and 2004.

® Income Tax Act, section 125 (5.1)
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Using rate base as the proxy for taxable capital and regulatory taxable income
from the 2005 application, please calculate a tax rate for 2005 using the tax laws
in effect for 2005.

Response: As noted in the response to (b) above, for 2005 E.L.K. was subject to
the maximum tax rates as used in the SIMPIL model for 2005. A separate
calculation has not been provided for 2005.

Please insert the income tax rates calculated in (c) above in the SIMPIL models
for 2003, 2004 and 2005 in active Excel format. Please deduct 1.12% to
determine the gross-up tax rate for the appropriate cells. Please file these active
Excel SIMPIL models and a revised continuity schedule.

Response: Question (c) above refers specifically to 2001. E.L.K. believes that
this question should refer to questions (d) and (e) above. As noted in the
response to (d) and (e), E.L.K. was subject to the maximum tax rates as used in
the SIMPIL model for 2003, 2004 and 2005. As a result the SIMPIL models for
2003, 2004 and 2005 have not been revised.

Please insert the income tax rates calculated in d, e, and f above in the SIMPIL
models for 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005. Please deduct 1.12% to determine
the gross-up tax rate for the appropriate cells. Please file these active Excel
SIMPIL models and a revised continuity schedule.

Response: The tax rates calculated in accordance with (d) above for 2001 and
2002 did not result in a change to the tax rates as originally filed in the SIMPIL
models.

As noted in the response to (d), (e) and (f), E.L.K. was subject to the maximum
tax rates as used in the SIMPIL model for 2003, 2004 and 2005. As a result the
SIMPIL models for 2003, 2004 and 2005 have not been revised.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #44

Ref: Restatement of Employee Future Benefit Liability 2003 Adjustment

E.L.K. recorded an adjustment for the restatement of employee future benefit liability
of $1,084,721 on sheet TAXREC?2 line 92 in the 2003 SIMPIL model. Amounts
greater than materiality on sheet TAXREC?2 true up to ratepayers on sheet
TAXCALC. It appears that E.L.K. changed the formula on sheet TAXREC2 line 92
to avoid the true-up of the adjustment to the ratepayers.

a)

b)

Please explain why E.L.K. changed the formula in cell E92 in the 2003
SIMPIL model contrary to the Board’s instructions.

Response: An amount was entered in cell C92 on TAXREC2 in error. This
amount should have been entered on TAXREC3. See explanation in (b)
below. Revised SIMPIL models are attached as Appendix Bd staff 46(d) —
SIMPIL 2003.

Please explain why this adjustment which appears on the 2003 T2S1
schedule, and is part of the PILs 1562 methodology, should not true up.
Please provide regulatory references to support the explanation.

Response: In 2003, E.L.K. recorded a prior period adjustment in its audited
financial statements with respect to employee future benefits. The
adjustment related to an incorrect assumption with respect to the expiration
date of benefits. The nature of this adjustment would have an impact on the
amount of “employee benefit plans-accrued, not paid” that were previously
reported (impacting cell C62 of TAXREC for periods prior to 2003). This
resulted in a decrease to the liability and a decrease to retained earnings
reported on the balance sheet in the amount of $1,084,721 (the amount
entered on TAXREC?2 line 92). This adjustment related to multiple prior
years. Note 12 to the 2003 audited financial statements explains that this
adjustment had no impact on the expense amounts previously reported in the
2002 financial statements and therefore no impact on the amounts reported in
cell C62 of TAXREC for 2002. The nature of this adjustment to employee
future benefit liability is that it pertains to many prior years. The fact that there
was no impact on expense for 2002 indicates that there is minimal impact on
expense amounts reported in individual years prior to 2002. As a result, this
adjustment relates to periods prior to 2001 and therefore should not be trued
up to rate payers in 2001, 2002 or 2003.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #45

Ref: Financial Statement Reserves on Schedule 1

E.L.K. recorded financial statement reserves in the T2 tax return Schedule 1 for the
tax years 2001 through 2005. However, in the SIMPIL models E.L.K. did not record
these financial statement reserves on sheets TAXCALC, TAXREC or TAXREC?2.

a) Please explain why E.L.K. did not replicate the Schedule 1 entries.

Response: These reserves are employee future benefits. E.L.K. has
reported the change in these reserves on cells C62 and C99 of TAXREC as
employee benefit plans accrued, not paid and employee benefit plans — paid
amounts.

b) Please explain how E.L.K. benefits from the change in disclosure in the
SIMPIL true-up entries.

Response: E.L.K. has not benefitted from the change in disclosure in the
SIMPIL true-up entries. The change in these reserves has been reported in
cells C62 and C99 of TAXREC and are trueing up to the rate payer as can be
seen in cells E102 and E109 of TAXCALC.

Reserves 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
From Schedule T2S1

Beginning of year 1,546,232 1,635,029 1,723,826 644,766 653,229

End of year 1,635,029 1,723,826 644,766 653,229 650,037
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Board Staff Interrogatory #46

Ref: Actual and Deemed Interest Expense for Tax Years 2001 to 2005 for True-up

Calculations

When the actual interest expense, as reflected in the financial statements and tax
returns, exceeds the maximum deemed interest amount approved by the Board, the
excess amount is subject to a claw-back penalty and is shown in the TAXCALC
worksheet as an extra deduction in the true-up calculations.

a)

b)

d)

Please provide a table for the years 2001 to 2005 that shows all of the
components of interest expense and the amount associated with each type of
interest. For each year, please balance the numbers in the table to the financial
statements, to the tax returns and to the amounts used in SIMPIL sheet
TAXCALC for the interest true-up calculations.

Response: A schedule of interest expense by year is attached in Appendix Bd
staff 46 — Interest expense.

Did E.L.K. have interest expense related to other than debt that is disclosed as
interest expense in its financial statements?

Response: Interest expense disclosed in the financial statements includes
interest on the shareholder loan and interest on customer security deposit
refunds and for 2004 and 2005, interest expense includes interest charged by the
Ministry of Finance.

Did E.L.K. net interest income against interest expense in deriving the amount it
shows as actual interest expense in the SIMPIL models? If yes, please provide
details to what the interest income relates and explain why interest income and
expense should be netted to reduce the interest expense used in the true-up
calculations.

Response: No, interest revenue was not netted against interest expense for the
amounts shown on as interest in the SIMPIL models.

The Board decided interest expense used to calculate the interest claw-back
variance should not include interest on customer deposits.” Please exclude
interest expense on customer security deposits in interest expense for purposes
of the interest true-up calculations.

® Hydro One Brampton, EB-2011-0174, December 22, 2011. Kingston Hydro, EB-2011-0178, April 19,
2012. Innisfil Hydro, EB-2011-0176, April 19, 2012.
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Response: Interest on customer deposits has been removed from interest
expense and the SIMPIL models for 2001 to 2005 have been revised. Revised
SIMPIL models are in Appendix Bd staff 46(d) — SIMPIL 20XX.

e) Did E.L.K. include interest income on customer security deposits in the disclosed
amount of interest expense in its financial statements and tax returns?

Response: No, interest income was not netted against interest expense.

f) Did E.L.K. incur interest expense or standby fees or charges on IESO or other
prudentials? Please provide a table that lists all of the prudential costs by year
for 2001-2005 with the amounts by type of charge for letters or lines of credit
whether shown as interest expense or as OM&A. The Board has decided that
prudential costs are interest expense and should be included in the interest claw-
back variance calculations.™

Response: Yes E.L.K. incurred a letter of credit fee in 2005 totaling $774.02.
This has been added to interest expense and the SIMPIL models have been
revised. Revised SIMPIL models are in Appendix Bd staff 46(d) — SIMPIL 20XX.
A revised PILs continuity schedule is attached as Appendix Bd staff 40 — revised
PILs summary.

g) Did E.L.K. include interest carrying charges on regulatory assets or liabilities in
interest expense?
Response: Carrying charges on regulatory assets and liabilities was not
included in interest expense.

h) Did E.L.K. include the amortization of debt issue costs, debt discounts or debt
premiums in interest expense?
Response: E.L.K. did not incur any amortization of debt issue costs, debt

discounts or debt premiums therefore nothing was included in interest expense.

i) Did E.L.K. deduct capitalized interest in deriving the interest expense disclosed in
its financial statements? If the answer is yes, did E.L.K. add back the capitalized

19 Byrlington Hydro, EB-2011-015, March 20, 2012. Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro, EB-2011-0179, April 4, 2012.
Thunder Bay Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc., EB-2011-0197, April 4, 2012.
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interest to the actual interest expense amount for purposes of the interest true-up
calculations? Please explain.

Response: E.L.K. did not capitalize any interest in the years 2001 to 2006.
If a revision has been made to the SIMPIL interest claw-back calculations, please
file the revised SIMPIL models and update the PILs continuity schedule and final

balance for disposition in active Excel format.

Response: Revised SIMPIL models have been provided as noted in E.L.K.’s
response to (d) above.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #47

Ref: E 9-T4-S1 p.1 — Stranded Meters

Why is E.L.K. proposing that the Stranded Meter Rate Rider (“SMRR”) only come into
effect on October 1, 2013?

Response

It should have read that E.L.K. is proposing that the Stranded Meter Rate Rider
(“SMRR”) should come into effect on October 1, 2012
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Board Staff Interrogatory #48

Ref: E 9-T4-S2 P.5 — Smart Meters

On page 5 of this exhibit, E.L.K. states:

Residential and Commercial Deployment of KTI/Sensus Meters

To attempt to keep costs at a minimum, E.L.K. estimated the cost of mass
deployment and concluded that the most cost-effective approach to
converting E.L.K.’s service territory meters to smart meters was to utilize
in-house trained personnel who are familiar with E.L.K.’s service territory.

Board staff observes that, for other Ontario electricity distributors which have applied for
disposition and recovery of smart meter costs, others have used contracted staff, often
with the vendor, or a combination of internal and contracted staff for smart meter
deployment. In particular, some utilities have indicated that they used contracted staff
for routine deployment to many residential meter swap-outs, while internal staff might
have been used for more complicated meter replacements, such as for a larger GS < 50
kW with 2-phase or 3-phase service where the meter swap might have to be scheduled
outside of normal business hours to avoid interruption of the customer’s normal
business.

a) Please provide further explanation of E.L.K.’s analysis that lead it to conclude
that smart meter deployment should be totally done with E.L.K.’s own staff.

Response: It was determined after receiving estimated costs verbally of per meter
change-out from a third party, that the cost was greater than in-house installation. As
well, due to the vast area of E.L.K. service territory for the customer base,
knowledgeable individuals familiar with the location would assist in minimizing cost.

b) Please explain if, and if so, how, doing the smart meter deployment with E.L.K.’s
staff solely, impacted on other capital and operating projects of E.L.K.’s regular
electricity distribution business.

Response: The smart meter deployment with E.L.K. staff did not significantly impact
capital projects. However, 2010 OM&A showed a significant decrease due to the
implementation of E.L.K.’s approximately 11,000 smart meters all of which were
installed in house. As such, labour hours were concentrated for this necessary
project. The 2011 increase in OM&A reflects some of the catch up that occurred
after 2010.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #49

Ref: E9-T4-S2 p.15-16 — Smart Meters — Web Presentment

On pages 15 and 16 of this exhibit, E.L.K. documents its evidence on web presentment,
which is intended to provide a means for customers to access their time-of-use (“TOU”)
data through the internet. On page 16, E.L.K. states:

E.L.K. has continued to explore the area of web presentment to assist our customers.
Currently, E.L.K. has inquired into a Harris (current CIS vendor) solution called
Customer Connect/Home Connect as well as the Whitecap (My Hydro Eye) solution.
E.L.K. will continue to study both of these products to determine which is the best fit for
E.L.K. and is looking at implementation for 2013.

a) What is the current status of E.L.K.’s efforts to select and implement web
presentment?

Response: There is no additional substantial progress from the above. E.L.K.
continues to determine which is the best fit and is still looking at implementation in
2013.

b) Are there any costs for which E.L.K. is seeking recovery, either through the
SMDR, or in the 2012 revenue requirement, related to capital or operating
expenses for web presentment. If so, please identify the magnitude of these
costs and where they show up in either the smart meter costs or in 2012 capital
and/or operating costs.

Response: Yes there are costs for which E.L.K. is seeking recovery. The cost is
$18,000 for web presentment software, and it shows up in the 2012 capital.
However, E.L.K. has not yet selected the vendor that would best accommodate
E.L.K. As such, no monies were spent in 2012 related to web presentment software.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #50

Ref: E9-T4-S3 — Stranded Meters

E.L.K. has proposed a uniform SMRR of $2.22 per month for Residential and GS < 50
kW customers applicable for one year. In Guideline G-2011-0001: Smart Meter
Funding and Cost Recovery — Final Disposition (“Guideline G-2011-0001"), issued
December 15, 2011, the Board states its expectation that proposals for the SMRR
would reflect an allocation of the stranded meter costs reflecting the net book value of
the conventional meters stranded by replacement by smart meters. In Section 3.7,
page 22, of Guideline G-2011-0001, the Board states:

The distributor should determine and support its proposed allocation,
based on the principles of cost causality and practicality. The stranded
meter NBV should be recovered through rate riders for applicable customer
classes. A distributor must outline the manner in which it intends to allocate
the stranded meter costs to the applicable customer rate classes and the
rationale for the selected approach. If a distributor has recorded the NBV of
the stranded meters by customer class, it should propose class-specific
rate riders for each applicable class (Residential, GS < 50 kW and any
other classes approved by the Board for smart meter deployment). If the
NBV is not known on a class-specific basis, a distributor should propose an
allocation between the affected metered customer classes and support its
proposal.

In Table 7-3 of Exhibit 7/Tab 1/Schedule 1/page 1, E.L.K. states that the Capital
Weighted Meter Costs of Residential and GS < 50 kW smart meters are, respectively,
$77.15 and $150.77, based on sheet 17.1 of the Cost Allocation model. In other words,
the average cost of a GS < 50 kW smart meter is just under double that of a residential
smart meter. Since we are dealing with the net book value of the conventional meters,
the CWMC of smart meters is not appropriate. However, CWMC data from sheet 17.1 of
the 2006/7 Cost Allocation Informational Filing would information would have
comparable information on the conventional meters.

a) Please provide a copy of Sheet 7.1 from E.L.K.’s 2006/7 Cost Allocation
Informational Filing.

Response: The relevant information from Sheet 17.1 of E.L.K.’s 2006/7 Cost
Allocation Informational Filing needed to complete the calculations in part b) is
provided below.
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Residential General Service Less than 50 kW
1 2 3 1 2 3
Number of Weighted Weighted Number of Weighted Weighted
Meters Metering Costs | Average Costs Meters Metering Costs |Average Costs
ATTUTATOTT e TCE Ty
e 51.46% 25%
Cost Relative to
Residential Average 1.00 4.72
Cost
Total 9365 483200 51.59636946 977 237825| 243.4237462

Cost per Meter
Meter Types (Installed)
Single Phase 200 Amp -
Urban 50 9,281 464050 651 32550
Single Phase 200 Amp -
Rural 150 0 0
Central Meter 250 10 2500 0
Network Meter (Costs to be
updated) 225 74 16650 51 11475
Three-phase - No demand 210 0 170 35700
Smart Meters 300 0 0
Demand without IT (usually
three-phase) 500 0 39 19500
Demand with IT 2,100 0 66 138600
Demand with IT and Interval
Capability - Secondary 2,300 0 0
Demand with IT and Interval
Capability - Primary 10,000 0 0
Demand with IT and Interval
Capability -Special (WMP) 40,000 0 0

b) Based on the information provided in a), please provide class-specific SMRRs for
the Residential and GS < 50 kW. Please adequately document the methodology
for allocating the costs between the classes.

Response: Based on the information provided in a), the following provides the
class-specific SMRRs for the Residential and GS < 50 kW. The table documents
the methodology for allocating the costs between the classes.
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Stranded Meter Rate Rider by Class

Total Residential| GS <50
Weighted Meter Costs - 17.1 from 2006/7
Cost Allocation Informational Filing (A) $721,025| $483,200| $237,825
Allocation Factor (B) based on info in (A) 100% 67% 33%
Stranded Meters by Class (C) = Total Cost
X (B) $299,445 $200,675 $98,770
Metered Customers (D) 11,238 10,023 1,214
Stranded Meter Rate Rider by Class (E) =
(C) /(D) /12 $2.22 $1.67 $6.78

Please indicate E.L.K.’s preference, with reasons, for either a uniform or class-

specific SMRR.

Response: E.L.K. does not have a preference.
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E.L.K. has used the following for the aggregate tax/PILs rates for each year, as input on
sheet 3 ‘Cost of Service Parameters’ of the Smart Meter Model, Version 2.17:

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
and
beyond

Aggregate 36.12% | 36.12% | 33.50% | 33.13% | 28.13% | 23.51% | 29.00%

Tax/PILs rate

Maximum 36.12% | 36.12% | 33.50% | 33.00% | 31.00% | 28.25% | 26.25%

Aggregate

Federal/provincial
tax rate

The tax/PILs rates chosen for 2006, 2007 and 2008 have no implications as there are
no smart meter costs in those years. E.L.K. has overridden the defaults for 2009 and

beyond.

a) E.L.K. has input a tax rate of 33.13% for 2009, which exceeds the maximum
aggregate Federal and Ontario income tax rate of 33.00% in that year. Please

explain E.L.K.’s input in that year.

Response: The tax rate of 33.13% for 2009 includes a component for the payment
of the Ontario capital tax. Once this is removed the aggregate Federal and Ontario
income tax rate is 33.00% in 2009.

b) E.L.K. has input a tax rate of 29.00% for 2012 and beyond, which exceeds the
aggregate Federal and Ontario income tax rate of 26.25% for 2012, although
Board staff understands that the maximum Ontario tax rate remains at 11.5%
rather than reducing to 11.0% as of July 1, 2012. With the 15% Federal tax rate,
this would imply a maximum tax rate of 26.5% for 2012. Please explain E.L.K.’s
input of a 29.00% tax rate for 2012.

Response: The tax rate of 29.00% for 2012 was entered in error and the aggregate
Federal and Ontario income tax rate should be 26.25% for 2012.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #52

Ref: Smart Meter Model, Version 2.17 — Sheet 8 — Smart Meter Funding Adder
Revenues

Per E.L.K.’s existing Tariff of Rates and Charges, as approved in E.L.K.’s 2011 IRM
rates application EB-2010-0126 and also shown in Exhibit 8/Tab 1/Schedule 5/Appendix
A in this Application, E.L.K.’s Smart Meter Funding Adder (“SMFA”) of $1.45 per month
per metered customer had a sunset of April 30, 2012.

On Sheet 8 of the Smart Meter Model Version 2.17, E.L.K. shows SMFA revenues of
$15,013.34 for each of May 2012 and June 2012.

a) Please explain the entries of SMFA revenues for May and June 2012 after the
sunsetting of the SMFA.

Response: These amounts relate to billing periods prior to May 1, 2012.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #53

Ref: Smart Meter Model, Version 2.17

If E.L.K. has made changes or corrections to the inputs of the Smart Meter Model as a
result of its responses to interrogatories to Board staff and intervenors, and is in
agreement with those changes, please provided updated versions of the class-specific
SMDRs, including updated working Excel spreadsheet versions of the Smart Meter
Model Version 2.17 and the spreadsheet

‘E.L.K._Smart_Meter_Rate Rider_by Class 20121005’

Response:

The change in tax rates outlined in the response to Board Staff #51 reduced the total
revenue requirement assumed in the class-specific SMDRs by $1 since only the tax rate
change in 2009 impacts the SMDR revenue requirement. As a result, the class specific
SMDRs have not changed and there is no need to provide updated smart meter
models.
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Board Staff Interrogatory #54

Ref: Smart Meter Model, Version 2.17 — Interest on OM&A and Depreciation Expenses

In the Smart Meter Model Version 2.17 filed by E.L.K., the utility has relied upon sheet
8B to calculate the interest on OM&A and depreciation/amortization expenses. Sheet
8B calculates the interest based on the average annual balance of deferred OM&A and
depreciation/amortization expenses based on the annual amounts input elsewhere in
the model.

The more accurate and preferred method for calculating the interest on OM&A and
depreciation/amortization expense is to input the monthly amounts from the sub-
account details of Account 1556, using sheet 8A of the model. This approach is
analogous to the calculation of interest on SMFA revenues on sheet 8 of the model.

a) Please re-file the smart meter model using the monthly OM&A and
depreciation/amortization expense data from Account 1556 records. E.L.K.

should also take into account any revisions necessary, such as in its response to
the preceding interrogatory.

b) If this is not possible, please explain.

Response (a) and (b)

E.L.K. does not record monthly OM&A and depreciation/amortization expense
into the sub-account details of Account 1556. These amounts are recorded into
1556 on an annual basis through the year end audit process provided by KPMG.
As a result, E.L.K has relied upon sheet 8B to calculate the interest on OM&A
and depreciation/amortization expenses since only annual values are available.
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Energy Probe:

9.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 33

Ref:  Exhibit 9, Tab 2, Schedule 1

What is the period proposed by ELK for which the rate riders shown in Table 9-6 would
apply?

Response: Please refer to VECC #35.
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9.0 Energy Probe Interrogatory # 34

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 4, Schedule 3, Table 9-11 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 2-16

a) Please reconcile the figures shown in Table 9-11 with the disposals shown in
account 1860 in Table 2-16.

Response: Please see reconciliation table below

Table 2-16 Disposals $891,791
Less:

Disposal of Stranded Meters Table 9-11 $(870,986)
Less: Disposal additional meters $(20,805)
Difference $0.00

b) Please explain why ELK removed the stranded meter costs and accumulated
depreciation in 2010 rather than in 2011.

Response: E.L.K. followed guidance found in the Accounting Procedures Handbook
Frequently asked questions issued December 23, 2010 Q.15. As E.L.K. received the
document in 2010 E.L.K. removed the stranded meter costs for the 2010 year-end.

c) Did the accumulated depreciation in 2010 include a full year of depreciation for
the stranded meters? If not, please provide the amount of depreciation
associated with the stranded meters in 2010 as well as the amount had a full
year of depreciation been taken in 2010.

Response: The accumulated depreciation in 2010 included a full year of
depreciation for stranded meters.

d) What is the depreciation expense associated with the stranded meters in 20117

Response: The depreciation expense associated with the stranded meters in
2011 is a $34,839.45 debit.

e) Has ELK adjusted the accumulated depreciation associated with the stranded
meters to reflect a full year of depreciation in both 2010 and 2011? If not, why
not? If not, please calculate the amount to be recovered assuming the net book
value at the end of 2011 reflects a full year of depreciation included in the
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accumulated depreciation in each of 2010 and 2011 and please show all
calculations.

Response: Yes, E.L.K. has adjusted the accumulated depreciation associated
with the stranded meters to reflect a full year of depreciation in 2010 and 2011.

What is the relative cost of a stranded residential meter as compared to a
stranded GS < 50 kW meter? What was the relative weighting of meter capital
costs in the last cost allocation model filed by ELK?

Response: All meters are captured in the general ledger in one account. Please
refer to Board Staff # 50
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Does ELK have live monitoring of outages and other meter events through the

ODS after regular business hours?

Response: No.
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VECC:
VECC Interrogatory #39

39.0 Reference: Exhibit 9, Tab 4, Schedule 3

a) What is the depreciation expense associated with stranded meters in 2012?

Response: The accumulated depreciation for the stranded meters recorded in
2010 was $599,209.92. No further depreciation was taken.

b) Please explain how the proposed uniform stranded meter rider represents the
best cost causality methodology as between residential and other rate
classes?

Response: The proposed uniform stranded meter rider provided represents the
most simplistic method to determine the rider and may not be the best cost
causality methodology. However, in response to Board Staff #50 one method of
cost causality is used to determine the rider and another method is provided
below in response to VECC 41d. As stated in Board Staff #50 c, E.L.K. does not
have a preference on which method is used and will seek direction from the
Board and/or parties on this matter.
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VECC Interrogatory #40

40.0 Reference: Exhibit 9, Tab 4, Schedule 3, pg.5

a) Please explain why in Table 9-10 the total number meters installed does not
equal the number of metered customers which are proposed to be charged
the SMDR (i.e. 10,802 vs. 11,238)?

Response: The total number of meters installed represents an actual 2011
number reported to the OEB from smart metering RRR reporting and does
not equal the number of metered customers which are proposed to be
charged as this amount represents an estimate captured from the Load
Forecast calculated data.
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VECC Interrogatory #41

41.0 Reference: Exhibit 9, Tab 4, Schedule 3, Stranded Meters

a) Does E.L.K. record residential meter costs separately from general service
meter costs?

Response: E.L.K. only tracks residential meter costs and general service meter
costs separately in one of its CIS system modules, but are all recorded in one
general ledger account.

b) Does E.L.K. have any information which would indicate a cost difference
between the installed cost of older residential and general service meters?

Response: No

c) Does E.L.K have any reason to believe that the cost differential as between
residential and general service smart meters would not make a good proxy for
the differential in costs of residential and general service stranded meters?

Response: No, E.L.K. does not have any reason to believe that the cost
differential as between residential and general service smart meters would not
make a good proxy for the differential in costs of residential and general service
stranded meters.

d) Please recalculate the stranded meter rate rider using the weighted meter
cost shown in Table 9-10 (E9/T4/S3/pg5.).

Response: The stranded meter rate rider has been calculated using the
weighted meter cost shown in Table 9-10 (E9/T4/S3/pg5.). The results are
provided in the following table.
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Stranded Meter Rate Rider byClass

Total Residential| GS < 50

Smart Meter Cost as per Table 9-10 (A) $904.482 $758.541 $145.941
Allocation Factor (B) based on info in (A) 100% 84% 16%
Stranded Meters by Class (C) = Total Cost

X (B) $299.445| $251.129 $48.316
Metered Customers (D) 11.238 10.023 1.214
Stranded Meter Rate Rider byClass (E) =

(C)/{D) /12 $2.22 $2.09 $3.32
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1.1

1.2

2.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF ESSEX
SHAREHOLDER DECLARATION
FOR
E.L.K. ENERGY INC.

Definitions and Purpose

Definitions - In this Shareholder Declaration, defined terms have the meanings set out in

Appendix “A” attached hereto.

Purpose - This Shareholder Declaration outlines certain expectations of the Shareholder
relating to the governance of the Corporation and in some cases, the Subsidiaries. Except
as provided in Section 5, this Shareholder Declaration is not intended to constitute a
unanimous shareholder declaration under the OBCA or to formally restrict the exercise of

the powers of the Board or the board of directors of any Subsidiary.

Permitted Business Activities

Subject to the restrictions in Section 5, the Corporation and the Subsidiaries may engage
in the business activities which are permitted by any law applicable to the Corporation
and the Subsidiaries from time to time, and as the Board may authorize. In so doing, the
Corporation and its Subsidiaries shall conform to all requirements of the OEB and all

other applicable regulatory or governmental authorities.

Board of Directors

Number of Directors -The Corporation shall be governed by the Board which shall

consist of a minimum of one and a maximum of twenty directors to be appointed by the
Shareholder. The Shareholder shall, by special resolution, or by Shareholder Declaration,

designate the number of members of the Board to hold office from time to time.

Board Committees - The Shareholder expects the Board to establish a Finance Committee

to review financial results and related matters. Further Board committees may be

established at the Board’s discretion.

Directors’ Compensation - The compensation of the Board and of the boards of directors

of the Subsidiaries shall be approved by the Shareholder. Directors compensation will

initially be set as follows:

\3684407.2
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(a) all directors of the Corporation or a Subsidiary shall receive $1200 per annum;

(b) any director of the Corporation who is also serving as the Chair of the
Corporation or a Subsidiary shall receive the additional sum of $600 per annum,

for a total compensation of $1800 per annum;

(©) if a director or chair of the Corporation is also a director or chair of one or more
Subsidiaries, such director shall not receive any additional compensation for his

or her role as director or chair of a Subsidiary.

The Shareholder may review the compensation of the Board and of the boards of the
Subsidiaries at any time in order to ensure that the level of compensation is appropriate

and sufficient to attract directors with necessary qualifications.

4. Decisions of the Shareholder and Shareholder Representative

4.1 The Shareholder hereby designates the Mayor and the Town Clerk as the legal
representatives of the Shareholder (the “Shareholder Representative”) for purposes of
communicating to the Board pursuant to Subsection 4.2 any consent or approval required

by this Shareholder Declaration or by the OBCA otherwise.

4.2 Approvals or decisions of the Shareholder required pursuant to this Shareholder
Declaration or the OBCA shall require a resolution or by-law of Council and shall be

communicated in writing to the Board and signed by the Shareholder Representative.

S. Matters Requiring Shareholder Approval

In addition to those matters which the OBCA specifies require Shareholder approval, without
Shareholder approval given in accordance with Section 4, the Corporation or any Subsidiary,

respectively, shall not:
5.1 take on, assume or guarantee any obligation for borrowed money in excess of $500,000;

5.2 sell assets of the Corporation or of a Subsidiary or purchase assets with an aggregate
value in excess of 15% of the Consolidated Book Value of all assets of the Corporation

and its Subsidiaries;
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5.3  materially alter the geographic extent of the service territory of the Corporation; or

5.4  enter into a joint venture, partnership, strategic alliance or other venture, including
ventures in respect of the generation or co-generation of electricity which would require
an investment equal to or greater than 10% of the Consolidated Book Value of all assets
of the Corporation and its Subsidiaries, or which would have a duration of greater than

twelve (12) months.

6. Revisions to this Declaration

The Shareholder acknowledges that this Shareholder Declaration may be revised from time to
time as circumstances may require and that the Shareholder will consult with the Board prior to

completing any revision and will promptly provide the Board with copies of such revision.

DATED at Essex, Ontario the é% day of _flawrch. , 2009

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF
ESSEX i

By: (lud ﬁrﬁ%&é

156844072
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APPENDIX “A”

DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS

In this Shareholder Declaration the following defined terms have the meaning set out below:
“Board” means the board of directors of the Corporation;

“Consolidated Book Value” of all assets of the Corporation and its Subsidiaries shall be the
values reported in the audited consolidated financial statements of the Corporation and its

Subsidiaries at the end of its most recently completed fiscal year;

“Corporation” means E.L.K. Energy Inc.;

“Council” means the Town Council of the Town of Essex;

“Mayor” means the Mayor of the Town of Essex;

“OBCA” means the Business Corporations Act (Ontario);

“OEB” means the Ontario Energy Board;

“Shareholder” means The Corporation of the Town of Essex;

“Shareholder Declaration” means this shareholder declaration;

“Shareholder Representative” shall have the meaning set out in Subsection 4.1;

“Subsidiaries” means the subsidiary corporations (as defined in the OBCA) of the Corporation;

and

“Town Clerk” means the Clerk of the Town of Essex.

\5684407.2
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Distribution expenses - operations & maintenance

Operation Supervision & engineering

Station buildings and fixture expense

Overhead distribution lines & feeders

Overhead distribution transformers - operation
Underground distribution lines & feeders
Underground distribution transformers - operation
Meter expense

Overhead distribution lines & feeders - rental paid
Maintenance of poles, towers & fixtures
Maintenance of overhead conductors & devices
Maintenance of overhead services

Overhead distribution lines & feeders
Maintenance of underground conductors & devices
Maintenance of underground services
Maintenance of line transformers

Sentinel Lights Labour

Maintenance of meters

Billing & collecting

Supervision

Meter reading expense
Customer billing & collecting
Community relations

Administration & general

Executive salaries & expenses
Management salaries & expenses
General administrative salaries & expenses
Office supplies & expenses
Outside services employed
Accounting
Information technology
Customer information system
Legal
Property insurance
Injuries & damages
Employee pensions & benefits
General advertising expenses
Miscellaneous general expenses
Maintenance of general plant
Electrical Safety Authority Fees
Special Purpose Charge
Late Payment Penalty (Expense)
Taxes other than income taxes

Amortization

Interest

Total expenditures before payments in lieu of income tax

Taxation

Payments in lieu of income taxes (tax provision to be
determined by KPMG)

5005
5010/5012/5016
5020/5025
5035
5040/5045
5055
5065
5095
5120
5125
5130
5135
5150
5155
5160
5170
5175

5305
5310
5315 -5335
5405-5515

5605
5610
5615
5620
5630

5635
5640
5645
5660
5665
5675
5680
5681
5682
6105

5705

6035/6040

6110

Expenditures

2010 Budget 2010 Actual 2011 Budget 2011 Actual 2012 Budget
$ 825,000 $ 544,000 $ 602,000 $ 770,000 $ 749,000
$ 61,000 $ 55,000 $ 61,000 $ 61,000 $ 81,000
$ 7,000 $ 5,000 $ 9,000 $ 1,000 $ 3,000
$ 51,000 $ 35,000 $ 51,000 $ 40,000 $ 54,000
$ 3,000 $ 2,000 $ 3,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000
$ 112,000 $ 77,000 $ 76,000 $ 103,000 $ 100,000
$ - $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 3,000 $ 1,000
$ 53,000 $ 23,000 $ 22,000 $ 21,000 $ 22,000
$ 22,000 $ 37,000 $ 22,000 $ 14,000 $ 26,000
$ 30,000 $ 28,000 $ 30,000 $ 29,000 $ 29,000
$ 123,000 $ 65,000 $ 64,000 $ 101,000 $ 90,000
$ 48,000 $ 45,000 $ 48,000 $ 35,000 $ 35,000
$ 110,000 $ 33,000 $ 76,000 $ 89,000 $ 81,000
$ 64,000 $ 38,000 $ 39,000 $ 86,000 $ 76,000
$ 64,000 $ 50,000 $ 49,000 $ 130,000 $ 94,000
$ 65,000 $ 30,000 $ 31,000 $ 33,000 $ 32,000
$ - $ 1,000 $ - $ 2,000 $ 3,000
$ 12,000 $ 19,000 $ 20,000 $ 18,000 $ 18,000
$ 869,000 $ 727,000 $ 639,000 $ 800,000 $ 733,000
$ 85,000 $ 88,000 $ 90,000 $ 88,000 $ 90,000
$ 172,000 $ 131,000 $ 59,000 $ 79,000 $ 58,000
$ 602,000 $ 492,000 $ 475,000 $ 629,000 $ 575,000
$ 10,000 $ 16,000 $ 15,000 $ 4,000 $ 10,000
$ 811,000 $ 809,000 $ 916,000 $ 836,000 $ 886,000
$ 20,000 $ 19,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000
$ 275,000 $ 332,000 $ 341,000 $ 316,000 $ 395,000
$ 73,000 $ 55,000 $ 57,000 $ 62,000 $ 65,000
$ 85,000 $ 61,000 $ 62,000 $ 82,000 $ 87,000
$ 1,000 $ 12,000 $ 12,000 $ - $ 6,000
$ 30,000 $ 13,000 $ 30,000 $ 13,000 $ 24,000
$ 15,000 $ 14,000 $ 23,000 $ 19,000 $ 17,000
$ 50,000 $ 47,000 $ 59,000 $ 64,000 $ 58,000
$ 40,000 $ 21,000 $ 20,000 $ 13,000 $ 17,000
$ 30,000 $ 29,000 $ 30,000 $ 42,000 $ 28,000
$ 87,000 $ 37,000 $ 86,000 $ 34,000 $ 58,000
$ 27,000 $ - $ 1,000 $ 2,000 $ 1,000
$ 1,000 $ - $ 1,000 $ - $ 1,000
$ 2,000 $ 11,000 $ 11,000 $ 9,000 $ 10,000
$ 106,000 $ 78,000 $ 79,000 $ 84,000 $ 64,000
$ 5,000 $ 6,000 $ 5,000 $ 6,000 $ 6,000
$ - $ 42,000 $ 56,000 $ 35,000 $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ 13,000 $ 6,000
$ 17,000 $ 32,000 $ 23,000 $ 22,000 $ 23,000
$ 849,000 $ 824,000 $ 829,000 $ 840,000 _$ 843,000
$ 295,000 $ 290,000 $ 292,000 $ 295,000 $ 296,000
$ 3,649,000 $ 3,194,000 $ 3,278,000 $ 3,541,000 $ 3,507,000
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. Capital - Summary
Investing in our distribution system to ensure safe, reliable and efficient delivery of electricity.
L. XK.

Energy Inc.

2010 Budget 2010 Actual 2011 Budget 2011 Actual 2012 Budget 2013 Budget 2014 Budget

Renewable Connection Capital

Deferral Acct 1531 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 73,000 $ - 3 -
Smart meter capital & recovery

offset variance account 1555 $ 1476000 $ 1,363,370 $ 120,000 $ (43,000) $ 25,000 $ - 3 -
Smart meter OM & A variance 1556 $ 55000 $ 30,624 $ 47,000 $ 46,369 § 55,000 $ - $ -
Poles, towers & fixtures 1830 $ 64,000 § 106,000 $ 41000 $ 51,000 $ 21,000 $ 35,000 § 81,000
Overhead conductors & devices 1835 $ 116,000 $ 160,000 $ 145000 $ 188,000 $ 47,000 $ 50,000 § 70,000
Underground conductors &

devices 1840/1845 $ 133,000 & 339,000 § 96,000 § 253,000 § 267,000 $ 155,000 § 144,000
Line transformers 1850 $ 206000 $ 108,000 $ 207,000 § 86,000 § 203,000 $ 213,000 § 233,000
Services 1855 $ 26,000 $ 67,000 $§ 33,000 $ 70,000 $ 43,000 § 49,000 § 63,000
Meters 1860 $ 18,000 § (866,000) $ 52,000 $ 4,000 $ 10,000 § 38,000 $ 6,000
Land & iand rights 1905/1906 - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Contributions & Grants (Cash

Outlay) 1995 $ - $ - $ 160,000 $ 192,000 $§ 17,000 § 83,000 § 85,000
Building & fixtures 1908 $ 124,000 § (202,000) $ 85,000 $ 3,000 $ 14,500 $ - $ -
Office equipment 1915 $ 55,000 $ 21,000 $ 40,000 $ - $ 2,500 $ 120,000 $ 5,000
Computer equipment 1820 $ 5000 § 4,000 § 10,000 § 3000 $ 5000 $ 21,000 § -
Computer software 1925 $ 7000 & 1,000 § 17,000 $ - $ 19,000 $ 18,000 $ -
Transportation equipment 1930 $ 31,000 § - $ 89,250 § 14,000 $ 89,250 § 110,000 $ 235,000
Tools, shop & garage 1940 $ 25,000 $ 3,000 $ 20,000 $ 1,000 § 25,000 $ - $ -

Total capital expenditures $ 2341000 $§ 1134994 § 1,142,250 § 866,369 §$ 916,250 § 892,000 $§ 922000




Investments by Project ~ 2012
Conversion {Service Area: Cottamj

» Complete the transfer of secondary services as the final stage of our conversion project for the Cottam service area
from 8 kV to 27.6 kV. In previous years, this project was partially funded by our Demand Side Management Program
and will reduce our line loss in the area. Additionally, it will increase the system reliability and reduce the reliance on
Hydro One during system interruptions. This investment will reduce the current load on the Hydro One owned Cottam
Distribution Station which currently supplies the Cottam Service Area and surrounding Hydro One Service Area.

Conversion {Service Area: Kingsvillej

« Complete the conversion from 4 kV to 27.6 kV of existing overhea
parking lot to Elm Street adjacent to Lions Hall facility.

« Complete the conversion of the Queen Street pumping station from 4 kV to 27.6 kV, which
would be the final customer on our Kingsville Distribution Station (DS).

» The decommissioning of the Kingsville DS.
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Underground Asset Renewal (Service Area: Essex)

To begin renewing the high voltage underground distribution system in Viscount Estates. This will
include installing new duct and high voltage cable as well as replacing the existing live front
transformers with new mini pad dead front transformers. The existing infrastructure is 35 - 42 years old.

Past Investments by Project - 2011

Conversion (Service Area: Cottam)
+ Work on our conversion project for the Cottam service area from 8 kV o 27.6 kV.

Conversion (Service Area: Kingsviile)

» Completion of Prince Albert Street conversion work from 4 kV to 27.6 kV beginning at Main Street
and continuing to Mill Street. This will eliminate a three (3) phase rear yard high voltage line and
upgrade the secondary network.

« Completion of installation of a new three (3) phase underground distribution feed under Mill Street
at Prince Albert Street and along Mill Street to the Lions Hall. A new single phase underground
distribution feed along Mill Street from Prince Albert Street to service McDonald Street will
eliminate an overhead 16 kV feed along Cemetery Road.



Smart Meters (Service Area: All upon completion of implementation)

The smart metering system includes an Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) and Meter Data
Management/Repository (MDM/R) sunctions. An AMI is the infrastructure within which date and time-stamped hourly
meter reads will be remotely collected and transmitted daily to a utility's control computer and eventually, to a
centralized MDM/R.

The role of the MDM/R is to provide a common infrastructure for receiving meter reads from all AMI in Ontario,
processing the reads to produce rate-ready consumption data (that is, data to support billing), storing and managing
data, and providing access to such data to Interested Parties.

in order to meet our obligation, we will be using Sensus FlexNet which includes the following key features:
« Programmable daily, hourly, 15 and 5 minute data intervals, or on-demand reads
« Power Quality Sag/Swell actual volts (peak, min, avg)
. On-demand tunneling access to all meter information
. Time-of-use profile data for variable rate billing and consumption correlation
- Counts momentary outages
« Restoration notification
- Tamper and energy theft detection
» CRC-32 protected, redundant data messages
- 258 bit data encryption
« Two-way and one-way communications options
« Power fail notification on outages > 120 sec
+ Automatically relays messages from hard-to-reach meters
+ Relays messages to load shed end-points: thermostats, hot water heaters etc
« Supports remote connect/disconnect

Customer requested electric servicing including new subdivisions (Service Area: All)

For electric plant expansions/upgrades, a capital contribution is collected from the customer upfront when the
anticipated net present value of the project is calculated as a negative. In addition, an expansion deposit is collected
which is refunded over the first five years of the project, based on the # of lots developed for a residential project or
the actual load for a general service project.
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CE.LK.

Energy Inc. Report to Board

DEPARTMENT: Operations

DATE: August 6, 2009

PREPARED BY: Norm MacAulay

REPORT NUMBER: OM09-02

SUBJECT: New light duty vehicle purchase.
PURPOSE

To replace two (2) existing light duty vehicles with two (2) new hybrid compact
sport utility vehicles.

BACKGROUND

The replacement of two (2) existing light duty vehicles was previously approved
in the 2009 Budget. Staff reviewed various vehicles to determine the appropriate
replacement vehicle for the two (2), currently pickups, being replaced. It was
determined that both vehicles would serve E.L.K. best if they were minivans or
sport utility vehicles providing some interior/weather proof cargo area.

Appendix 1 & 2, attached, which provide a comparison of vehicles that appeared
best suited for E.L.K.’s application. The annual mileage driven by each vehicle
was broken down by an estimated percentage of City versus Highway mileage
and using the supplied fuel economy ratings the annual litres of fuel was
determined. Fuel costs per litre were estimated over the eight (8) year forecast
for this vehicle to determine a “Life Fuel Cost” for the vehicle.

Purchase prices for each of the vehicles was attained from the respective
websites. This price was added to the life fuel cost less any advertised discounts
for the “Net Ownership Costs”. The final column is “Difference of Compared
Vehicles” which provides the net life savings on that particular vehicle compared
to the highest net ownership cost vehicle.

The results supported a hybrid vehicle so a Request for Proposal for two (2)
Hybrid Sport Utility vehicles, Appendix 3, was provided to Countryside Chrysler
Dodge, Dave Hitchcock Chevrolet, Ken Knapp Ford and Larry Renaud Ford.
Renaud’s advised they would not be able to provide a proposal, as they would
not be handling hybrids until later this year. Proposals were not received from
Countryside or Hitchcock’s and one (1) was received from Knapp’s.

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario, N8M 3E4 Tel: 519.776.5291 Fax: 519.776.5640 email: customer.service@elkenergy.com



The following is the proposal received and what was previously approved n the
2009 budget.

Proposal Budget

2 - 2009 Ford Escape Hybrid,
2WD, price including PST $ 70,696.00 $ 70,000.00

Trade in on truck 103 $ (700.00) $ (500.00)
Trade in on Truck 105 $ (500.00) $ (500.00)
Appendix 4 additional

discount $ (1,604.00)

Subtotal $ 67,892.00 $ 69,000.00
PST $ 543136 $ 5,520.00

Purchase price less GST $ 73,323.36 $ 74,520.00

As seen above the proposal is within budget but additional funding is available
for the purchase of these vehicles. The Ontario Power Authority, OPA, has a
LDC Community Initiatives Fund that can be utilized for the purchase of hybrid
vehicles providing conservation programs are advertised on the vehicle.
Presently we have $14,000 available for each vehicle of which on Appendix 1 & 2
$13,000 has been allocated to each vehicle purchase. The remaining $1,000 is
to be used for the purchase and installation of signage for the conservation
programs E.L.K. is participating in on the vehicle. This program will essentially
covers 33% of the cost of these vehicles.

Purchase price less GST $ 73,323.36
LDC Community Initiatives Fund $ (26,000.00)
Net purchase price less GST $ 47,323.36

Additionally the dealer has contacted us to advise there is a new program,
Appendix 4, presently that will allow for an additional price reduction of $802 plus
taxes per vehicle if delivery is accepted prior to August 31, 2009. Presently there
are 2 vehicles on the lot available to E.L.K.

Appendix 5, attached, is the Ford Escape brochure. Pages 7 & 8 detail some of
the benefits of the hybrid vehicle which go well beyond the fuel savings. The



vehicles would be delivered in Kiwi green, which Ford has dedicated to their
hybrid vehicles. It is staffs’ intention to utilize the vehicles colour to help promote
E.L.K.’s corporate environmental image as well as the conservation programs
E.L.K. is presently supporting.

Staff has received pricing for vehicle wraps. (Wraps are custom fitted printed
graphics that are applied to the vehicle for promotional purposes.) The concept
being considered is to introduce some of our fleet yellow onto the rear portion of
the vehicle with the E.L.K. logo and the OPA conservation program logos on it as
well. In essence we have the “Green” vehicle emerging from the yellow.

The vehicle wraps are estimated at $2,300 plus taxes. There was an allowance
approved in the budget for lettering and lighting the vehicles of $1,750. As noted
above there is an additional $1,000 from the OPA LDC Community Initiatives
Fund to use for the wrap as well as we have access to funds from each of the
individual conservation programs for advertising.

RECOMMENDATION(S)/CONCLUSION(S)

Operations Manager MacAulay is seeking the Boards approval to purchase two
(2) 2009 Ford Escape Hybrid sport utility vehicles from Ken Knapp Ford and
trade in our 1995 Chevrolet C1500, #105, and our 1997 Ford F150, #103, as per
their proposal dated June 11, 2009 for $73,323.36 plus GST.



EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
January 30, 2013

APPENDI X SEC#9Db1

REFERENCE: SEC INTERROGATORY 9(b)1



To Replace 101 (Locates, meter reads and meter changes)

Assumptions

Annual km's
Annuat 100km's

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating 1./100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annuai fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

32900 70% hwgy 30% city

329 230.3 98.7 - - -
1s derviced from the This is fleet discount price Is the sum of the life fuel
Escape 2.5L average annual km,s for already. costs plus the purchase
7.2 10.1 the vehicle using the price less any applicable
2655.03 1658.16 996.87 advertised fuel discounts.
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 » - I -
$ 0985 % 1.00 § 1.06 § 110 § 115 8 120 $ 125 % 1.30 Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts JNefOwnership costs d.mmﬁm:om of compared vehicles

$ 252228 $2,655.03 $2,787.78 $2,920.53 $3,053.28 $3,186.04 $3,318.79 $3,451.54 § 23,895.27 25258 0$ 49,163.27 $ (4,294.99)
H.m the air conditioning is used the gas - - -
engine runs so 2 months of mileage * X : * .

. i 1s derviced from the $13,000 from the OPA LDC TIs the sum of the life fuel
Escape 2.5LHybrid NMM.MWMQ:M M the standard city rate for average annual km,s for Community Initiatives Fund costs plus the purchase
6.4 58 10.1 . the vehicle using the eligible on Hybrid price less any applicable
2116.83206 1473.92 477.43164 165.48042 advertised fuel purchases and $802 Ford discounts.
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 A - T e
$ 095 §$ 100 $ 105 $ 110 § 115 $ 120 $ 125 $ 1.30 Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Net Ownership costs ?mmﬁm:om of compared vehicles

13802 ¢

39,258.49 $(14,189.77)

Discount already applied to
price.

15 the sum of the life fuel
costs plus:the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts.

$ 2,010.99 $2,116.83 $2,22267 $2,328.52 $2,434.36 $2,540.20 $2,646.04 $2,751.88 § 19,051.49 34009
1s derviced from the
Jeep Patriot 2L average annual km;s for
8 9.7 the vehicle using the
2799.79 18424 957.39 advertised fuel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
$ 095 § 100 $ 105 % 110 $ 115 $ 120 $ 125 §

$ 2,659.80 $2,799.79 $2,939.78 $3,079.77 $3,219.76 $3,360.75 $3,499.74 $3639.73 § 25,198.11 22170

03

1.30 Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Jet Ownership costs ?mm.,m:nm of compared vehicles

47,368.11 $ (6,080.15)

Is derviced from the

Grand Caravan average-annual km,s for

Discount already applied to
price.

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable

discounts.

$

Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Net'Ownership costs ?mm_‘w:nm of compared vehicles

53,448.26 $ -

Canadian Pricing
Advantage.

1s the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts.

84 126 the vehicle using the
3178.14 1934.52 1243.82 advertised fuel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
$ 095 $ 100 $ 105 % 110 $ 115 § 120 § 125 § 1.30
$ 3,019.23 $3,178.14 $3,337.05 $3,49595 $3,654.86 $3,813.77 $3,97268 $4,131.58 $ 28,603.26 24845
Is derviced from the
Montana average annual km,s for
85 13.1 the vehicle using the
3250.52 1957.55 1292.97 advertised fuel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
$ 095 $ 100 § 105 §$ 110 8 115 § 120 $ 125 % 1.30

$ 3,087.99 $3,250.52 $3,413.05 $3,575.57 $3,738.10 $3,800.62 $4,063.15 $4,225.68 § 29,254.68 26650

Is derviced from the
average annual km,s for

Py L - -
Life fuet costs Purchase price  Discounts Jet Ownership costs ?mm_‘m:n

6300 §

Canadian Pricing
Advantage.

49,604.68 $ (3,843.58)

e of compared vehicles

Is the sum-of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts.

Equinox 3.4L 3 3
83 12.2 the <m?n.m using the
311583 1911.49 1204.14 mn<m3mmm_ fuel .
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8
$ 095 $ 100 $ 105 $ 110 % 115 § 120 $ 125 %

$ 295985 $3,11563 $3,271.41 $3427.19 $3,582.97 $3,738.76 $3,89454 $4,050.32 $ 28,040.67 29685

7500 $

A 7 e
1.30 Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Net Ownership costs ?mmﬁm:nm of compared vehicles

50,225.87 § (3,222.59)
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To Repalce 102 (Norm & Mike)

Assumptions

Annual km's
Annual 100km's

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L./100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km'’s
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km’s
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

Vehicle:

Fuel consumption rating L/100km's
annual L's of fuel

Year

Price per litre

Annual fuel cost

15000 70% hwgy 30% city

150 105 45
Escape 2.5L
7.2 10.1
1210.5 756 454.5
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

$ 095 §$ 100 $ 105 § 110 $

115§ 120 $ 1256 § 1.30

$ 1,149.98 $1,21050 $1,271.03 $1,331.55 $1,392.08 $1,45260 $1513.13 $1,573.65

Escape 2.51.Hybrid »  lthe standard city rate for non-hybrids,
6.4 58 10.1
965.121 672 217674 75.447 d
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

$ 095 § 100 § 105 § 110 §

If the air conditioning is used the gas engine
runs so 2 months of mileage was used at

Is derviced from the
average annuaf km,s for
the vehicle using the
advertised fuel

This is fleet &mn@% price
already.

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts.

Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts &Q\Oénm«m:i costs ?mm-m:om of compared vehicles

$ 10,894.50

1s derviced from the
average annual kmys for
the vehicle using the

d fuel

115 § 120 % 125 § 1.30

$ 91686 $ 96512 $1,013.38 $1061.63 $1,109.89 §$1,158.15 $1,20640 $1,254.66

Jeep Patriot 2L.
8 9.7
1276.5 840 436.5

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

$ 095 $ 100 % 1.05 $ 110§

115§ 120 § 125 § 1.30

$ 1,21268 $1,276.50 $1,340.33 $1,404.15 $1,467.98 $1531.80 $1,595.63 $1,659.45

Grand Caravan
8.4 126
1449 882 567

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

$ 085 $§ 100 § 105 $§ 110 §

115§ 120 $ 126 % 1.30

$ 1,376.55 $1,449.00 $1,521.45 $1,593.90 $1,666.35 $1,738.80 $1,811.25 $1,883.70

Montana
85 13.1
1482 892.5 589.5

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6 Year 7 Year 8

3 095 § 100 § 106 § 110 §

115 § 120 § 1256 § 130

$ 1,407.90 $1.482.00 $1,556.10 $1,630.20 $1,704.30 $1,778.40 $1,85250 $1,926.60

Equinox 3.4L
83 12.2
1420.5 8715 549

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year7 Year 8

$ 095 § 100 $ 105 § 110§

115§ 120 $ 125 $ 1.30

$ 1,34948 $1,42050 $149153 §$156255 $1,633.58 $1,704.60 $177563 $1,846.65

25258

03

$13,000 from the OPA LDC
Community Initiatives Fund
eligible on Hybrid

purchases and $802 Ford

36,152.50 $(1,733.50)

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable

A7 o -
Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Net Ownership costs d_

$  8,686.09

Is derviced from the
average annual kmys for
the vehicle using the

advertised fuel

34009

13802 $

Discount already applied to
price.

discounts,

erence of compared vehicles
28,893.09 $(8,992.91)

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts,

$ 11,488.50

Is derviced fromthe
average annual km,s for
the vehicle using the

advertised fuel

&
Life fuel costs Purchase price

22170

0%

Discount already applied to
price.

Discounts Net Qizmazmn costs ?‘ ference of compared vehicles

33,658.50 $(4,227.50)

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable
discounts,

Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Qm»gsm_.ms.u costs ?mmqm:om of compared vehicles

$ 13,041.00

Is derviced from the
average annual km,s for
the vehicle using the
advertised fuel

24845

$

Canadian Pricing
Advantage.

37,886.00 $ -

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable

discounts.

Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts MNet Ownership costs ?mmﬂm:om of compared vehicles

$ 13,338.00

Is derviced from the
average annual km,s for
the vehicle using the
advertised fuel

26650

6300 $

Canadian Pricing
Advantage.

33,688.00 $(4,198.00)

Is the sum of the life fuel
costs plus the purchase
price less any applicable

Life fuel costs Purchase price Discounts Net Ownership costs ﬂmw:”

$ 12,784.50

29685

7500 $

discounts.

34,969.50 $(2,916.50)
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Energy Inc.

December 2004



£

TABLE OF CONTENTS

.

SN R W N

FILING REQUIREMENTS 4
n Heeee e reteeteeetenenssareseantcatstsatestssectssnossectorttnesrersancarateeraresen

PROGRAM PORTFOLIQ caccciiiiiiitteieeeeccctreeereeeeeessssssesessecssssssssseesssssesssssns D

BUDGE MMARY

COLQTLAC I INFORIVIATIOIQ Cetesseseserecstsesattsesnsntonensrsnsisrsessaneerencrarsnsnsssesenssasssasae JU



‘ . Background

The Minister of Energy, Dwight Duncan (“Minister”) has authorized
distributors to apply for their installment of market adjusted revenue requirement.
The Minister has also stated that approval of the recovery of this amount in rates
is to be conditional on a financial commitment to invest an amount equal to one
year's incremental returns in conservation and demand management activities.
One year of incremental returns in for E.L.K. Energy Inc. (“E.L.K. Energy’) is
approximately $230,939.02. The Ontario Energy Board’s has issued a
Procedural Order to deal with matters relating to this initiative.

The Ontario Energy Board, in its information bulletin dated August 30,
2004, stated that it is prepared to give approval of planned conservation and
demand management activities prior to these costs actually being incurred.

Distributors have three options they can follow in applying for approval:
a. Apply now for an interim order of the Board;
b. Apply now for a final order of the Board (subject to the ultimate review
of the actual expenditures); or
C. Apply, in early 2005 as part of their application for 2005 rates, for a
final order of the Board (subject only to the ultimate review of actual
expenditures).

The choice between requesting an interim order (Option A) and requesting
a final order now (Option B) is between a more rapid decision (resulting in an
interim order under Option A) and a more certain decision (resulting in a final
order under Option B).

E.L.K. Energy has decided to proceed with an Application now for a final
order of the Ontario Energy Board. Hence, allowing a degree of certainty and
finality to the Conservation and Demand Management initiatives.

E.L.K. Energy is confident that its Conservation and Demand Side
Management Plan will support the Conservation Culture initiative in Ontario.
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Objectives

On May 31, 2004, the Minister wrote to E.L.K. Energy with respect to

conservation proposals that would be considered for the purpose of cost

recovery. Without limiting the innovative proposal that E.L.K. Energy may
submit, reasonable new expenditures on planning, delivery and evaluation of the
specific measures should be supported by the Ontario Energy Board are:

Energy efficiency:

Behavioural and operational changes, including the application of
benchmarking or “smart” control systems;

Load management measures which facilitate interruptible and
dispatchable loads, dual fuel applications, thermal storage, and demand
response;

Measures to encourage fuel switching which reduces the total system
energy for a given end-use;

Programs and initiatives targeted to low income and other hard to reach
consumers; and

Distributed energy options behind a customer’s meter such as tri-
generation, co-generation, ground source heat pumps, solar, wind, and
biomass systems.

Partnership opportunities may exist with governments, such as Natural

Resources Canada, Canadian Federation of Municipalities and with local
community-based conservation agencies and authorities.




3. Filing Requirements

The Ontario Energy Board filing requirements are as follows:

a. a description of the proposed programs identifying the affected
customer classes and the specific details of each program;

b. the total program budget including the total amount and schedule of
the annual expenses for the 2004-2007 time period; and

o the anticipated program benefits, including quantifiable benefits where

these can be identified (i.e. energy savings (kW or kWh). Where the
program has anticipated qualitative benefits (such as enabling
technologies or customer education), these expected qualitative
benefits must be described.



Program Portfolio

Bulb Exchange Program

Compact fluorescent lamps have several advantages over the incandescent
lamps including:

» Energy efficient alternative using as little as one-fifth of the power of an
incandescent bulb.
Lasts up to 13 times longer thus lowering maintenance costs.
Now available in a variety of shapes and colors increasing their versatility.
High initial cost can be recouped in a short time period.
Environmentally friendly as it is believed that a single compact fluorescent
bulb can save enough electricity (coal fired) to keep a ton of carbon
dioxide out of the atmoshphere.

Our bulb exchange program will allow all customer to trade up to 2 incandescent
bulbs for an equal number of compact fluorescent buibs.

Cottam Conversion Program

Beginning in 2006 E.L.K. will convert their distribution system in our Cottam
service area from 8,320/4,160 volts to 27,600/16,000 volts. Several efficiencies
can be achieved through this conversion. The first being the elimination of the
supply from the Distribution Station. Since the Transmission Station supplies at
27,600/16,000 volts the supply can be provided directly to the service area as
opposed to being further transformed at the Distribution Station. With each
transformation of voltage there are inefficiencies in losses. By eliminating the
Distribution Station losses will be reduced.

In converting to the higher distribution voltage most of the transformers will have
to be replaced. The new transformers will be constructed to the latest standards
and more efficient than the transformers currently in service.

The higher distribution voltage affords for less voltage drop on the system thusly
making the system more efficient.

E.L.K. intends to convert approximately 65% of the Cottam Service Area in 2006
with an initial impact of approximately 227,014 kwh’s saved annually due to
reduced line losses. The balance of the Cottom Service Area will be converted in
2007 with an additional 34,663 kwh’s saved annually due to reduced line losses.
Capital investment has a 25 year life cycle and theses efficiencies will be enjoyed
for their entire life cycle.
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Refrigerator Buy QOut Program

Consumers often do not realize that old beer fridges are significant energy
consumers. For example the typical 20 cubic foot refrigerator in use in 1992
used 94 kwh a month. An energy efficient model built in 2001 uses only 39 kwh
a month. This represents a savings to the consumer of 55 kwh a month.
Realizing that consumers may be reluctant to give up on a supply of cold
beverages, E.L.K. will work with a selected group of appliance dealers within our
service area and provide consumers with up to $150 rebate on the purchase of
an ENERGY STAR refrigerator provided that an older unit is traded in on
purchase. This will guarantee that older units are not just relocated and still
consuming significant electricity and addresses short comings of other rebate
programs based solely on purchase rather than trade in.

Christmas Light Buy Out Program

L.E.D. holiday lights have become increasingly available during recent years and
offers consumers many advantages including:
¢ A high level of brightness with only a small fraction of energy — the 90% to
99% savings in electricity quickly adds up.
o Unbreakable & constructed of solid flameproof epoxy plastic.
e Lights operate much color than conventional lights making them safer to
use either indoors or outdoors.
e Several shapes are available including: mini-ice, raspberry & strawberry
with color options including: red, gold, blue, white or multi-colored.

Unfortunately, the higher initial purchase cost can discourage consumers from
purchasing this more expense Christmas lighting option in the short term. lItis
hoped that once consumers trade incandescent lights for L.E.D. lights there
advantages will be evident and future Christmas light purchases made by the
consumer will be L.E.D. purchases.

The end consumer cost to operate various Christmas lights are as follows:

600 L.E.D. lights $0.45
600 incandescent mini lights $6.00
600 incandescent C7 lights $31.30

Assumes a 30 day usage cost (6 hours per day) and a cost of electricity of 12
cents per kilowatt hour.

The Christmas light buy out program will allow customer to bring in one strand of
mini lights to be replaced with one strand of L.E.D. Consumers who bring in C7
strands will be allowed to trade up to 4 strands for L.E.D. replacements.




s

CustomerVu Implementation

CustomerVu is an internet bill presentment, bill payment and customer service
solution which will provide customers with a significant amount of customer
specific information including consumption. Registered users will be able to:
e Enter meter readings during the transitional phase to smart metering.
¢ Review billed usage information in a graph format.
e Internet bill presentment will eliminate the delay in getting the most current
statement of account reading information to the customer.

Although the direct consumption impact of this initiative is not determinable,
customers will have access to their consumption information for review and to
obtain a better understanding of their consumption patterns.

Conservation Education Program

Conservation is an effort which every single electricity consumer can participate
in. Conservation can require a consumer to make an investment in an Energy
Star rated appliance to a simple change in habits which has no incremental cost
such as turning off lights not in use. Educating consumers in conservation is key
to achieving a positive conservation education program.

In educating our elementary aged children, they can actively participate in
conservation by encouraging their parents today and practicing in the future
when they become a primary consumer. Conservation programs will include
suggestions such as:

e Installation of programmable thermostat with a built in timer.

o Keeping blinds, shades and drapes during the hottest part of the day in
the summer and open south-facing blinds on sunny winter days.
Using a solar blanket to keep swimming pool water warm overnight.
Replacing traditional light bulbs with compact fluorescent light bulbs.
Reducing phantom loads by unplugging appliances not in use.
Purchasing of ENERGY STAR appliances.

Smart Metering Initiative

The introduction of smart metering will shift overall demand of electricity by
encouraging consumers to use electricity at off-peak times and rewarding those
consumers with lower commodity rates for consumption used in off-peak hours. It
is E.L.K's intentions to begin the installation of smart meters in 2005 once the
final guidelines for smart metering are released. E.L.K’s plan will see all new
connections and meter reverification completed with smart meters.



Year | Meters to be reverified | New installations | Smart meters installed
2005 778 200 978
2006 611 200 811
2007 519 200 719

This smart meter initiative will be in advance of the requirements for smart meter
installations prior to 2010. In selecting the smart meter to be used E.L.K. will be
reviewing systems that may allow for demand management through third party
packages to allow for load shedding at peak or critical times or as an ongoing
control offered to the customer. Some of the items being considered are:

e Pool pumps

s Electric water heaters

e Air conditioners
All of these units could be controlled remotely to limit their use during peak times
or operated as rotational load shedding during critical times.
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5. Budget Summary

kWh Saved Cost ($)
Bulb exchange program 8,150,549.00 $ 63,000.00
Cottam Conversion 6,245,600.84 § 620,000.00
Refriderator buy out 660,000.00 $ 15,000.00
Christmas Lights 46,937.50 § 2,000.00
CustomerVu - $ 3,000.00
Conservation programs - $ 20,000.00
Smart meters - $ 508,000.00
Total 15,103,087.34 $ 1,231,000.00

It is anticipated that an investment of $823,000 over the period 2005 through
2007 will result in a total savings of 15,279,257 kwh over the life of these assets.
Programs for immediate implementation include the bulb exchange program,
refrigerator buy out and implementation of CustomerVu. The Conservation
programs will be coordinated with our school safety program while the Christmas
light exchange will be timed with the 2005 Christmas season. The Cottam
conversion timing will be coordinated with Hydro One and finally the smart meter
implementation will coincide with the implementation of new applications
currently being developed with our technology partners.



6.

Contact Information

This document was prepared by E.L.K. Energy Inc. and for additional information about our

Conservation and Demand Side Management Plan, please contact:

Sandra Slater, Director Finance
E.LK. Energy Inc.

172 Forest Avenue

Essex ON N8M 3E4

Canada

Telephone: (519) 776-5291 or 1-877-355-7798
Facsimile: (519) 776-5640

E-mail: customer service@elkenergyinc.com
URL: www elkenerqyinc.com

- 10 -
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EE.LK.

Energy Inc. Report to Board

DEPARTMENT: Operations
DATE: August 15, 2012
PREPARED BY: Norm MacAulay

REPORT NUMBER: OM12-07

SUBJECT: Hydro One Connection Impact Assessment - Standard Study
Agreement

PURPOSE

To receive approval for the Chair to execute the Hydro One Connection Impact
Assessment (CIA) — Standard Study Agreement for a proposed 60 kW rooftop
solar project located at 31 McAffee Street, Harrow.

BACKGROUND
Ontario Power Authority (OPA) - Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program

In October of 2009 the OPA launched the FIT program for renewable generation.
The FIT program deals with renewable generation from 10 kW — 10 MW. The
program is further broken down into Capacity Allocation Exempt (CAE) projects.

CAE projects may not exceed 250 kW when connected to feeders with a line
voltage less than 15 kV. If the line voltage is greater than 15 kV than the CAE
projects may not exceed 500 kW of generation.

For the generators the process is streamlined somewhat if they choose to install
a CAE project. The above noted project is CAE connecting at greater than 15 kV.
As part of the process the CAE applicant must have a CIA completed, at their
expense, by their host local distribution company (LDC) as well as any additional
LDC's that may be impacted by the proposed connection. As E.L.K. is embedded
in Hydro One’s distribution system a CIA must be completed for both Hydro
One’s and E.L.K.’s distribution systems.

Attached is Hydro One’s study agreement to have their CIA completed. Once it is
completed and if the project is still viable E.L.K. will retain a consultant to
complete the CIA for E.L.K.’s distribution system taking into account the findings
of Hydro One’s CIA.

RECOMMENDATION(S)/CONCLUSION(S)

Operations Manager MacAulay is seeking the Boards approval to have the Chair
execute the Hydro One CIA study agreement 21,640 — 31 McAffee Street —
E.L.K. Energy Inc.

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario, N8M 3E4 Tel: 519.776.5291 Fax: 519.776.5640 email: customer.service@elkenergy.com
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EE.LK.

Energy Inc. Report to Board

DEPARTMENT: Operations

DATE: August 17, 2012

PREPARED BY: Norm MacAulay

REPORT NUMBER: OM12-08

SUBJECT: Request for temporary relief from E.L.K.’s sign policy.
PURPOSE

To receive approval for the Town of Lakeshore to install nine (9) temporary signs
on E.L.K. poles in our Belle River service area for the United Way “County
Awareness Campaign”.

BACKGROUND

The Town of Lakeshore has requested permission to attach, via lag bolts, nine
(9) signs on E.L.K. poles in our Belle River service area. The signs are proposed
to be installed in three (3) locations with signs on three (3) consecutive poles at
each location. Proposed locations are as follows:

¢ Notre Dame Eastbound, immediately west of Trottier, across from the
Police Station;
Notre Dame Westbound between Terra Lou and Ducharme;

e South Street Northbound between St. Peter Street and the High School.

The display period requested is from the third week of September to the middle
of December.

E.L.K.’s sign policy deals with the removal of signs from E.L.K.’s poles prior to
staff commencing work on said pole to provide a safe work environment. Once a
sign is removed it is returned to the owner with the exception of permitted
municipal signs which are reinstalled.

After review of the proposed locations it would appear that the United Way signs
would have little or no impact on our employees safe work environment as we
have full access to said poles with our aerial devices.

Attached is E.L.K.’s Sign Policy and a picture of the United Way signs in
guestion.

RECOMMENDATION(S)/CONCLUSION(S)

Operations Manager MacAulay is recommending the Board grant The Town Of
Lakeshore permission to install the nine (9) United Way signs at the proposed
locations noted above for the display period of the third week of September to the
middle of December.

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario, N8M 3E4 Tel: 519.776.5291 Fax: 519.776.5640 email: customer.service@elkenergy.com
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Ontario Energy Commission de I'Energie
Board de I'Ontario

RP-2005-0020
EB-2005-0358

IN THE MATTER OF the Ontario Energy Board Act,
1998, S.0. 1998, c.15 (Schedule B);

AND IN THE MATTER OF an Application by E.L.K.
Energy Inc. for an order or orders approving or fixing just
and reasonable distribution rates and other charges,
effective May 1, 2006.

BEFORE: Paul Vlahos
Presiding Member

Bob Betts
Member

DECISION AND ORDER

E.L.K. Energy Inc. (“E.L.K. Energy” or the “Applicant”) is a licensed distributor providing
electrical service to consumers within its defined service area. E.L.K. Energy filed an
Application (the “Application”) with the Ontario Energy Board (the “Board”) for an order
or orders approving or fixing just and reasonable rates for the distribution of electricity
and other matters, to be effective May 1, 2006.

E.L.K. Energy is one of over 90 electricity distributors in Ontario that are regulated by
the Board. To streamline the process for the approval of distribution rates and charges
for these distributors, the Board developed and issued the 2006 Electricity Distribution
Rate Handbook (the “Handbook”) and complementary spreadsheet-based models.
These materials were developed after extensive public consultation with distributors,
customer groups, public and environmental interest groups, and other interested
parties. The Handbook contains requirements and guidelines for filing an application.



Ontario Energy Board
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The models determine the amounts to be included for the payments in lieu of taxes
(“PILs”) and calculate rates based on historical financial and other information entered
by the distributor.

Also included in this process was a methodology and model for the final recovery of
regulatory assets flowing from the Board’s decision dated December 9, 2004 on the
Review and Recovery of Regulatory Assets — Phase 2 for Toronto Hydro, London
Hydro, Enersource Hydro Mississauga and Hydro One Networks Inc. (“Hydro One”). In
Chapter 10 of the decision, the Board outlined a Phase 2 process for the remaining
distributors. By letter of July 12, 2005, the Board provided guidance and a spreadsheet-
based model to the distributors for the inclusion of this recovery as part of their 2006
distribution rate applications.

As a distributor that is embedded in Hydro One Network’s low voltage system, the
Applicant has included the recovery of certain Regulatory Assets that have been
allocated by Hydro One Networks. The amount claimed by the Applicant was provided
by Hydro One Networks as a reasonable approximation of the actual amount that Hydro
One Networks will assess the Applicant. To the degree that the amount differs from the
actual amount approved for Hydro One Networks in another proceeding (RP-2005-
0020/EB-2005-0378), this difference will be reconciled at the end of the Regulatory
Asset recovery period, as set out in the Phase Il regulatory assets decision issued on
December 9, 2004 (RP-2004-0064/RP-2004-0069/RP-2004-0100/RP-2004-0117/RP-
2004-0118).

In its preliminary review of the 2006 rate applications received from the distributors, the
Board identified several issues that appeared to be common to many or all of the
distributors. As a result, the Board held a hearing (EB-2005-0529) to consider these
issues (the “Generic Issues Proceeding”) and released its decision (the “Generic
Decision”) on March 21, 2006. The rulings flowing from that Generic Decision apply to
this Application, except to the extent noted in this Decision. The Board notes that
pursuant to ss. 21 (6.1) of the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998, and to the extent that it
is pertinent to this Application, the evidentiary record of the Generic Issues Proceeding
is part of the evidentiary record upon which the Board is basing this Decision.
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In December 2001, the Board authorized the establishment of deferral accounts by the
distributors related to the payments that the distributors make to the Ministry of Finance
in lieu of taxes. The Board is required, under its enabling legislation, to make an order
with respect to non-commodity deferral accounts once every twelve months. The Board
has considered the information available with respect to these accounts and orders that
the amounts recorded in the accounts will not be reflected in rates as part of the Rate
Order that will result from this Decision. The Board will continue to monitor the
accounts with a view to clearing them when appropriate.

Public notice of the rate Application made by E.L.K. Energy was given through
newspaper publication in its service area. The evidence filed was made available to the
public. Interested parties intervened in the proceeding. The evidence in the Application
was tested through written interrogatories from Board staff and intervenors, and
intervenors and E.L.K. Energy had the opportunity to file written argument. While the
Board has considered the entire record in this proceeding, it has made reference in this
Decision only to such evidence and argument as is necessary to provide context to its
findings.

E.L.K. Energy has requested an amount of $3,884,364 as revenue to be recovered
through distribution rates and charges. Included in this amount is a debit of $66,949 for
the recovery of regulatory assets. Except where noted in this Decision, the Board finds
that E.L.K. Energy has filed its Application in accordance with the Handbook and the
guidelines for the recovery of regulatory assets.

Notwithstanding E.L.K. Energy’s general compliance with the Handbook and associated
models, in considering this Application the Board reviewed the following matters in
detail:

e Low Voltage Rates; and
e Consequences of the Generic Decision (EB-2005-0529).

Low Voltage Rates

E.L.K. Energy included in its Application recovery of ongoing Low Voltage (“LV")
charges that Hydro One Networks will be levying on E.L.K. Energy for Low Voltage
wheeling distribution services provided to E.L.K. Energy.
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The Board notes that this estimate reflects Hydro One Networks’ current approved LV
rate of $0.56/kW. The Board further notes that Hydro One Networks applied for an LV
rate of $0.63/kW in its 2006 rate application RP-2005-0020/EB-2005-0378, and the
Board has approved this rate.

The Board is of the view that the LV adjustment that E.L.K. Energy has included in its
Application is insufficient to recover its expected LV charges in 2006, as this amount
does not reflect the updated Hydro One Networks rate. Although the Generic Decision
provides that embedded distributors are to track differences between LV costs charged
by the host distributor(s) and corresponding revenues recovered from ratepayers, the
Board seeks to minimize systemic sources of variance. The Board is of the view that
E.L.K. Energy's rates should reflect the LV rates authorized by the Board for the host
distributor. Accordingly, the Board has revised the amount for LV charge recovery in
E.L.K. Energy's revenue requirement.

Consequences of the Generic Decision on this Application

The Generic Decision contains findings relevant to funding for smart meters for
electricity distributors. The Applicant did file a specific smart meter plan in the revenue
requirement. In this situation, the Generic Decision provides that an amount determined
as $3.50 per meter per month installed during the rate year be reflected in the
Applicant’s revenue requirement, instead of the smart meter-related costs proposed by
the Applicant. Consequently, the amounts that the Applicant has proposed in the 2006
rate Application have been removed and replaced with the amount determined in
accordance with the Generic Decision. Furthermore, the Board finds in this Decision
that this smart meter revenue will be allocated to all metered customers and recovered
through the monthly service charge. The revised amount is reflected in the approved
monthly service charges contained in the Tariff of Rates and Charges appended to this
Decision. Pursuant to the Generic Decision, a variance account will be established, the
details of which will be communicated in due course.

Resulting Revenue Requirement

As a result of the Board’s determinations on these issues, the Board has adjusted the
revenue requirement to be recovered through distribution rates and charges to
$3,923,490, including a debit amount of $66,949 for the recovery of Regulatory Assets.
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In its letter of December 20, 2004 to electricity distributors, the Board indicated that

it would consider the disposition of the 2005 OEB dues recorded in Account 1508 in this
proceeding. However, given that the final 2005 OEB dues are not available because of
the difference in fiscal years for the Board and the distributors, and given that the model
used to develop the Application does not incorporate this provision, the Board will
review and dispose of the 2005 OEB dues at a later time.

Cost Awards

This Application is one of a number of applications before the Board dealing with 2006
rates chargeable by distributors. Intervenors may be parties to multiple applications
and, if eligible, their costs associated with a specific distributor may not be separable.
Therefore, for these applications, the matter of intervenor cost awards will be addressed
by the Board at a later date, upon the conclusion of the current rate applications. If an
intervenor that is eligible to recover its costs is able to uniquely identify its costs
associated with this Application, it must file its cost claim within 10 days from the receipt
of this Decision.

THE BOARD ORDERS THAT:

1. The Tariff of Rates and Charges set out in Appendix “A” of this Order is
approved, effective May 1, 2006, for electricity consumed or estimated to have
been consumed on and after May 1, 2006. The application of the revised
distribution rates shall be prorated to May 1, 2006. If E.L.K. Energy Inc.’s billing
system is not capable of prorating changed loss factors jointly with distribution
rates, the revised loss factors shall be implemented upon the first subsequent
billing for each billing cycle.

2. The Tariff of Rates and Charges set out in Appendix “A” of this Order supersedes
all previous distribution rate schedules approved by the Ontario Energy Board for
E.L.K. Energy Inc., and is final in all respects.

3. E.L.K. Energy Inc. shall notify its customers of the rate changes no later than with
the first bill reflecting the new rates.



DATED at Toronto, April 12, 2006.

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

C%JL

John Zych
Board Secretary

Ontario Energy Board
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.

TARIFF OF RATES AND CHARGES
Effective May 1, 2006

This schedule supersedes and replaces all previously

approved schedules of Rates, Charges and Loss Factors
RP-2005-0020
EB-2005-0358

APPLICATION

- The application of these rates and charges shall be in accordance with the Licence of the Distributor and any Codes,
Guidelines or Orders of the Board, and amendments thereto as approved by the Board, which may be applicable to the
administration of this schedule.

- No rates and charges for the distribution of electricity and charges to meet the costs of any work or service done or furnished for
the purpose of the distribution of electricity shall be made except as permitted by this schedule, unless required by the Distributor’'s
Licence or a Code, Guideline or Order of the Board, and amendments thereto as approved by the Board, or as specified herein.
- This schedule does not contain any rates and charges relating to the electricity commodity (e.g. the Regulated Price Plan).

EFFECTIVE DATES

DISTRIBUTION RATES - May 1, 2006 for all consumption or deemed consumption services used on or after that date.
SPECIFIC SERVICE CHARGES - May 1, 2006 for all charges incurred by customers on or after that date.

LOSS FACTOR ADJUSTMENT —May 1, 2006 unless the distributor is not capable of prorating changed loss factors jointly with
distribution rates. In that case, the revised loss factors will be implemented upon the first subsequent billing for each billing cycle.

SERVICE CLASSIFICATIONS

Residential

This section refers to a service which is less than 50 kW supplied to a single family dwelling unit that is for domestic or
household purposes, including seasonal occupancy. At E.L.K.’s discretion, residential rates may be applied to apartment
buildings with 6 or less units by simple application of the residential rate or by blocking the residential rate by the number of
units.

General Service Less Than 50 kW

This classification refers to premises other than those designated as residential and do not exceed 50 kW in any month of the
year. This includes multi-unit residential establishments such as apartment buildings supplied through one service (bulk-
metered).

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW
This classification applies to a non residential account whose average monthly maximum demand used for billing purposes is
equal to or greater than, or is forecast to be equal to or greater than, 50 kW but less than 5,000 kW. .

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW Time of Use

This classification applies to a non residential account whose average monthly maximum demand used for billing purposes is
equal to or greater than, or is forecast to be equal to or greater than, 50 kW but less than 5,000 kW and that are currently
classified as Time of Use.

Unmetered Scattered Load

This classification applies to an account whose average monthly maximum demand is less than, or is forecast to be less than,
50 kW and the consumption is unmetered. Such connections include cable TV power packs, bus shelters, telephone booths,
traffic lights, railway crossings, etc. The level of the consumption will be agreed to by the distributor and the customer, based
on detailed manufacturer information/documentation with regard to electrical consumption of the unmetered load or periodic
monitoring of actual consumption. E.L.K. is not in the practice of connecting new unmetered scattered load services.

Sentinel Lighting
This classification refers to accounts that are an unmetered lighting load supplied to a sentinel light. E.L.K. is not in the
practice of connecting new unmetered scattered load services.

Street Lighting

This classification refers to supplied to street lighting equipment owned by and operated for a municipal corporation. The
consumption for these customers will be based on the calculated load times the required lighting times established in the
approved OEB street lighting load shape template.

Originally Issued April 12, 2006
Revised April 21, 2006



E.L.K. Energy Inc.

TARIFF OF RATES AND CHARGES
Effective May 1, 2006

This schedule supersedes and replaces all previously
approved schedules of Rates, Charges and Loss Factors

MONTHLY RATES AND CHARGES

Residential

Service Charge

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge

General Service Less Than 50 kW

Service Charge

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW

Service Charge

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate — Interval Metered

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate — Interval Metered
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge (if applicable)

General Service 50 to 4,999 kW — Time of Use

Service Charge

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate — Interval Metered

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate — Interval Metered
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge (if applicable)

Originally Issued April 12, 2006
Revised April 21, 2006

$/kWh
$/kWh
$/kWh
$/KWh
$/kWh
$/kWh

$/kWh
$/kWh
$/kWh
$/KWh
$/kWh
$/kWh

$/KW
$/KW
$/kwW
$/KW
$/KW
$/KW
$/kWh
$/kWh

$/KW
$/KW
$/KW
$/kwW
$/kWh
$/kWh
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RP-2005-0020
EB-2005-0358

11.44
0.0094
0.0004
0.0049
0.0045
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

11.36
0.0031
0.0004
0.0045
0.0041
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

438.48
3.4174
(0.1832)
1.8352
1.6224
1.9468
1.7942
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

845.07
0.7849
0.2148
1.9468
1.7942
0.0052
0.0010
0.25



E.L.K. Energy Inc.

TARIFF OF RATES AND CHARGES
Effective May 1, 2006

This schedule supersedes and replaces all previously

approved schedules of Rates, Charges and Loss Factors

Unmetered Scattered Load

Service Charge (per connection)

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge (if applicable)

Sentinel Lighting

Service Charge (per connection)

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge (if applicable)

Street Lighting

Service Charge (per connection)

Distribution Volumetric Rate

Regulatory Asset Recovery

Retail Transmission Rate — Network Service Rate

Retail Transmission Rate — Line and Transformation Connection Service Rate
Wholesale Market Service Rate

Rural Rate Protection Charge

Regulated Price Plan — Administration Charge (if applicable)

Specific Service Charges

Customer Administration
Arrears certificate
Statement of account
Pulling post dated cheques
Duplicate invoices for previous billing
Request for other billing information
Easement letter
Income tax letter
Notification Charge
Account history
Credit reference/credit check (plus credit agency costs)
Returned cheque charge (plus bank charges)
Charge to certify cheque
Legal letter charge

Account set up charge/change of occupancy charge (plus credit agency costs if applicable)

Special meter reads

Meter dispute charge plus Measurement Canada fees (if meter found correct)

Originally Issued April 12, 2006
Revised April 21, 2006

$/kWh
$/kWh
$/kWh
$/KWh
$/kWh
$/kWh

$/KW
$/KW
$/kwW
$/KW
$/kWh
$/kWh

$/KW
$/kwW
$/KW
$/KW
$/kWh
$/kWh
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5.55

0.0031
0.0025
0.0045
0.0041
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

0.40

0.7528
0.0000
1.3911
1.2813
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

0.01

0.5344
3.1481
1.3841
1.2550
0.0052
0.0010
0.25

15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
15.00
30.00
30.00
30.00



E.L.K. Energy Inc.

TARIFF OF RATES AND CHARGES
Effective May 1, 2006

This schedule supersedes and replaces all previously
approved schedules of Rates, Charges and Loss Factors

Non-Payment of Account
Late Payment - per month
Late Payment - per annum
Collection of account charge — no disconnection
Collection of account charge — no disconnection — after regular hours
Disconnect/Reconnect charge - At Meter — during regular hours
Disconnect/Reconnect charge - At Meter — after regular hours
Disconnect/Reconnect charge - At Pole - during regular hours
Disconnect/Reconnect charge - At Pole - after regular hours

Install/Remove load control device - during regular hours
Install/Remove load control device - after regular hours

Service call — customer owned equipment

Service call — after regular hours

Temporary Service — Install & remove — overhead — no transformer
Temporary Service — Install & remove — underground — no transformer
Temporary Service — Install & remove — overhead — with transformer
Specific Charge for Access to the Power Poles — per pole/year

Allowances
Transformer Allowance for Ownership - per kW of billing demand/month
Primary Metering Allowance for transformer losses — applied to measured demand and energy

LOSS FACTORS

Total Loss Factor — Secondary Metered Customer < 5,000 kW
Total Loss Factor — Secondary Metered Customer > 5,000 kW
Total Loss Factor — Primary Metered Customer < 5,000 kW
Total Loss Factor — Primary Metered Customer > 5,000 kW

Originally Issued April 12, 2006
Revised April 21, 2006
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1.50
19.56
30.00
165.00
65.00
185.00
185.00
415.00

65.00
185.00
30.00
165.00
500.00
300.00
1000.00
22.35

(0.60)
(1.00)

1.0791
N/A
1.0683
N/A
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E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
January 30, 2013

APPENDIX ELK ENERGY 2012 LOAD FORECAST -
BOARD STAFF 11

REFERENCE: BOARD STAFF INTERROGATORY 11
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Street Lighting

$3,535

Unmetered Scattered Load

$2,943|

$815 $632 $413 $564 $42|
$4,747] $3,002] $2,206 $563 $856

Table 3-: Summary of Operating Distribution Revenu
2006 Board | 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 |2012Testat| 2012Testat

Approved | _Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual__|Current Rates| Proposed Rates
D Throughput Revenue
Residential $2,121.824] $2.78.947] _ $2,171.308] $2,848,845] _$2,746,530] $1,095133] $1.917,607] $2.074,165] __ $2,536.483]
General Service < 50 kW $212,827| 237,874 $221420| $207,379|  $202,141| $101107| $182517| $215076 $448,761
f\z"era' Service 50104.999 | g1 145060| $1,197.876|  $1,115017| $1497.717| $1337855| $997,220| $855946| 891,709 $661,267
Sentinel Lightin $607

Other Distribution Revenue

Specific Service Charges

Late Payment Charges

Other Operating Revenues

Other Income or Deductions

Total
Grand Total

$67,219
$55,129)|

$150,807
$335,275|

$649,78!

$44
$61, 39

$639,642

$41,352

58,151
$495,052

$68,261] _ $52,826 $65,524) $66,000 $66,000
[ s72,305)

$18,745| $79 053 $66 689 $72 305

$526,001

$819,300 $859,053]  $696,000 $759,760|
$5,143,1

$433,23;

1| $513834

$665, 09 $773 92
$4,052,

Hydro One | I
LV Revenue $373,779]
Total 3.487553| 3,122,308 3,464,830 4,653.455|  4,383.414 3 337 24 3,333.120] 3,524173 4,227,656

$411,750

$3,820,828| $4.541,608] _ $4,323,882| $5,349.455 74)
Table 3-2: Summary of Load and Customer/Connection Forecas
Customer/ Percent
vear s | o | e | comecin| o | G
9 Count (%)
Billed Energy (GWh) and Customer Count / C
2006 Board Approved 185.8 13,347
2004 Actual 179.. ,361
2005 Actual 186. 7.0 3.5% 490 130 0%
2006 Actual 198.! 12. 6.5% ,571 80 .6%
2007 Actual 2531 55. 27.7% 656 85 6%
2008 Actual 244. (8.9) (3.5%) 13,697 41 .3%
2009 Actual 2298 (14.9) (6.1%) 823 126 .9%
2010 Actual 235.4 5.6 4% ,981 158 1%
2011 Actual 2386 87 7% 054 73 5%
2012 Test 240.7 21 .9% 14,176 122 .9%
Table 3-3: Billed Energy and Number of Customers / C by Rate Class
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service50to | /8 Ciantin Scattered | Hydro One |  Total
50 kW 4,999 kW ghting ghting Load
Billed Energy (GWh)
2006 Board Approved 92.6 26.4 63.6 2.6 0.2 0.3 185.8
2004 Actual 89.! 26. 60. 0.0
2005 Actual 97. 28. 58. 0.0
2006 Actual oL 27. 77. 0.0
2007 Actual 93. 7.} 70.! 58.
2008 Actual 91.f 7. 71. .. 5
2009 Actual 89 7. 63, 1 47
2010 Actual 94. 7.4 65. .4 X 45.(
2011 Actual oL 0. 64. 2 0
2012 Test 96.( 2.4 66. .2 .0
[Number of Ci
2006 Board Approved 9,365 977 100 2,731 138 36 13,347
2004 Actual ,311 ,060 ,709 138 36 0 ,361
2005 Actual 413 071 36 127 36 [} 490
2006 Actual ,497 ,081 ,745 105 35 ,571
2007 Actual 581 090 754 83 35 4 656
2008 Actual 629 096 63 61 34 13,697
2009 Actual , 741 ,122 1. , 772 39 34 4 13,823
2010 Actual 871 167 08 781 18 34 2 13,981
2011 Actual 932 1,194 95 790 7 33 14,054
Test 10,023 214 93 801 7 32 14,176
Table 3-4: Annual Usage per Customer/Connection by Rate Class
General General : Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Sewvice50to | | SIre®t ‘ Sentinel | Scattered | Hydro One
50 kw 4,909 kW ghting ghting Load
Energy Usage per Customer/Connection (KWh per i
2006 Board Approved [ 9892 | 27,049 | 636,152 965 | 1186 | 7875 |
ual 614 24,990 571,503 832 302 0
ual ,321 26,648 541,502 841 ,283 0
ual 601 25461 711,135 820 786 7.656
ual ,803 25,206 645,094 875 ,202 2,409
ual 13 24,914 831 530 646
ual ,186 24,117 751 ,304 ,396
ual 49 23,860 867 078 224
ual ,241 25,658 677,097 805 852 ,206
Test 576 26,839 713314 794 795 901
Annual Growth Rate in Usage per Customer/Connecti
2006 Board Approved v2006 Actual | 3.0% | 6.2% | (105%) | 17.7% | (33.6%) | 2.9% |
2004 Actual
2005 Actual 7.4% 6.6% (5:2%) 11% (1.4%)
2006 Actual (7.0%) (4.5%) 31.3% (2.6%) 39.2%
2007 Actual 21% (1.0%) (9.3%) 6.8% 23.3% 62.1%

4,907, 71

$411,750

2012 Test [2012 Test at| 9 Changen | ;6 CM&%€ ™ |og changein | ASSUMed | gompp | cument | proposed
at Current | Proposed | Distribution | 300" 'l | Average Total | M8 | (iemithout| Revenueto | Revenue to
Rates | Rates Rates py Bilwi Ga | (Y GA) | CostRatio | CostRatio
Residential $2,074,165 | $2,290,696 10.4% (14.6%) 4.0% 800 kWh 85.0% 101.3% 101.3%
GS<50 $215,076 | $443,046 | 106.0% (11.0%) 9.3% 2000 kKWh | 90.0% 54.4% 84.5%
Gs>50 $891,709 | $548219 | (38.5%) (31.9%) (10.0%) 75,'205%%‘(/"" 2.0% 207.8% 120.0%
[Sentinel Lights $42 $393 834.1% 12.1% 36.4% ‘Whole class 0.0% 27.5% 84.5%
Street Lighting $856 $131,831 15295.6% 24.4% 49.0% Whole class 0.0% 17.4% 84.5%
Unmetered Scattered Load $2.449 | $2.989 (7.3%) 12.6% 250kWh | 0.0% 78.6% 84.5%
Hydro One $52,472 | $149,078 0.0% 49.7% 100.0%
LV Revenue $267,404 | 287,404
Total 3,524,173 | 3,853,656
1421
240
20
619




ual (3.0%) (L2%) 12% (5.0%) (30.5%) (30.3%) (12.4%)
ual (3.4%) (3.2%) (14.2%) (9.6%) (14.8%) (2.9%) .9%)
ual .9% (1.0%) 8.9% 15.4% (17.3%) (2.0%) (5.9%)
ual (3.2%) 5% 11.0% (7.1%) (21.0%) (24.5%) 7
Test .6% 4.6% 5.3% (1.3%) 6.7%) (4.9%) (12.9%)
Table 3-5: Statistcial Results
Statistic
R Square
Adjusted R Square
F Test
T-stats by Coefficient
Intercept
Hydro One Uplifted
Heating Degree Day
Cooling Degree Days
jumber of Days in Month
Spring Fall Flag
Ontario Real GDP Monthly %
[Table 3-6: Total System Purchases
[Year [ Actual | Predicted | % Difference
Purchased Energy (GWh)
2004 195.! 195.5 (0.2%)
2005 208. 2137 7%
213. 211.6 (1.0%)
271 260.1 (0.7%)
262. 263.7 .4%
248, 246 (1.0%)
261. 253. (3.0%)
255 263. 1%
20 263.
2012 Weather Normal - 10 year average 263..
2012 Weather Normal - 20 year trend 265. |
Table 3-7: Historical Customer/Connection Data
General General : Unmetered
Year Residential ‘ Service < | Service 50 to ‘ usg'ﬁﬁ:g ‘ f;”l:llr‘:g‘ Scattered | HydroOne |  Total
50 kW 4,999 kW. Load
,311 ,060 106 ,709 138 36 0 ,361
413 071 107 736 127 36 0 490
,497 ,081 108 ,745 105 35 ,571
581 1090 109 754 83 35 656
,629 ,096 110 ,763 61 34 ,697
741 122 113 772 39 34 823
,871 ,167 108 , 781 18 34 ,981
,932 ,194 95 ,790 7 33 ,054
Table 3-8: Growth Rate in Customer/C
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Sevice50to | il Lighting | Seattered | Hydro one
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Growth Rate in Customer/C
2004
2005 1% 11% 9% 1.0% .0%) (1.4%)
2006 9% 0.9% 9% 0.3% (17.3%) (1.4%)
2007 .9% .9% .9% 0.3% (21.0%) (1.4%)
2008 5% 5% 5% 0.3% (26.5%) (L.4%) 0.
2009 2% .3% 4% 0.3% (36.1%) .0% 0.
2010 3% 0% (4.4%) 0.3% (55.1%) (1.5%) 0.
2011 6% 4% (11.6%) 0.3% (60.0%) (3.0%) 0.
Geometric Mean .9% 1% (1.6%) 0.4% (34.7%) (1.5%) 0.0%
Table 3-9: Customer/Coni tion Forecast
General General : Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to usg'ﬁﬁ:g ‘ f;”l:llr‘:g‘ Scattered | HydroOne |  Total
50 kW 4,999 kW. Load
Forecast Number of Ci i
[2012 [ 10028 [ 1214 ] 93 [ 2801 | 7 [ 32 | 4 [ 14176
Table 3-10: Historical Annual Usage per Customer
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Sevice50to | il Lighting | Seattered
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Annual KWh Usage Per Customer/C
2004 614 990 571,503 832 302 [}
2005 ,321 ,648 541,502 841 ,283 0
601 461 711,135 820 786 7,656
,803 ,206 645,094 875 ,202 12,409
513 914 652,998 831 530 646
,186 2117 560,286 751 ,304 ,396
549 869 610,225 867 078 224
241 658 677,097 805 852 206
Table 3-11: Growth Rate in Usage Per Customer/Connecti
General General : Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to usg'ﬁﬁ:g f;”l:llr‘:g‘ Scattered
50 kW 4,999 kW. Load
Growth Rate in Customer/Coni tion
7.4% 6% (5.2%)
(7.0%) (4.5%) 31.3%
1% (1.0%) (9.3%) 62.1%
(3.0%) (1.2%) 1.2% @ (30.3%)
(3.4%) (3.2%) (14.2%) ( (2.9%)
.9% (1.0%) 8.9% ( (2.0%)
(3.2%) 5% 11.0% ( (24.5%)
Geometric Mean (0.6%) 4% 2.5% (4.1%)

[Table 3-12: Forecast Annual kWh Usage per Customer/Connect




General General N Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50 to usg'ﬁﬁ:g ‘ f;”l:llr‘:g‘ Scattered
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Forecast Annual kWh Usage per Customers/Connecti
2012 [ 9189 [ 25755 693607 [ 801 | 802 [ 5951
Table 3-13: Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50to | ol Lighting | Scattered Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
NON-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 (Not Normalized) | 313 | 64.8 [ 2.2 [ 0.0 [ 02 [ 1907
Table 3-14: Hydro One kWh
2007 2008 2011
Januar ,218,. ,088,630
February ,297, ,258,621
March ,430, ,539,427
April 850, ,378,340
May 994, , 743,
June 426,468 . ,103
July ,613,250 .. ,352
August 937,277 X ,158
381,126 [ 4902860
October ,233,788 | 3829981
lovember ,987,920 ,646,274
ecember ,225,929 ,848,609
Total 62,597,839 54, 097,775 52,740,415 45,933,462
Table 3-15: Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast - All Classes
General General Street Sentinel | Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service S0to | il Lighting | Scattered | Hydro one | Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
NON-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 (Not Normalized) I 313 | 64.8 [22 ] 0.0 [02 T 430 | 2337
Table 3-16: Weather Sensitivity by Rate Class
General General N Unmetered
Residential | Service < | Service 50 to usg'ﬁﬁ:g ‘ f;”l:llr‘:g‘ Scattered | Hydro One
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
Weather Sensitivit,
79% 79% | 57% [ 0% [ 0% [ 0% | 0%
Table 3-17: Average Net to Gross Percentage
OPA 2006-
2010 Final OPA 2006-2010
CDM Restlts Final CDM % Difference of
(Gross) Results (Net) # Difference
2006 854,482 11.7%
2007 1,617,801 184.1%
2008 1,853,239
2009 | 3,294,734
2010 3,193,071 | 1,709,
2011 2,924,193 | 1,714,507
2012 2,856,639
Total 2 16,594,159
Table 3-18: Schedule to Achieve 4 Year kWh CDM Target
4 Year 2011 to 2014 kWh target
8,250,000
2011 2012 2013 2014 Total
rograms 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 5.6% 25.5%
Programs 12.4% 12.4% 12.4% 37.3%
rograms 12.4% 12.4% 24.8%
Programs 12.4% 12.4%
6.6% 19.( 31.5% 42.9% 100.0%
h
rograms 546,277 546,277 546,277 464,811 ,103,641
Programs 0 1,024,393 1,024,393 ,024,393 ,073,180
rograms 0 1,024,393
Programs 0 0
546,277 1,570,670 2,595,063
Table 3-19: 2012 Expected Savings for LRAM Variance Account
General General Street Sentinel Unmetered
Residential | Service < | Service 50to | ol Lighting | Scattered | Hydro One | Total
50 kW 4,999 kW Load
kWh 758,767 257,680 534,121 18,486 46 1,570 1,570,670
KW where 1715 51 0 1,766
Table 3-20: Alignment of Non-normal to Weather Normal Forecast
eneral General Street Sentinel | Unmetered
Year Residential | Service < | Service 50to | ol Lighting | Scattered | Hydro One | Total
0 kW 4,999 kW Load
Non-normalized Weather Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 Non-Normalized Test I 313 | 64.8 [22 ] 0.0 [02 T 430 | 2337
Weather (GWh)
2012 [ a7 T 16 ] 24 [0 7 0.0 [00 T 00 T 86
[com (GWh)
2012 [ (08 [ (03 | (0.5) [ 00 [ (©0 [ (0 | 00 [ e
Weather Normalized Billed Energy Forecast (GWh)
2012 Test [ 960 [ 326 | 66.7 [22 ] 0.0 [02 T 430 | 2407
Table 3-21: Historical Annual kW per Applicable Rate Class
General
Year Service 50 usg(m:g | fleg"ht('i"rz Hydro One Total
10 4,999 kW
Billed Annual KW
2004 225,707 ,302 505 [] 232,514
2005 200,773 403 450 0 207,626
2006 241321 | 5910 496 0 247,727
2007 218,225 ,521 498 115,967 341,211
2008 209,583 487 265 112,771 329,106

42,996,782



,@ [ 207,445 | 5754 | 143 [ 109.952
2010 [ 200283 | 6759 | 52 107,517 314,610
(2011 | 195461 | 5760 | 14 [ 113011 | 315146 |
Table 3-22: Historical KW/KWh Ratio per Applicable Rate Class
eneral Street Sentinel
Year Service 50 | il Lighting | Hydro One
10 4,999 kW
Ratio of kW to KWh
2004 3708 2796% 812%
2005 .3451% | 0.2782% 762%
3131 2627% 644%
.3094% | 0.2706% | 0.2724% .1979%
.2920% | 0.2825% | 0.2839% | 0.2196%
.3291% | 0.2763% 2812% | 0.2299%
.3053% | 0.2805% 2757% | 0.2388%
.3039% | 0.2565% 2348% .2307%
Average 2004 to 2011 .3211% .2734% .2712% 2234%
Table 3-23: kW Forecast by Applicable Rate Class
General
Year Service 50 usg"hier:g | f.eg"h'l."neg' ‘ HydroOne | Total
10 4,999 kW
Predicted Billed kW
2012 Normalized Test [ 214067 | 6083 | 15 [ 96049 | 316213
Table 3-24: Summary of Forecast
2012
2006Board | 546 2007 2008 2009 2010 2,011 \Weather
Approved Normalized
Test
ACTUAL AND PREDICTED KWH PURCHASES
Actual KWh Purchases I 213,838,930 271,076,220 | 262,640,600 | 248,858,578 [261,284,908 | 255,03
Predicted kWh Purchases | 211,598,040 | 260,111,681 | 263,658,970 | 246,491,382 |253,504,114 | 263,058,997 | 263,174,825
% Difference of actual and predicted purThases (1.0%) (0.7%) 0.4% (1.0%) (3.0%)
[BILLING DETERMINANTS BY CLASS
Residential
Customers 9,365 9,497 9,581 9629 9,741 9,871 9,932 10,023
KWh 92,642,708 | 91,182,112 | 93,019,803 | 91,598,924 | 89,480,942 | 94,261,084 | 91.775,630 38
General Service < 50 kW,
Customers 977 1,081 1,090 1,096 1122 1167 1,194 1214
KWh 26,427,277 | 27,522,033 | 27,486,362 | 27,305,136 | 27,046,725 | 27,843,390 | 30,635,475 | 32,594,962
General Service 50 t0 4,999 kW
Customers 100 108 109 110 113 108 95 93
KWh 63,615,244 | 77,078,801 | 70,538,573 | 71,763,589 | 63,032,184 | 65,599,183 | 64,324,224 | 66,668,106
KW 218553 | 241,321 218,225 200,583 207,445 200,283 195,461 214,067
|Street Lighting
2,731 2,745 2,754 2,763 2,772 2,781 2,790 2,801
KWh 2,634,057 | 2,249,665 | 2,409.618 | 2,296,059 | 2,082,393 | 2,409,951 | 2,245,234 | 2,225084
KW 6,300 5,910 6,521 6.487 5,754 6.759 5,760 6,083
Sentinel Lighting
Customers 138 105 83 61 39 18 7 7
KWh 163,647 | 187,563 182,802 93,339 50,856 18,863 5.962 5,564
KW 0 496 498 265 143 52 14 15
Unmetered Scattered Load
Customers 36 35 35 34 34 34 33 32
KWh 283513 | 267,964 428,118 293,947 285,456 275,513 201,69 188,991
Hydro One.
Customers 0 0 4 4 2 2 4 4
KWh 0 0 58,505,749 | 51,357,088 | 47,830,923 | 45,010,542 | 49,368,544 | 42,996.782
KW 0 0 115,967 112,771 109,952 107,517 113911 96,049
Total
Customer/C 13,347 13571 13,656 13,697 13,823 13,981 14,054 14,176
KWh 185,766,446 198,488,138 | 253,561,025 | 244,708,081 | 229,809,479 |235,427,525 | 238,556,765 | 240,658,928
KW from applicable classes 224853 | 247,727 341211 320,106 323,294 314,610 | 315146 316,213
Table 3-25: Comparison 2006 Actual to 2006 Board Approved
Throughput Revenue U0 DU ] 2006 Actual | _Difference $ | Difference %
Residential $2,121,824 | $2,278,947 | $157,123 7.4%
General Service < 50 KW $212,827 | $237,874 $25,047 11.8%
General Service 50 o 4,999 kW $1,145,060 | $1,197,876 | $52,816 2.6%
Sentinel Lighting $660 653 ($7) 1.1%
[Street Lighting $3,807 $3.797 ($10) -0.3%
Unmetered Scattered Load $3,374 $3,161 ($212) 6.3%
Hydro One’ $0 3 $0
LV Revenue $0 B $0
Total $3,487,553 | $3,722,308 | $234,756 6.7%
Table 3-26: Comparison 2006 Actual to 2006 Board Approved
ustomer/Connections h
Billing Quantiites o [ 2006 Actual | _Difference oo | 2006 Actual e 2006 Actual
Residential 9,365 9,497 92,642,708 | 91,182,112 (1,460,596)
General Service < 50 KW 977 1,081 104 26,427,277 | 21,522,033 1,094,756
General Service 50 o 4,999 kW 100 10 8 218,553 241,321 22,768
Sentinel Lighting 138 105 0 496 496
[Street Lighting 2,731 2,745 1 6,300 5,910 (391)
[Unmetered Scattered Load 36 35 (@) 283,513 267,964 (15.549)
|Hydro One 0 0 0




[Total [ 13347 | 135711 | 257 [119,353,498 [ 118,072,109 | 224,853 | 247,727 |
|Tah|93-27 Comparison 2007 Actual to 2006 Actual
h 2006 Actual | 2007 Difference $_| Difference %
7 | $2,121,308 | ($157.639) 9%
$221,420 | ($16,454) 6.9%
($82,859) 6.9%
(345) 6.9%
(5263) 6.9%
(5219) 6.9%
$0
$0
($257,479) 6.9%
0 2006 Actual
Customer/Connections Wh K
2006 Actual | 2007 Difference | 2006 Actual 2007 | 2006 Actual | 2007
9,497 9,581 84 91,182,112 | 93,919,803 2,737,601
1,081 1,090 10 27,522,033 | 27,486,362 35,671)
108 109 1 241321 | 218,225 | (23.096)
105 83 (22) 496 498 2
2,745 2,754 9 5,910 6,521 611
35 35 [6) 267,964 428,118 160,154
0 4 4 0 115,967
[Total 13571 13,656 85 118,972,109 | 121,834,283 | 247,727 | 341211
Table 3-29: Comparison 2008 Actual to 2007 Actual
Throughput Revenue 2007 2008 Difference $_ | Diffe
i $2,848,845 | $727,537
$297,379 $75,959
$1,497,717 | $382,700
$208
$1.212
$1,009
$0
$0
$1,188,625 34.3%
0 2007 Actual
Customer/Connections K
2007 2008 Difference 2007 2008 2007 2008 .
9,581 9,629 48 93,919,803 | 91,598,924 (2.320,879)
1,090 1,096 6 27,486,362 | 27,305,136 (181,226)
109 110 1 218,225 (8.642)
83 61 (22) 498 (233)
2,754 2,763 9 6521 (34)
35 34 [6) 428118 293,947 (134,171)
4 4 o 115,967 112,771] (3.197)
[Total 13,656 13,697 a1 121,834,283 | 119,198,007 | 341,211 | 329,106
Table 3-31: Comparison 2009 Actual to 2008 Actual
Throughput Revenue 2008 2009 Difference $_| Difference %
i $2,848,845 | $2,746,530
$297,379 | $292,141
$1,497,717 | $1,337,855
$8!
$0
($270,041) (5.8%)
0 2008 Actual
Customer/Connections
2008 2009 Difference 2008 2009 2008 2009
9,629 9,741 111 91,508,924 | 89,480,942 (2.117,982)
1,096 1122 26 27,305,136 | 27,046,725 (258.411)
110 113 3 200583 | 207,445 (2.138)
61 39 (22) 265 143 (122)
2,763 2772 6,487 5754 (734)
34 34 293,947 285,456 (8.491)
4 4 112,771 109.952| (2.818)
[Total 13,697 13,823 126 110,108,007 | 116,813,123 | 329,106 | 323,294
Table 3-33: Comparison 2010 Actual
Throughput Revenue Difference $_| Difference %
i (27.4%)
(34.6%)
(25.5%)
(34.7%)
(28.7%)
(23.4%)
LV Revenue $198,741
Total ($996,169) (22.7%)
[Table 3-34: C 2010 Actual to 2009 Actual
Customer/Connections KWh K
2009 2010 Difference 2009 2010 2009 2010
9,741 9871 131 89,480,942 | 94,261,084
1122 1167 45 27,046,725 | 27,843,390
113 108 (5) 207,445 | 200,283
39 18 (22) 143 52
2772 2,781 9 5,754 6.759
Unmetered Scattered Load 34 34 (&) 285,456 275513 (9.943)




[Fydro One a4 T 4 ] 0 T I 109,952 107.517]_(2.436)
[Total [ 13823 13981 | 158 | 116,813,123 | 122,379,987 | 323204 | 314610 |
Table 3-35: Comparison 2011 Actual to 2010 Actual
Throughput Revenue 2010 2011 Difference $_| Difference %
Residential $1,995,133 | $1,917,697 | ($77,436) 3
(88,590)
($141,274)
$151
(51,643)
(8371)
S0
$175,038
(854,125)
0 2010 Actual
Customer/Connections KWh
2010 2011 Difference 2010 2011 2010 2011
9871 9932 94,261,084 | 91,775,630 (2.485,454)
1,167 1194 27,843,390 | 30635475 2
108 95 (13) 200,283 | 195.461
18 7 (11) 52 14
2,781 2,790 9 6759 5,760
34 33 [6) 275513 201,696
4 4 [ 107,517 113,911
[Total 13,981 14,054 73 122,379,987 | 122,612,801 | 314,610 | 315,146
Table 3-37: Comparison 2012 Test to 2011 Actual
Throughput Revenue 2011 | 2012 Test | Difference $ | Difference %
$1,917,697 | $2,536,483 | $618,786 32.3%
$448,761 | $266,244 145.9%
67 | ($194,679) (22.7%)
1 ($151) (26.7%)
21 22852.2%
56.3%
($86,375) (23.1%)
$894,536 26.8%
2011 Actual
Customer/Connections
2011 | 2012 Test | _Difference 2011 2012 Test 2011 2012 Test
9932 10,023 92 91,775,630 | 95,979,438 4,203,808
1194 1214 20 30,635,475 | 32,594,962
9% 93 2) 195461 | 214,067
7 7 o 14 15
2,790 2,801 12 5,760 6,083 323
33 32 © 201,696 188,991 (12,705)
4 4 o 113,911 96,049| (17.862)
14,054 14,176 122 122,612,801 | 128,763,391 | 315146 | 316,213
Table 3-39: Comparison 2006 Actual to 2006 Board Approved
2006 Board
Other Distribution Revenue Approve 2006 Difference $ | Difference %
Specific Service Charges $62,12 544,778 (517.342) (27.9%)
Late Payment Charges $67.21 63,348 (53.871) (5.8%)
Other Operating Revenues 955,12 61,390 $6,261 11.4%
Other Income or Deduction: $150,807 $649,783 $498,977 330.9%
| Total $335,275 $819,300 $484,024 144.4%
Table 3-40: Comparison 2007 Actual to 2006 Actual
Gther Distribution Revenue 2006 2007 Difference $_| Difference %
Specific Service Charges $44778 | $64,739 $19,961 14.6%
Late Payment Charges $63,348 | $78,293 $14,945 3.6%
Other Operating Revenues $61,390 | $76,379 $14,988 4.4%
Other Income or Deduction $649,783 | $639,642 | ($10,141) (1.6%)
Total $819,300 | $859,053 $39,753 4.9%
Table 3-41: Comparison 2008 Actual to 2007 Actual
Other Distribution Revenue 2007 2008 ifference $ | Difference %
Specific Service Charges $64.739 | $41,352 (36.1%)
Late Payment Charges $78.203 | $101,445 29.6%
Other Operating Revenues $76,379 (518,228) (23.9%)
Other Income or Deduction: $639,642 ($144,590) (22.6%)
| Total $859,053 $696,000 ($163,053) (19.0%)
Table 3-42: Comparison 2009 Actual to 2008 Actual
Gther Distribution Revenue 2008 2009 Difference $_| Difference %
Specific Service Charges $41,352 | $68,261 $26,909 %
Late Payment Charges $101,445 | $146,753 44.7%
Other Operating Revenues $58.151 | $18,745 (67.8%)
Other Income or Deduction $495,052 | $526,001 %
Total $696,000 | $759,760 $63,760 9.2%
Table 3-43: Comparison 2010 Actual to 2009 Actual
Other Distribution Revenue 2009 2010 Difference $ | Difference %
Specific Service Charges $68.261 | $52.826 (515,435) (22.6%)
Late Payment Charges $146.753 | $99,989 (546.764) (31.9%)
Other Operating Revenues $18.745 | $79.053 $60,308 321.7%
Other Income or Deduction: $526,001 $433,231 ($92,770) (17.6%)
Total $759,760 (594.661) (12.5%)

[Table 3-44: Comparison 2011 Actual to

[Other Distribution Revenue |

|Specific Service Charges |

2010 Actual
2010 2011 Difference $_| Difference %
$52,826 | $65,524 $12,608




Late Payment Charges $99,989 $27,893 9%
Other Operating Revenues $79,053 (512,364) (15.6%)
Other Income or Deduction $433,231 $80,602 6%
Total $665,099 | $773,929 | $108,829 4%
Table 3-45: Comparison 2012 Test to 2011 Actual

Other Distribution Revenue 2011 2012 Difference $ | Difference %
Specific Service Charges $65.524 66,000 $47 0.7%
Late Payment Charges $127,882 | $130,000 $2,118 1.7%
Other Operating Revenues 966,689 72,305 $5,616 8.4%
Other Income or Deduction: $513,834 $411,750 ($102,084) (19.9%)
| Total $773,929 $680,055 ($93,874) (12.1%)




E.L.K. Energy Weather Normal Load Forecast for 2012 Rate Application

Actual kWh Purchases
Predicted kWh Purchases
% Difference

Billed kWh

By Class

Residential
Customers
kwh

GS<50
Customers
kwh

GS>50
Customers
kwh
kw

Streetlights
Customers
kwh
kw

Unmetered Scattered Load
Connections
kwh

Sentinel Lights
Connections
kwh
kw

Hydro One
Connections
kwh
kw

Total of Above
Customer/Connections
kwh
kw from applicable classes

Total from Model
Customer/Connections
kwh
kw from applicable classes

Check should all be zero
Customer/Connections
kwh
kw from applicable classes

Actual kWh Purchases
Predicted kWh Purchases

2004 Actual

195,862,723

195,508,416
-0.2%

179,298,067

9,311
89,513,544

1,060
26,488,710

106
60,862,095
225,707

2,709
2,254,100
6,302

36

138
179,618
505

13,361
179,298,067
232,514

13,361
179,298,067
232,514

2004
196
196

2005 Actual

208,079,760

213,745,834
2.7%

186,343,673

9,413
97,150,870

1,071
28,551,858

107
58,176,696
200,773

2,736
2,301,306
6,403

36

127
162,943
450

13,490
186,343,673
207,626

13,490
186,343,673
207,626

2005
208
214

2006 Actual

213,838,930

211,598,040
-1.0%

198,488,138

9,497
91,182,112

1,081
27,522,033

108
77,078,801
241,321

2,745
2,249,665
5,910

35
267,964

105
187,563
496

13,571
198,488,138
247,727

13,571
198,488,138
247,727

2006
214
212

2007 Actual

271,076,220

269,111,681
-0.7%

253,561,025

9,581
93,919,803

1,090
27,486,362

109
70,538,573
218,225

2,754
2,409,618
6,521

35
428,118

83
182,802
498

4
58,595,749
115,967

13,656
253,561,025
341,211

13,656
253,561,025
341,211

2007
271
269

2008 Actual

262,640,600

263,658,970
0.4%

244,708,081

9,629
91,598,924

1,096
27,305,136

110
71,763,589
209,583

2,763
2,296,059
6,487

34
293,947

61
93,339
265

4
51,357,088
112,771

13,697
244,708,081
329,106

13,697
244,708,081
329,106

2008
263
264

2009 Actual

248,858,578

246,491,382
-1.0%

229,809,479

9,741
89,480,942

1,122
27,046,725

113
63,032,184
207,445

2,772
2,082,393
5,754

34
285,456

39
50,856
143

4
47,830,923
109,952

13,823
229,809,479
323,294

13,823
229,809,479
323,294

2009
249
246

2010 Actual

261,284,908

253,504,114
-3.0%

235,427,525

9,871
94,261,084

1,167
27,843,390

108
65,599,183
200,283

2,781
2,409,951
6,759

34
275,513

18
18,863
52

4
45,019,542
107,517

13,981
235,427,525
314,610

13,981
235,427,525
314,610

2010
261
254

2011 Actual

255,035,715

263,058,997
3.1%

238,556,765

9,932
91,775,630

1,194
30,635,475

95
64,324,224
195,461

2,790
2,245,234
5,760

33
201,696

5,962
14

4
49,368,544
113,911

14,054
238,556,765
315,146

14,054
238,556,765
315,146

2011
255
263

2012 Weather
Normal

263,174,825

240,658,928

10,023
95,979,438

1,214
32,594,962

93
66,668,106
214,067

2,801
2,225,084
6,083

32
188,991

5,564
15

4
42,996,782
96,049

14,176
240,658,928
316,213

14,176
240,658,928
316,213

197,662,146
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Purchases Modeled Purchases Difference % Difference Loss Factor Total Billed Residential GS<50




Residential GS<50






Summary of Degree Day Information

Summary of All Heating Degree Days

Month 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 10 Year Avg 20 Year Trend |
January  637.20 530.00 843.40 629.70 693.00 712.90 552.20 718.90 679.90 657.60 545.30 759.20 762.90 70040  494.70 602.40 611.20 799.10 679.70 730.90 669 682
February ~ 559.90 43400 658.50 633.00 627.00 531.30 44320 500.40 533.90 54430  494.80 656.20 579.40 572.00 538.00 706.10 629.30 552.90 570.90 614.60 591 603
March 52310 336.70 49890  463.20 599.00 487.30  440.00 517.20 367.70 518.90 513.90 524.10 429.30 54530 46140 429.30 54160  463.80 397.10 520.10 483 480
April 328.10 301.70 268.30 346.70 337.80 322.70 249.10 243.90 293.60 245.30 273.30 303.30 251.70 24250 219.50 285.20 223.80 263.40 183.40 293.80 254 228
May — 148.00 96.70 152.10 109.60 167.00 220.50 4220 65.80 85.10 82.90 185.10 147.60 101.60 143.40 105.90 87.20 143.40 75.80 91.90 112.30 119 101
June 40.60 26.50 22.00 12.60 450 18.10 4150 19.10 18.00 24.90 16.50 30.30 21.40 4.40 8.80 8.10 3.20 2530 5.70 10.10 13 8
July 9.00 - - 1.00 1.30 2.10 - - 0.90 3.20 - - 2.20 - - 1.30 0.30 1.40 0.10 - 1 0
August 12.60 2.10 13.40 - - 6.30 1.20 1.20 7.70 - - - 6.10 0.10 - 4.40 0.90 6.70 - - 2 0
September 77.70 87.90 38.70 78.50 53.00 50.50 17.70 37.10 76.40 69.90 17.10 50.30 23.00 15.30 52.10 25.40 12.20 28.00 42.90 59.30 33 25
October ~ 257.80 231.10 193.30 17850 207.40 229.50 181.30 221.40 158.40 202.70 255.90 225.60 190.90 182.80 251.30 111.20 220.70 247.60 165.70 189.50 204 191
November  410.00 391.20 328.90 488.40 489.10 450.20 336.90 324.30 401.30 27990 417.50 338.80 354.00 346.20 356.80 400.30 413.40 320.50 377.70 315.10 364 339
December  412.50 574.60 513.40 663.60 564.40 55550  495.70 558.40 771.20 491.60 610.40 541.80 593.50 659.70  460.40 595.00 632.00 603.40 664.30 495.60 586 607
Total 341650 301250  3,530.90 360480 374350 358690 280100  3,207.70 339410 312120  3,329.80 357720 331600 341210 294890 325590 343200  3387.90  3,179.40  3,341.30

Summary of All Cooling Degree Days

Month 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
January - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0
February - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0
March - - - - - - 5.90 - 0.50 - - - - - - 0.20 - - - - 0 0
April - - 8.70 - 0.10 - - - - 0.40 15.10 2.70 4.40 1.40 1.10 0.90 1.30 11.10 1.40 - 4 4
May 13.30 6.70 17.60 5.80 21.00 - 54.30 26.10 38.60 20.40 12.50 0.20 28.10 5.70 40.60 46.00 11.60 14.80 49.90 33.40 24 33
June 36.40 42.50 105.50 102.00 99.30 93.40 125.70 131.90 98.70 112.50 118.30 64.20 62.00 166.90 85.70 132.20 123.90 70.10 124.20 104.80 105 120
July 81.50 131.70 136.90 167.90 106.40 130.50 159.90 227.80 97.10 156.10 201.10 144.60 122.40 194.70 197.40 148.20 188.60 88.00 216.20 242.30 174 196
August 57.60 125.30 74.30 187.40 135.70 65.20 147.30 102.10 109.90 162.20 149.20 143.10 74.20 185.50 147.40 167.40 144.80 124.30 189.30 144.40 147 165
September 31.20 7.20 46.50 27.90 43.10 26.30 82.40 64.40 45.70 36.20 97.90 37.60 59.70 82.20 22.30 76.40 65.00 47.50 50.00 47.70 59 65
October 1.00 2.10 - 4.70 0.10 17.50 5.20 0.90 3.30 2.90 12.60 1.00 0.50 19.00 2.30 42.30 3.30 - 1.30 4.60 9 10
November - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0
December - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0
Total 221.00 315.50 389.50 495.70 405.70 332.90 580.70 553.20 393.80 490.70 606.70 393.40 351.30 655.40 496.80 613.60 538.50 355.80 632.30 577.20
30/01/2013
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Total OPA Total OPA %

Annual CDM Annual CDM Difference Total Annual  Increase over

Results (Gross) Results (Net)  # Difference of Net CDM Results  previous year
2005 - - -
2006 954,288 854,482 99,807 11.7% 854,482 854,482
2007 4,596,498 1,617,801 2,978,697 184.1% 1,617,801 40,297
2008 3,114,021 1,853,239 1,260,782 68.0% 1,853,239 201,340

2009 4,817,101 3,294,734 1,522,367 46.2% 3,294,734 1,271,131
2010 4,902,523 3,193,071 1,709,452 53.5% 3,193,071 - 1,177,236
2011 4,638,700 2,924,193 1,714,507 58.6% 3,470,469 1,273,521
2012 4,479,876 2,856,639 1,623,237 56.8% 4,427,309 - 120,755

Total 27,503,007 16,594,159 10,908,848 56.6% 18,711,105

CDM Activity Variable

Jan-06 10,955
Feb-06 21,910
Mar-06 32,865
Apr-06 43,820
May-06 54,774
Jun-06 65,729
Jul-06 76,684
Aug-06 87,639
Sep-06 98,594
Oct-06 109,549
Nov-06 120,504 Check
Dec-06 131,459 854,482
Jan-07 131,975
Feb-07 132,492
Mar-07 133,009
Apr-07 133,525
May-07 134,042
Jun-07 134,558
Jul-07 135,075
Aug-07 135,592
Sep-07 136,108
Oct-07 136,625
Nov-07 137,142 Check
Dec-07 137,658 1,617,801
Jan-08 140,239
Feb-08 142,821
Mar-08 145,402
Apr-08 147,983
May-08 150,565
Jun-08 153,146
Jul-08 155,727
Aug-08 158,309
Sep-08 160,890
Oct-08 163,471
Nov-08 166,052
Dec-08 168,634 1,853,239
Jan-09 184,930
Feb-09 201,227
Mar-09 217,523

Apr-09 233,820



May-09
Jun-09

Jul-09
Aug-09
Sep-09
Oct-09
Nov-09
Dec-09
Jan-10
Feb-10
Mar-10
Apr-10
May-10
Jun-10

Jul-10
Aug-10
Sep-10
Oct-10
Nov-10
Dec-10
Jan-11
Feb-11
Mar-11
Apr-11
May-11
Jun-11

Jul-11
Aug-11
Sep-11
Oct-11
Nov-11
Dec-11
Jan-12
Feb-12
Mar-12
Apr-12
May-12
Jun-12

Jul-12
Aug-12
Sep-12
Oct-12
Nov-12
Dec-12

250,116
266,413
282,709
299,006
315,303
331,599
347,896
364,192
349,099
334,007
318,914
303,821
288,728
273,636
258,543
243,450
228,357
213,265
198,172
183,079
199,406
215,733
232,061
248,388
264,715
281,042
297,369
313,697
330,024
346,351
362,678
379,005
377,457
375,909
374,361
372,813
371,265
369,716
368,168
366,620
365,072
363,524
361,976
360,428

3,294,734

3,193,071

3,470,469

4,427,309



10,955
517
2,581
16,297
15,093
16,327
1,548

1,577,504

1,651,898

2,023,604

Check

854,482
1,617,801
1,853,239
3,294,734
3,193,071
3,470,469
4,427,309

Jan 1

Feb 2

Mar 3

Apr 4

May 5

Jun 6

Jul 7

Aug 8

Sep 9

Oct 10
Nov 11
Dec 12
Total 78




4,370,307

2,196,948

4,548,064

4,325,132



4 Year 2011 to 2014 target

8,250,000
2011/2012 Cost of Service Method
2011 2012 2013 2014 Total
10% 10% 10% 10% 40%
10% 10% 10% 30%
10% 10% 20%
10% 10%
10% 20% 30% 40% 100%
825,000 825,000 | 825,000 | 825,000 3,300,000
0 825,000 | 825,000 | 825,000 2,475,000
825,000 | 825,000 1,650,000
0 825,000 825,000
825,000 1,650,000 |2,475,000]3,300,000| 8,250,000
2013 Proposed Cost of Service Method
2011 2012 2013 2014 Total
6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 5.6% 25.5%
12.4% 12.4% 12.4% 37.3%
12.4% 12.4% 24.8%
12.4% 12.4%
6.6% 19.0% 31.5% 42.9% 100.0%
546,277 546,277 | 546,277 | 464,811 2,103,641
1,024,393 |1,024,393]1,024,393] 3,073,180
1,024,393(1,024,393| 2,048,786
1,024,393| 1,024,393
546,277 1,570,670 |2,595,063]3,537,990| 8,250,000

based on 2011 final results




Appendix 2-P
Loss Factors

Historical Years
2007] 2008] 2009] 2010] 2011| 2 Year Average

Losses Within Distributor's System

A(1) ["Wholesale" kwWh delivered to 271,076,220 262,640,600| 248,858,578 261,284,908| 255,035,715 259,779,204
distributor (higher value)

A(2) ["Wholesale" kwWh delivered to 262,162,689 254,004,449| 240,675,608 252,693,334| 246,649,628 251,237,141
distributor (lower value)

B Portion of "Wholesale" kwh delivered 0
to distributor for its Large Use
Customer(s)

C |Net "Wholesale" kwWh delivered to 262,162,689 254,004,449| 240,675,608 252,693,334| 246,649,628 251,237,141
distributor = A(2) - B

D "Retail" kWh delivered by distributor 253,561,025| 244,708,081 229,809,479| 235,427,525| 238,556,765 240,412,575

E Portion of "Retail" kwh delivered by 0
distributor to its Large Use
Customer(s)

F Net "Retail" kWh delivered by 253,561,025 244,708,081| 229,809,479( 235,427,525| 238,556,765 240,412,575
distributor =D - E

G [Loss Factor in Distributor's system = 1.034 1.038 1.047 1.073 1.034 1.045
C/F
Losses Upstream of Distributor's System

H [Supply Facilities Loss Factor | 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034] 1.034
Total Losses

[ Total Loss Factor = G x H | 1.069] 1.073] 1.083] 1.110] 1.069| 1.081
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Message from the Vice President:

The OPA is pleased to provide you with the enclosed Final 2011 Results Report.

Despite some of the inertial challenges in 2011 with program start up, on average, year one province-
wide forecasts were met and the year finished out with strong momentum which continues to build
2012. There are still challenges for LDCs of all sizes and we are committed to ensuring LDCs are
successful in meeting their objectives. We look forward to further dialogue to discover opportunities to
improve the current program suite with local program opportunities, best practices and successes to
better reach our customers in the years to come.

This report was developed in collaboration with the OPA-LDC Reporting and Evaluation Working Group
and is designed to help populate LDC annual report templates that will be submitted to the OEB in late
September. Between the draft and final reports several improvements were made to improve clarity
and transparency based on feedback provided by LDCs, such as: the addition of a glossary tab, total
adjustments to savings are now broken out into both the realization rate and net-to-gross ratio for both
peak demand and energy savings and modifications were made to the methodology tab. We invite you
to continue to provide your feedback.

All results are now considered final for 2011. Any additional 2011 program activity not captured will be
reported in the Final 2012 Results Report. Please continue to monitor saveONenergy E-blasts for any
further updates and should you have any other questions or comments please contact
LDC.Support@powerauthority.on.ca.

We appreciate your collaboration and cooperation throughout the reporting and evaluation process.
We look forward to another successful year in 2012.

Sincerely,
Andrew Pride

1 FINAL 2011 Results August 31,2012



Table of Contents

Summary

Provides a "snapshot" of your LDC's OPA-Contracted Province-
Wide Program performance in 2011: progress to target using 2
scenarios, sector breakdown and progress against the LDC
community.

LDC-Specific Data: table formats, section references and table numbers align with the OEB

Reporting Template

2.3 Results Participation - LDC

Breakdown of initiative-level participation in 2011 for your LDC.

2.5.1 Evaluation Findings

Provides a summary of the province-wide evaluation findings for
each initiative and highlights which initiatives were not
evaluated.

2.5.2 Results - LDC

Provides LDC-specific initiative-level results (net and gross peak
demand and energy savings, realization rates, net-to-gross ratios
and how each initiative contributes to target)

3.1.1 Summary - LDC

Provides a portfolio level view of achievement towards your OEB
targets in 2011. Contains space to input LDC-specific progress to
milestones set out in your CDM Strategy.

Province-Wide Data: LDC performance in aggregate (province-wide results)

Provincial - Participation

Breakdown of initiative-level participation in 2011 for the
province.

Provincial - Results

Provides province-wide initiative-level results (net and gross peak
demand and energy savings, realization rates, net-to-gross ratios
and how each initiative contributes to target)

Provincial - Progress Summary

Provides a portfolio level view of provincial achievement towards
province-wide OEB targets in 2011.

Methodology

Provides key equations, notes and an initiative-level breakdown
of: how savings are attributed to LDCs, when the savings are
considered to 'start' (i.e. what period the savings are attributed
to) and how the savings are calculated.

Reference Tables

Provides the sector mapping used for Retrofit and the allocation
methodology table used in the consumer program when
customer snecific infarmation is unavailable

Glossary

Contains definitions for terms used throughout the report.







OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs FINAL 2011 Results

LDC: E.L.K. Energy Inc.

FINAL 2011 Progress to Targets

Incremental

Scenario 1: % of

Scenario 2: % of

Net Annual Peak Demand Savings (MW)

Net Cumulative Energy Savings (GWh)

2011

0.2
0.5
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Table 1: Participation1

. Initiative Unit Uptake/ Pa'rticipation
Units

Consumer Program

1 Appliance Retirement Appliances 40

2 Appliance Exchange Appliances 19

3 HVAC Incentives Equipment 305

4 |Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet Products 1,197

5 | Bi-Annual Retailer Event Products 1,975

6 Retailer Co-op Products 0

7 Residential Demand Response Devices 91

8 Residential New Construction Houses 0
Business Program

9 Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Projects 0

10 |Direct Install Lighting Projects 56

11 |Existing Building Commissioning Incentive Buildings 0

12 |New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive Buildings 0

13 |Energy Audit Audits 0

14 Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program Devices 1

schedule)

15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) Facilities 0
Industrial Program

16 |Process & System Upgrades Projects2

17 Monitoring & Targeting Projects3

18 Energy Manager Managers23 0

19 Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&l Projects 0

program schedule)

20 Demand Response 3 Facilities 0
Home Assistance Program

21 Home Assistance Program Homes 0
Pre 2011 Programs Completed in 2011

22 |Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program Projects 4

23 |High Performance New Construction Projects 1

24 Toronto Comprehensive Projects 0

25 |Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates Projects 0

26 Data Centre Incentive Program Projects 0

27 [EnWin Green Suites Projects 0

T please see "Methodology" tab for more information regarding attributing savings to LDCs

2 Results are based on completed incentive projects (see "Methodology" tab for more information)

% Includes: Roving Energy Managers, Key Account Managers and Embedded Energy Managers if projects are

completed in 2011
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Table 3: OPA Province-Wide Evaluation Findings

# Initiative OPA Province-Wide Key Evaluation Findings

Consumer Program

Overall participation continues to decline year over year

* Participation declined 17% from 2010 (from over 67,000 units in 2010 to over 56,000
units in 2011)

97% of net resource savings achieved through the home pick-up stream

* Measure Breakdown: 66% refrigerators, 30% freezers, 4% Dehumidifiers and window
air conditioners

Appliance " . . . .
1 Retirement 3% of net resource savings achieved through the Retailer pick-up stream
* Measure Breakdown: 90% refrigerators, 10% freezers
*  Net-to-Gross ratio for the initiative was 50%
* Measure-level free ridership ranges from 82% for the retailer pick-up stream to 49%
for the home pick-up stream
* Measure-level spillover ranges from 3.7% for the retailer pick-up stream to 1.7% for
the home pick-up stream
*  Overall eligible units exchanged declined by 36% from 2010 (from over 5,700 units in 2010
* Measure Breakdown: 75% window air conditioners, 25% dehumidifiers
*  Dehumidifiers and window air conditioners contributed almost equally to the net energy
. * Dehumidifiers provide more than three times the energy savings per unit than
Appliance . . .
2 window air conditioners
Exchange

*  Window air conditioners contributed to 64% of the net peak demand savings achieved

*  Approximately 96% of consumers reported having replaced their exchanged units (as
opposed to retiring the unit)
*  Net-to-Gross ratio for the initiative is consistent with previous evaluations (51.5%)

*  Total air conditioner and furnace installations increased by 14% (from over 95,800 units in
2010 to over 111,500 units in 2011)
* Measure Breakdown: 64% furnaces, 10% tier 1 air conditioners (SEER 14.5) and 26%
tier 2 air conditioners (SEER 15)
* Measure breakdown did not change from 2010 to 2011
*  The HVAC Incentives initiative continues to deliver the majority of both the energy (45%)

3 HVAC Incentives and demand (83%) savings in the consumer program

* Furnaces accounted for over 91% of energy savings achieved for this initiative
*  Net-to-Gross ratio for the initiative was 17% higher than 2010 (from 43% in 2010 to 60% in
* Increase due in part to the removal of programmable thermostats from the program,
and an increase in the net-to-gross ratio for both Furnaces and Tier 2 air conditioners
(SEER 15)
*  Customers redeemed nearly 210,000 coupons, translating to nearly 560,000 products
* Majority of coupons redeemed were downloadable (~40%) or LDC-branded (~35%)
Conservation * Majority of coupons redeemed were for multi-packs of standard spiral CFLs (37%),
4 Instant Coupon followed by multi-packs of specialty CFLs (17%)
Booklet *  Per unit savings estimates and net-to-gross ratios for 2011 are based on a weighted average

of 2009 and 2010 evaluation findings

*  Careful attention in the 2012 evaluation will be made for standard CFLs since it is believed
that the market has largely been transformed
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# Initiative OPA Province-Wide Key Evaluation Findings
Customers redeemed nearly 370,000 coupons, translating to over 870,000 products
* Majority of coupons redeemed were for multi-packs of standard spiral CFLs (49%),
followed by multi-packs of specialty CFLs (16%)
Per unit savings estimates and net-to-gross ratios for 2011 are based on a weighted average
of 2009 and 2010 evaluation findings
Bi-Annual Retailer * Standard CFLs and heavy duty outdoor timers were reintroduced to the initiative in
5 Event 2011 and contributed more than 64% of the initiative’s 2011 net annual energy
savings
* While the volume of coupons redeemed for heavy duty outdoor timers was relatively
small (less than 1%), the measure accounted for 10% of net annual savings due to
high per unit savings
Careful attention in the 2012 evaluation will be made for standard CFLs since it is believed
that the market has largely been transformed.
Initiative was not evaluated in 2011 due to low uptake. Verified Bi-Annual Retailer Event per
6 Retailer Co-op unit assumptions and free-ridership rates were used to calculate net resource savings
Approximately 20,000 new devices were installed in 2011
* 99% of the new devices enrolled controlled residential central AC (CAC)
7 Residential 2011 only saw 1 atypical event (in both weather and timing) that had limited participation
Demand Response * The ex ante impact developed through the 2009/2010 evaluations was maintained
for 2011; residential CAC: 0.56 kW/device, commercial CAC: 0.64 kW/device, and
Electric Water Heaters: 0.30 kW/device
8 Residential New Initiative was not evaluated in 2011 due to limited uptake

Construction

Business case assumptions were used to calculate savings

Business Program

Gross verified energy savings were boosted by lighting projects in the prescriptive and

Lighting projects overall were determined to have a realization rate of 112%; 116% when

including interactive energy changes

* On average, the evaluation found high realization rates as a result of both longer
operating hours and larger wattage reductions than initial assumptions

*  Low realization rates for engineered lighting projects due to overstated operating
hour assumptions

Efficiency: Custom non-lighting projects suffered from process issues such as: the absence of
9 Equipment required M&YV plans, the use of inappropriate assumptions, and the lack of adherence
Replacement to the M&V plan

The final realization rate for summer peak demand was 94%
*  84% was a result of different methodologies used to calculate peak demand savings
* 10% due to the benefits from reduced air conditioning load in lighting retrofits
Overall net-to-gross ratios in the low 70’s represent an improvement over the 2009 and
Strict eligibility requirements and improvements in the pre-approval process contributed
to the improvement in net-to-gross ratios
Though overall performance is above expectations, participation continues to decline
year over year as the initiative reaches maturity
70% of province-wide resource savings persist to 2014
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# Initiative OPA Province-Wide Key Evaluation Findings
* Over 35% of the projects for 2011 included at least one CFL measure
*  Resource savings from CFLs in the commercial sector only persist for the industry
) standard of 3 years
10 DlrL(?c:]Ipstall Since 2009 the overall realization rate for this program has improved
'ghting * 2011 evaluation recorded the highest energy realization rate to date at 89.5%
* The hours of use values were held constant from the 2010 evaluation and continue
to be the main driver of energy realization rate
* Lights installed in “as needed” areas (e.g., bathrooms, storage areas) were
determined to have very low realization rates due to the difference in actual energy
saved vs. reported savings
Existing Building
11 Commissioning Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, no completed projects in 2011
Incentive
New Construction Initiative was not evaluated in 2011 due to low uptake
12 and Maj:or Assumptions used are consistent with preliminary reporting based on the 2010
Renova.tlon Evaluation findings and consultation with the C&| Work Group (100% realization rate and
Incentive 50% net-to-gross ratio)
. The evaluation is ongoing. The sample size for 2011 was too small to draw reliable
13 Energy Audit .
conclusions.
Commercial
Demand Response
14 (part of the See residential demand response (#7)
Residential
program schedule)
Demand Response
3 (part of the
15 See Demand Response 3 (#20)

Industrial program
schedule)

Industrial Program

Process & System

16 Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, no completed projects in 2011
Upgrades
Monitoring & e . . .
17 . Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, no completed projects in 2011
Targeting
18 | Energy Manager Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, no completed projects in 2011
Efficiency:
Equipment
19 Repl.acement See Efficiency: Equipment Replacement (#9)
Incentive (part of
the C&I program
schedule)
Program performance for Tier 1 customers increased with DR-3 participants providing
* Industrial customers outperform commercial customers by provide 84% and 76% of
contracted MW, respectively
20 Demand 2Response Program continues to diversify but still remains heavily concentrated with less than 5%
9 FINAL 2011 Results August 31,2012




# Initiative OPA Province-Wide Key Evaluation Findings
* By increasing the number of contributors in each settlement account and
implementation of the new baseline methodology the performance of the program is
expected to increase
Home Assistance Program
21 Home Assistance | * Initiative was not evaluated in 2011 due to low uptake

Program

* Business Case assumptions were used to calculate savings

Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011

Electricity Retrofit

* |nitiative was not evaluated

Net-to-Gross ratios used are consistent with the 2010 evaluation findings (multifamily

22 .
Incentive Program |*  buildings 99% realization rate and 62% net-to-gross ratio and C&lI buildings 77% realization
rate and 52% net-to-gross ratio)
. *  |nitiative was not evaluated
High Performance . . . e -
23 . Net-to-Gross ratios used are consistent with the 2010 evaluation findings (realization rate of
New Construction |* .
100% and net-to-gross ratio of 50%)
Toronto * Initiative was not evaluated
24 .
Comprehensive [* Net-to-Gross ratios used are consistent with the 2010 evaluation findings
Multifamily Energy *  Initiative was not evaluated
25 -,
Efficiency Rebates |« Net-to-Gross ratios used are consistent with the 2010 evaluation findings
Data Centre .
26 . *  |nitiative was not evaluated
Incentive Program
EnWin Green N
27 . *  |nitiative was not evaluated
Suites
10 FINAL 2011 Results
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Table 5: Summarized Program Results

Gross Savings Net Savings
Program Incremental Peak Incremental Incremental Peak Incremental
Demand Savings Energy Savings Demand Savings | Energy Savings
(kw) (kwh) (kw) (kwh)
Consumer Program Total 197 372,834 142 269,539
Business Program Total 70 201,367 75 186,977
Industrial Program Total 0 0 0 0
Home Assistance Program Total 0 0 0 0
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011 Total 33 177,495 17 89,760
Total OPA Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs 300 751,696 233 546,277
Realization Rate Gross Savings Net-to-Gross Ratio Net Savings
# Initiative Peak e Incremental Peak Incremental Peak EneTEY Incremental Peak | Incremental
Demand Soviiirs Demand Savings Energy Savings | Demand Savings Demand Savings | Energy Savings
Savings (kw) (kwh) Savings (kw) (kwh)
Consumer Program
1|Appliance Retirement 100% 100% 4 33,244 50% 50% 2 15,812
2|Appliance Exchange 100% 100% 3 3,319 52% 52% 2 1,710
3/HVAC Incentives 100% 100% 132 235,574 61% 60% 81 141,626
4|Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet 100% 100% 2 39,648 114% 111% 3 43,695
5/Bi-Annual Retailer Event 100% 100% 3 61,049 113% 110% 4 66,696
6 |Retailer Co-op - - 0 0 - - 0 0
7 |Residential Demand Response 0% 0% 51 0 - - 51 0
8|Residential New Construction - - 0 0 - - 0 0
Business Program
9|Efficiency: Equipment Replacement - - 0 0 - - 0 0
10| Direct Install Lighting 108% 90% 69 201,367 93% 93% 74 186,977
11 Existing Building Commissioning Incentive - - 0 0 - - 0 0
12 New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive - - 0 0 - - 0 0
13 Energy Audit - - 0 0 - - 0 0
14 Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program schedule) 0% 0% 1 0 - - 1 0
15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) 76% 100% 0 0 n/a n/a 0 0
Industrial Program
16 Process & System Upgrades - - 0 0 - - 0 0
17 Monitoring & Targeting - - 0 0 - - 0 0
18 Energy Manager - - 0 0 - - 0 0
19 Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&I program schedule) - - 0 0 - - 0 0
20 Demand Response 3 84% 100% 0 0 n/a n/a 0 0
Home Assistance Program
21|Home Assistance Program - - 0 0 - ‘ - 0 0
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011
22 |Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program 77% 77% 9 50,639 52% 52% 5 26,333
23 |High Performance New Construction 100% 100% 25 126,856 50% 50% 12 63,428
24|Toronto Comprehensive - - 0 0 - - 0 0
25 |Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates - - 0 0 - - 0 0
26 |Data Centre Incentive Program - - 0 0 - - 0 0
27 [EnWin Green Suites - - 0 0 - - 0 0

Assumes demand response resources have a persistence of 1 year
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Contributiol

n to Targets

Program-to-Date: Net Annual

Program-to-Date: 2011-2014

Program
Peak Demand Savings (kW) Net Cumulative Energy
in 2014 Savings (kWh)

Consumer Program Total 89 1,076,841
Business Program Total a4 667,758
Industrial Program Total 0 0

Home Assistance Program Total 0 0

Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011 Total 17 359,042

Total OPA Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs 151 2,103,641

Contribution to Targets

# Initiative Program-to-Date: Net Annual| Program-to-Date: 2011-2014
Peak Demand Savings (kW) Net Cumulative Energy
in 2014 Savings (kWh)
Ci Program
1|Appliance Retirement 2 63,246
2|Appliance Exchange 0 5,525
3|HVAC Incentives 81 566,503
4|Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet 3 174,782
5 Bi-Annual Retailer Event 4 266,784
6 |Retailer Co-op 0 0
7 |Residential Demand Response 0 0
8|Residential New Construction 0 0
Business Program
9|Efficiency: Equipment Replacement 0 0
10 Direct Install Lighting 44 667,758
11 Existing Building Commissioning Incentive 0 0
12 New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive 0 0
13 Energy Audit 0 0
14 Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program schedule) 0 0
15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) 0 0
Industrial Program
16 Process & System Upgrades 0 0
17 Monitoring & Targeting 0 0
18 Energy Manager 0 0
19 Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&I program schedule) 0 0
20| Demand Response 3 0 0
Home Assistance Program
21|Home Assistance Program 0 0
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011
22 |Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program 5 105,330
23 |High Performance New Construction 12 253,712
24|Toronto Comprehensive 0 0
25 |Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates 0 0
26 |Data Centre Incentive Program 0 0
27 [EnWin Green Suites 0 0

Assumes demand response resources have a persistence of 1 year
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Progress Towards CDM Targets

Results are attributed to target using current OPA reporting policies. Energy efficiency resources persist for the duration of the
effective useful life. Any upcoming code changes are taken into account. Demand response resources persist for 1 year. Please see
methodology tab for more detailed information.

Yellow cells are intended for the LDC to input information to complete their OEB Reporting Template.

Table 6: Net Peak Demand Savings at the End User Level (MW)

Implementation Period Annual
2011 2012 2013 2014
2011 - Verified 0.23 0.18 0.18 0.15
2012
2013
2014 0.00
Verified Net Annual Peak Demand Savings Persisting in 2014: 0.15
E.L.K. Energy Inc. 2014 Annual CDM Capacity Target: 2.69
Verified Portion of Peak Demand Savings Target Achieved in 2014(%): 5.60%
LDC Milestone submitted for 2011 -%
Variance | | |
Table 7: Net Energy Savings at the End User Level (GWh)
. . Annual Cumulative
Implementation Period 2011 2012 2013 2014 2011-2014
2011 - Verified 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.46 2.10
2012
2013
2014
Verified Net Cumulative Energy Savings 2011-2014: 2.10
E.L.K. Energy Inc. 2011-2014 Cumulative CDM Energy Target: 8.25
Verified Portion of Cumulative Energy Target Achieved (%): 25.50%
LDC Milestone submitted for 2011 -%
Variance | | |
13 FINAL 2011 Results August 31,2012



Table P1: Province-Wide Participation

14

# Initiative Activity Unit Uptake/ Participation Units
Consumer Program
1 Appliance Retirement Appliances 56,110
2 | Appliance Exchange Appliances 3,688
3 HVAC Incentives Equipment 111,587
4 | Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet Products” 559,462
5 |Bi-Annual Retailer Event Products’ 870,332
6 Retailer Co-op Products 152
7 Residential Demand Response Devices 19,577
8 Residential New Construction Houses 7
Business Program
9 Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Projects 2,516
10 | Direct Installed Lighting Projects 20,297
11 |Existing Building Commissioning Incentive Buildings -
12 |New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive Buildings 10
13 |Energy Audit Audits 103
14 Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program Devices 264
schedule)
15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) Facilities 148
Industrial Program
16 Process & System Upgrades’ Projects -
17 Monitoring & Targeting’ Projects -
18 Energy Manager?? Managers -
Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&l )
19 1 Projects 433
program schedule)
20 Demand Response 3 Facilities 134
Home Assistance Program
21 Home Assistance Program Homes 46
Pre 2011 Programs Completed in 2011
22 Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program Projects 2,023
23 |High Performance New Construction Projects 145
24 Toronto Comprehensive Projects 553
25 |Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates Projects 110
26 Data Centre Incentive Program Projects 5
27 EnWin Green Suites Projects 3

2 Results are based on completed incentive projects (see "Methodology" tab for more information)

* Includes: Roving Energy Managers, Key Account Managers and Embedded Energy Managers with completed

projects
4 209,693 valid coupons redeemed
® 369,446 valid coupons redeemed
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Table P2: Province-Wide Results

Gross Savings Net Savings
Incremental Peak Incremental Incremental Peak
Program B ) . Incremental Energy
D S g Energy S g Demand Savings N
(kw) (kWh) (kw) Savings (kWh)
Consumer Program Total 73,757 192,379,633 49,123 133,519,668
Business Program Total 78,048 251,304,448 64,594 198,124,227
Industrial Program Total 68,648 41,493,145 57,099 31,947,577
Home Assistance Program Total 4 56,119 2 39,283
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011 Total 87,169 460,822,079 44,833 241,853,020
Total OPA Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs 307,626 946,055,425 215,651 605,483,775
Realization Rate Gross Savings Net-to-Gross Ratio Net Savings
# Initiative Peak 3 Incremental Peak |  Incremental Peak . Incremental Peak i e
Demand S:vei;gi D ds g Energy Saving Demand s:‘::‘gys Demand Savings nc;:‘r:;:nsi;k“rl\:)r B
Savings 8 (kw) (kwh) Savings 8 (kw) 8
Consumer Program
1|Appliance Retirement 100% 100% 6,750 45,971,627 51% 51% 3,299 23,005,812
2| Appliance Exchange 100% 100% 719 873,531 51% 51% 371 450,187
3|HVAC Incentives 100% 100% 53,209 99,413,430 60% 60% 32,037 59,437,670
4/|Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet 100% 100% 1,184 19,192,453 114% 111% 1,344 21,211,537
5|Bi-Annual Retailer Event 100% 100% 1,504 26,899,265 112% 110% 1,681 29,387,468
6|Retailer Co-op 100% 100% 0 3,917 68% 68% 0 2,652
7 Residential Demand Response n/a n/a 10,390 23,597 n/a n/a 10,390 23,597
8 Residential New Construction 100% 100% 0 1,813 41% 41% 0 743
Business Program
9|Efficiency: Equipment Replacement 106% 91% 34,201 184,070,265 72% 74% 24,467 136,002,258
10 Direct Installed Lighting 108% 93% 22,155 65,777,197 108% 93% 23,724 61,076,701
11 Existing Building Commissioning Incentive - - - - - - - -
12 New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive 50% 50% 247 823,434 50% 50% 123 411,717
13 Energy Audit - - - - - - - -
14|Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program schedule) n/a n/a 55 131 n/a n/a 55 131
15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) 76% n/a 21,390 633,421 n/a n/a 16,224 633,421
Industrial Program
16 Process & System Upgrades - - - - - - - -
17 Monitoring & Targeting - - - - - - - -
18 Energy Manager - - - - - - - -
19 |Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&I program schedule) 111% 91% 6,372 38,412,408 72% 75% 4,615 28,866,840
20 Demand Response 3 84% n/a 62,276 3,080,737 n/a n/a 52,484 3,080,737
Home Assi: Program
21|Home Assistance Program 100% ‘ 100% 4 56,119 70% ‘ 70% 2 39,283
Pre-2011 Programs leted in 2011
22 Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program 80% 80% 40,418 223,956,390 54% 54% 21,550 120,492,549
23 |High Performance New Construction 100% 100% 10,197 52,371,183 49% 49% 5,098 26,185,591
24 Toronto Comprehensive 113% 113% 33,467 174,070,574 50% 52% 15,805 86,964,886
25 |Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates 93% 93% 2,553 9,774,792 78% 78% 1,981 7,595,683
26 |Data Centre Incentive Program 100% 100% 81 533,038 100% 100% 81 533,038
27 |EnWin Green Suites 100% 100% 453 116,102 70% 70% 317 81,272

Assumes demand response resources have a persistence of 1 year
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Contributiol

n to Targets

Program-to-Date: Net

Program-to-Date: 2011-

Program .

Annual Peak Demand 2014 Net Cumulative

Savings (kW) in 2014 Energy Savings (kWh)
Consumer Program Total 38,405 534,017,835
Business Program Total 41,048 767,657,790
Industrial Program Total 4,613 118,543,019
Home Assistance Program Total 2 157,134
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011 Total 44,833 967,412,079
Total OPA Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs 128,901 2,387,787,856

Contribution to Targets

# Initiative

Program-to-Date: Net
Annual Peak Demand

Program-to-Date: 2011-
2014 Net Cumulative

Savings (kW) in 2014 Energy Savings (kWh)
Consumer Program
1|Appliance Retirement 3,160 91,903,303
2|Appliance Exchange 181 1,930,651
3|HVAC Incentives 32,037 237,750,681
4|Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet 1,344 84,846,148
5/Bi-Annual Retailer Event 1,681 117,549,874
6|Retailer Co-op 0 10,607
7 |Residential Demand Response 0 23,597
8 Residential New Construction 0 2,973
Business Program
9|Efficiency: Equipment Replacement 24,438 543,856,392
10 Direct Installed Lighting 16,486 221,520,977
11 Existing Building Commissioning Incentive - -
12 New Construction and Major Renovation Incentive 123 1,646,869
13 Energy Audit - -
14| Commercial Demand Response (part of the Residential program schedule) 0 131
15 Demand Response 3 (part of the Industrial program schedule) 0 633,421
Industrial Program
16| Process & System Upgrades - -
17 Monitoring & Targeting - -
18 Energy Manager - -
19| Efficiency: Equipment Replacement Incentive (part of the C&I program schedule) 4,613 115,462,282
20|Demand Response 3 0 3,080,737
Home Assistance Program
21|Home Assistance Program 2 157,134
Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011
22 |Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program 21,550 481,970,197
23|High Performance New Construction 5,098 104,742,366
24|Toronto Comprehensive 15,805 347,859,545
25|Multifamily Energy Efficiency Rebates 1,981 30,382,733
26|Data Centre Incentive Program 81 2,132,152
27|EnWin Green Suites 317 325,086

Assumes demand response resources have a persistence of 1 year
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Summary - Provincial Progress

Table P3: Province-Wide Net Peak Demand Savings at the End User Level (MW)

Implementation Period Annual
2011 2012 2013 2014
2011 215.7 135.2 1345 127.6
2012
2013
2014

Verified Net Annual Peak Demand Savings in 2014: 127.6

2014 Annual CDM Capacity Target 1,330

Verified Peak Demand Savings Target Achieved - 2011 (%): 9.60%

Table P4: Province-Wide Net Energy Savings at the End-User Level (GWh)

Implementation Period Annual VUG
2011 2012 2013 2014 2011-2014
2011 605.5 599.2 597.2 578.5 2,380
2012 0
2013 0
2014 0
Verified Net Cumulative Energy Savings 2011-2014: 2,380
2011-2014 Cumulative CDM Energy Target: 6,000
Verified Portion of Energy Target Achieved - 2011 (%): 39.67%
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METHODOLOGY
All results are at the end-user level (not including transmission and distribution losses)

EQUATIONS:

PRESCRIPTIVE MEASURES/PROJECTS:

Gross Savings = Activity * Per Unit Assumption

Net Savings = Gross Savings * Net-to-Gross Ratio

All savings are annualized (i.e. the savings are the same regardless of time of year a project was completed or measure installed)

ENGINEERED/CUSTOM PROJECTS:

Gross Savings = Reported Savings * Realization Rate

Net Savings = Gross Savings * Net-to-Gross Ratio

All savings are annualized (i.e. the savings are the same regardless of time of year a project was completed or measure installed)

DEMAND RESPONSE:

Peak Demand: Gross Savings = Net Savings = contracted MW at contributor level * Provincial contracted to ex ante ratio
Energy: Gross Savings = Net Savings = provincial ex post energy savings * LDC proportion of total provincial contracted MW
All savings are annualized (i.e. the savings are the same regardless of the time of year a participant began offering DR)

# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings

Consumer Program

Includes both retail and home pickup stream;
Retail stream allocated based on average of
2008 & 2009 residential throughput; Home

pickup stream directly attributed by postal
code or customer selection Peak demand and energy savings are

determined using the verified measure level per

Savings are considered to begin in the year
the appliance is picked up.

Appliance
Retirement

unit assumption multiplied by the uptake in the
market (gross) taking into account net-to-gross
Savings are considered to begin in the year factors such as free-ridership and spillover (net)
that the exchange event occurred at the measure level.

When postal code information is provided by
customer, results are directly attributed to the
2 |Appliance Exchange LDC. When postal code is not available,
results allocated based on average of 2008 &
2009 residential throughput

Results directly attributed to LDC based on Savings are considered to begin in the year

3 |HVAC Incentives . .
customer postal code that the installation occurred
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings
. LDC-coded coupons directly attributed to LDC; Peak demand and energy savings are
Conservation . . . L . . .
4 Instant Coupon Otherwise results are allocated based on Savings are considered to begin in the year detcermlned u.smg the.ve.rlfled measure Ie\{el per
Booklet average of 2008 & 2009 residential in which the coupon was redeemed. unit assumption multiplied by the uptake in the
throughput market (gross) taking into account net-to-gross
factors such as free-ridership and spillover (net)
at the measure level. Initiative was not
evaluated in 2011, reported results are
presented with verified per unit assumptions
5 Bi-Annual Retailer  Results are allocated based on average of Savings are considered to begin in the year and net-to-gross ratio from Bi-Annual Retailer
Event 2008 & 2009 residential throughput in which the event occurs. Event and Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet
initiatives.
Peak demand and energy savings are
determined using the verified measure level per
unit assumption multiplied by the uptake in the
When postal code information is provided by market (gross) taking into account net-to-gross
the customer, results are directly attributed. If . . . factors such as free-ridership and spillover (net)
6 Retailer Co-op postal code information is not available, Savings are co.n.SIdere<.:i to beg!n in the year at the measure level. Initiative was not
of the home visit and installation date. .
results are allocated based on average of evaluated in 2011, reported results are
2008 & 2009 residential throughput. presented with verified per unit assumptions
and net-to-gross ratio from Bi-Annual Retailer
Event and Conservation Instant Coupon Booklet
initiatives.
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# Initiative

Attributing Savings to LDCs

Savings 'start' Date

Calculating Resource Savings

Residential Demand

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on data provided to OPA through project

Savings are considered to begin in the year
the device was installed and/or when a

Peak demand savings are based on an ex ante
estimate assuming a 1 in 10 weather year and
represents the "insurance value" of the
initiative. Energy savings are based on an ex
post estimate which reflects the savings that

7 . e . . occurred as a result of activations in the year
Response completion reports and continuing participant \customer signed a peaksaver PLUS™ “ "
] . and accounts for any “snapback” in energy
lists participant agreement. . .
consumption experienced after the event.
Savings are assumed to persist for only 1 year,
reflecting that savings will only occur if the
resource is activated.
Results are directly attributed to LDC based Peak demand and energy savings are
on LDC identified in application in the determined using a measure level per unit
3 Residential New saveONenergy CRM system; Initiative was not |Savings are considered to begin in the year |assumption multiplied by the uptake in the

Construction

evaluated in 2011, reported results are
presented with forecast assumptions as per
the business case.

of the project completion date.

market (gross) taking into account net-to-gross
factors such as free-ridership and spillover (net)
at the measure level.

Business Program
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Initiative

Attributing Savings to LDCs

Savings 'start' Date

Calculating Resource Savings

Efficiency:
Equipment
Replacement

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on LDC identified at the facility level in the
saveONenergy CRM; Projects in the
Application Status: "Post-Stage Submission"
are included (excluding "Payment denied by
LDC"); Please see "Reference Tables" tab for
Building type to Sector mapping

Savings are considered to begin in the year
of the actual project completion date on the
iCON CRM system.

Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings for a given
project as reported in the iCON CRM system
(reported). A realization rate is applied to the
reported savings to ensure that these savings
align with EM&V protocols and reflect the
savings that were actually realized (i.e. how
many light bulbs were actually installed vs.
what was reported) (gross). Net savings takes
into account net-to-gross factors such as free-
ridership and spillover (net). Both realization
rate and net-to-gross ratios can differ for
energy and demand savings and depend on the
mix of projects within an LDC territory (i.e.
lighting or non-lighting project,
engineered/custom/prescriptive track).

Additional Note: project counts were derived by filtering out "Application Status" = "Post-Project Submission - Payment denied by LDC" and
only including projects with an "Actual Project Completion Date" in 2011 and pulling both the "Application Name" field followed by the
"Building Address 1" field from the Post Stage Retrofit Report and finally performing a count of the Building Addresses.

10

Direct Installed
Lighting

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on the LDC specified on the work order

21

Savings are considered to begin in the year
of the actual project completion date.

FINAL 2011 Results

Peak demand and energy savings are
determined using the verified measure level per
unit assumptions multiplied by the uptake of
each measure accounting for the realization
rate for both peak demand and energy to
reflect the savings that were actually realized
(i.e. how many light bulbs were actually
installed vs. what was reported) (gross). Net
savings take into account net-to-gross factors
such as free-ridership and spillover for both
peak demand and energy savings at the
program level (net).
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings
Existing Building Results are directly attributed to LDC based Peak demand and energy savings are
o on LDC identified in the application; Initiative Savings are considered to begin in the year
11 |Commissioning . . . . determined by the total savings for a given
. was not evaluated, no completed projects in  of the actual project completion date.

Incentive 2011, project as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were

Results are directly attributed to LDC based actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were

New Construction  on LDC identified in the application; Initiative actually installed vs. what was reported)

1, @nd Major was not evaluated, reported results are Savings are considered to begin in the year  (8r0ss). Net savings takes into account net-to-
Renovation presented with reported assumptions (as per |of the actual project completion date. gross factors such as free-ridership and
Incentive evaluated results in 2010 and consultation spillover (net).

with OPA-LDC Work Groups)
Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings resulting from
an audit as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to

No resource savings results determined in . . . ensure that these savings align with EM&V

13 |Energy Audit 2011; Projects are directly attributed to LDC Savings ar¢.e considered to begin in the year protocols and reflect the savings that were
P, - of the audit date. ) ) )

based on LDC identified in the application actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
actually installed vs. what was reported)
(gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
gross factors such as free-ridership and
spillover (net).
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings
Peak demand savings are based on an ex ante
estimate assuming a 1 in 10 weather year and
Commercial represents the "insurance value" of the
Results are directly attributed to LDC based | Savings are considered to begin in the year .p. ) R
Demand Response . . . . initiative. Energy savings are based on an ex
on data provided to OPA through project the device was installed and/or when a . . .
14 |(part of the . e . . post estimate which reflects the savings that
. . completion reports and continuing participant customer signed a peaksaver PLUS™ L .
Residential occurred as a result of activations in the year.

program schedule)

lists

participant agreement.

Savings are assumed to persist for only 1 year,
reflecting that savings will only occur if the
resource is activated.

Demand Response
3 (part of the
Industrial program
schedule)

15

Results are attributed to LDCs based on the
total contracted megawatts at the contributor
level as of December 31st, applying the
provincial ex ante to contracted ratio (ex ante
estimate/contracted megawatts); Ex post
energy savings are attributed to the LDC
based on their proportion of the total
contracted megawatts at the contributor
level.

Savings are considered to begin in the year
in which the contributor signed up to
participate in demand response.

Peak demand savings are ex ante estimates
based on the load reduction capability that can
be expected for the purposes of planning. The
ex ante estimates factor in both scheduled non-
performances (i.e. maintenance) and historical
performance. Energy savings are based on an
ex post estimate which reflects the savings that
actually occurred as a results of activations in
the year. Savings are assumed to persist for 1
year, reflecting that savings will not occur if the
resource is not activated and additional costs
are incurred to activate the resource.

Industrial Program
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Initiative

Attributing Savings to LDCs

Savings 'start' Date

Calculating Resource Savings

16

Process & System
Upgrades

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on LDC identified in application in the
saveONenergy CRM system; Initiative was not
evaluated, no completed projects in 2011.

Savings are considered to begin in the year
in which the incentive project was
completed.

Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings from a given
project as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were
actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
actually installed vs. what was reported)
(gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
gross factors such as free-ridership and
spillover (net).

17

Monitoring &
Targeting

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on LDC identified in the application; Initiative
was not evaluated, no completed projects in
2011.

Savings are considered to begin in the year
in which the incentive project was
completed.

Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings from a given
project as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were
actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
actually installed vs. what was reported)
(gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
gross factors such as free-ridership and
spillover (net).

18

Energy Manager

Results are directly attributed to LDC based
on LDC identified in the application; Initiative
was not evaluated, no completed projects in
2011.

Savings are considered to begin in the year
in which the project was completed by the
energy manager. If no date is specified the
savings will begin the year of the Quarterly
Report submitted by the energy manager.

Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings from a given
project as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were
actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
actually installed vs. what was reported)
(gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
gross factors such as free-ridership and
spillover (net).
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings
Peak demand and energy savings are
determined by the total savings for a given
project as reported in the iCON CRM system
(reported). A realization rate is applied to the
eported savi toe that the i
. Results are directly attributed to LDC based r 'p r e, Savings fo ensure tha 5€ savings
Efficiency: . . . . align with EM&YV protocols and reflect the
] on LDC identified at the facility level in the ] ] ]
Equipment . . . . . savings that were actually realized (i.e. how
saveONenergy CRM; Projects in the Savings are considered to begin in the year ] .
Replacement o X . . - many light bulbs were actually installed vs.
19 ] Application Status: "Post-Stage Submission of the actual project completion date on the .
Incentive (part of . o ] . what was reported) (gross). Net savings takes
are included (excluding "Payment denied by  iCON CRM system. .
the C&l program N " R into account net-to-gross factors such as free-
LDC"); Please see "Reference Tables" tab for . . . o
schedule) - . ridership and spillover (net). Both realization
Building type to Sector mapping . .
rate and net-to-gross ratios can differ for
energy and demand savings and depend on the
mix of projects within an LDC territory (i.e.
lighting or non-lighting project,
engineered/custom/prescriptive track).
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings

Peak demand savings are ex ante estimates
based on the load reduction capability that can

Results are attributed to LDCs based on the .
be expected for the purposes of planning. The

total contracted megawatts at the contributor . )
. ex ante estimates factor in both scheduled non-
level as of December 31st, applying the ) ) o
. ; . . . performances (i.e. maintenance) and historical
provincial ex ante to contracted ratio (ex ante  Savings are considered to begin in the year i
Demand Response . . - . . performance. Energy savings are based on an
20 estimate/contracted megawatts); Ex post in which the contributor signed up to . . )
3 . . . . ex post estimate which reflects the savings that
energy savings are attributed to the LDC participate in demand response. L. .
> . actually occurred as a results of activations in
based on their proportion of the total . .
. the year. Savings are assumed to persist for 1
contracted megawatts at the contributor . . . .
year, reflecting that savings will not occur if the
resource is not activated and additional costs
are incurred to activate the resource.

level.

Home Assistance Program

Peak demand and energy savings are
Results are directly attributed to LDC based ] . &Yy & .
. e L L determined using the measure level per unit
on LDC identified in the application; Initiative

Home Assistance . Savings are considered to begin in the year assumption multiplied by the uptake of each
21 was not evaluated in 2011, reported results | ) - .
Program in which the measures were installed. measure (gross) taking into account net-to-
gross factors such as free-ridership and
spillover (net) at the measure level.

are presented with forecast assumptions as
per the business case.

Pre-2011 Programs completed in 2011
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# Initiative Attributing Savings to LDCs Savings 'start' Date Calculating Resource Savings
Results are directly attributed to LDC based
- Electricity Retrofit | on LDC identified in the application; Initiative Savings are considered to begin in the year Peak demand and energy savings are
Incentive Program |was not evaluated in 2011, assumptionsas in which a project was completed. determined by the total savings from a given
per 2010 evaluation project as reported (reported). A realization
rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were
actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
Results are directly attributed to LDC based actually installed vs. what was reported)
53 High Performance on customer data provided to the OPA from (gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
New Construction | Enbridge; Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, gross factors such as free-ridership and
assumptions as per 2010 evaluation spillover (net). If energy savings are not
. . . available, an estimate is made based on the
Savings are considered to begin in the year o .
. ; . kWh to kW ratio in the provincial results from
in which a project was completed.
the 2010 evaluated results
Program run exclusively in Toronto Hydro- (http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/evaluation-
24 Toronto Electric System Limited service territory; measurement-and-verification/evaluation-
Comprehensive Initiative was not evaluated in 2011, reports).
assumptions as per 2010 evaluation
Results are directly attributed to LDC based Peak demand and energy savings are
- Multifamily Energy |on LDC identified in the application; Initiative determined by the total savings from a given
Efficiency Rebates |was not evaluated in 2011, assumptions as project as reported (reported). A realization
per 2010 evaluation rate is applied to the reported savings to
ensure that these savings align with EM&V
protocols and reflect the savings that were
actually realized (i.e. how many light bulbs were
. . . . . actually installed vs. what was reported)
Program run exclusively in PowerStream Inc. Savings are considered to begin in the year . .
Data Centre i . o . . . (gross). Net savings takes into account net-to-
26 . service territory; Initiative was not evaluated in which a project was completed. . ]
Incentive Program . . . gross factors such as free-ridership and
in 2011, assumptions as per 2009 evaluation . .
spillover (net). If energy savings are not
available, an estimate is made based on the
IAA +A LAA] vatin i tha mvAuimaial vacilés frennma
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Initiative

Attributing Savings to LDCs

Savings 'start' Date

Calculating Resource Savings

27

EnWin Green Suites

Program run exclusively in ENWIN Utilities
Ltd. service territory; Initiative was not
evaluated in 2011, assumptions as per 2010
evaluation

RVVITTU RVV Tatio i uic Pgroviticidr TSoutts mrurtt
the 2010 evaluated results
(http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/evaluation-
measurement-and-verification/evaluation-
reports).
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ERII Sector (C&I vs. Industrial Mapping)

Building Type Sector
Agribusiness - Cattle Farm C&l
Agribusiness - Dairy Farm c&l
Agribusiness - Greenhouse C&l
Agribusiness - Other c&l
Agribusiness - Other,Mixed-Use - Office/Retail C&I
Agribusiness - Other,Office,Retail, Warehouse C&I
Agribusiness - Other,Office,Warehouse C&I
Agribusiness - Poultry c&l
Agribusiness - Poultry,Hospitality - Motel C&l
Agribusiness - Swine c&l
Convenience Store C&l
Education - College / Trade School c&l
Education - College / Trade School,Multi-Residential - Condominium C&I
Education - College / Trade School,Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment c&l
Education - College / Trade School,Retail C&I
Education - Primary School c&l
Education - Primary School,Education - Secondary School C&l
Education - Primary School,Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment c&l
Education - Primary School,Not-for-Profit C&l
Education - Secondary School c&l
Education - University C&l
Education - University,Office c&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Clinic C&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Clinic,Hospital/Healthcare - Long-term Care,Hospital/Healthcare - &l
Medical Building
Hospital/Healthcare - Clinic,Industrial C&I
Hospital/Healthcare - Clinic,Retail C&I
Hospital/Healthcare - Long-term Care c&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Long-term Care,Hospital/Healthcare - Medical Building C&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Medical Building c&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Medical Building,Mixed-Use - Office/Retail c&l
Hospital/Healthcare - Medical Building, Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Office c&l
Hospitality - Hotel C&l
Hospitality - Hotel,Restaurant - Dining c&l
Hospitality - Motel Cc&l
Industrial Industrial
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail c&l
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail,Industrial Industrial
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail,Mixed-Use - Other C&I
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Mixed-Use - Other,Not-for-Profit, Warehouse C&I
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Mixed-Use - Residential/Retail c&l
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail,Office,Restaurant - Dining,Restaurant - Quick &l
Serve,Retail, Warehouse
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Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Office,Warehouse C&I
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail,Retail c&l
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Warehouse C&I
Mixed-Use - Office/Retail, Warehouse,Industrial Industrial
Mixed-Use - Other c&l
Mixed-Use - Other,Industrial Industrial
Mixed-Use - Other,Not-for-Profit,Office C&I
Mixed-Use - Other,Office C&I
Mixed-Use - Other,Other: Please specify c&l
Mixed-Use - Other,Retail, Warehouse C&I
Mixed-Use - Other,Warehouse C&I
Mixed-Use - Residential/Retail c&l
Mixed-Use - Residential/Retail, Multi-Residential - Condominium C&I
Mixed-Use - Residential/Retail,Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment C&I
Mixed-Use - Residential/Retail,Retail c&l
Multi-Residential - Condominium C&l
Multi-Residential - Condominium,Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment c&l
Multi-Residential - Condominium,Other: Please specify Cc&l
Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment c&l
Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment,Multi-Residential - Social Housing Provider,Not-for- &l
Profit

Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment,Not-for-Profit C&l
Multi-Residential - Rental Apartment,Warehouse c&l
Multi-Residential - Social Housing Provider C&l
Multi-Residential - Social Housing Provider,Industrial ca&l
Multi-Residential - Social Housing Provider,Not-for-Profit C&l
Not-for-Profit c&l
Not-for-Profit,Office C&I
Not-for-Profit,Other: Please specify c&l
Not-for-Profit, Warehouse C&I
Office c&l
Office,Industrial Industrial
Office,Other: Please specify c&l
Office,Other: Please specify,Warehouse C&l
Office,Restaurant - Dining c&l
Office,Restaurant - Dining,Industrial Industrial
Office,Retail C&I
Office,Retail,Industrial C&I
Office,Retail, Warehouse C&I
Office,Warehouse C&I
Office,Warehouse,Industrial Industrial
Other: Please specify C&l
Other: Please specify,Industrial Industrial
Other: Please specify,Retail C&l
Other: Please specify, Warehouse c&l
Restaurant - Dining C&I
Restaurant - Dining,Retail c&l
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Restaurant - Quick Serve c&l
Restaurant - Quick Serve,Retail C&I
Retail c&l
Retail,Industrial Industrial
Retail, Warehouse C&I
Warehouse C&l
Warehouse,Industrial Industrial

Consumer Program Allocation Methodology

Results can be allocated based on average of 2008 & 2009 residential throughput for each LDC (below) when

additional information is not available. Source: OEB Yearbook Data 2008 & 2009

Local Distribution Company Allocation
Algoma Power Inc. 0.2%
Atikokan Hydro Inc. 0.0%
Attawapiskat Power Corporation 0.0%
Bluewater Power Distribution Corporation 0.6%
Brant County Power Inc. 0.2%
Brantford Power Inc. 0.7%
Burlington Hydro Inc. 1.4%
Cambridge and North Dumfries Hydro Inc. 1.0%
Canadian Niagara Power Inc. 0.5%
Centre Wellington Hydro Ltd. 0.1%
Chapleau Public Utilities Corporation 0.0%
COLLUS Power Corporation 0.3%
Cooperative Hydro Embrun Inc. 0.0%
E.L.K. Energy Inc. 0.2%
Enersource Hydro Mississauga Inc. 3.9%
ENTEGRUS 0.6%
ENWIN Utilities Ltd. 1.6%
Erie Thames Powerlines Corporation 0.4%
Espanola Regional Hydro Distribution Corporation 0.1%
Essex Powerlines Corporation 0.7%
Festival Hydro Inc. 0.3%
Fort Albany Power Corporation 0.0%
Fort Frances Power Corporation 0.1%
Greater Sudbury Hydro Inc. 1.0%
Grimsby Power Inc. 0.2%
Guelph Hydro Electric Systems Inc. 0.9%
Haldimand County Hydro Inc. 0.4%
Halton Hills Hydro Inc. 0.5%
Hearst Power Distribution Company Limited 0.1%
Horizon Utilities Corporation 4.0%
Hydro 2000 Inc. 0.0%
Hydro Hawkesbury Inc. 0.1%
Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. 2.8%

31 FINAL 2011 Results

August 31,2012



Hydro One Networks Inc. 30.0%
Hydro Ottawa Limited 5.6%
Innisfil Hydro Distribution Systems Limited 0.4%
Kashechewan Power Corporation 0.0%
Kenora Hydro Electric Corporation Ltd. 0.1%
Kingston Hydro Corporation 0.5%
Kitchener-Wilmot Hydro Inc. 1.6%
Lakefront Utilities Inc. 0.2%
Lakeland Power Distribution Ltd. 0.2%
London Hydro Inc. 2.7%
Middlesex Power Distribution Corporation 0.1%
Midland Power Utility Corporation 0.1%
Milton Hydro Distribution Inc. 0.6%
Newmarket - Tay Power Distribution Ltd. 0.7%
Niagara Peninsula Energy Inc. 1.0%
Niagara-on-the-Lake Hydro Inc. 0.2%
Norfolk Power Distribution Inc. 0.3%
North Bay Hydro Distribution Limited 0.5%
Northern Ontario Wires Inc. 0.1%
Oakville Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc. 1.5%
Orangeville Hydro Limited 0.2%
Orillia Power Distribution Corporation 0.3%
Oshawa PUC Networks Inc. 1.2%
Ottawa River Power Corporation 0.2%
Parry Sound Power Corporation 0.1%
Peterborough Distribution Incorporated 0.7%
PowerStream Inc. 6.6%
PUC Distribution Inc. 0.9%
Renfrew Hydro Inc. 0.1%
Rideau St. Lawrence Distribution Inc. 0.1%
Sioux Lookout Hydro Inc. 0.1%
St. Thomas Energy Inc. 0.3%
Thunder Bay Hydro Electricity Distribution Inc. 0.9%
Tillsonburg Hydro Inc. 0.1%
Toronto Hydro-Electric System Limited 12.8%
Veridian Connections Inc. 2.4%
Wasaga Distribution Inc. 0.2%
Waterloo North Hydro Inc. 1.0%
Welland Hydro-Electric System Corp. 0.4%
Wellington North Power Inc. 0.1%
West Coast Huron Energy Inc. 0.1%
Westario Power Inc. 0.5%
Whitby Hydro Electric Corporation 0.9%
Woodstock Hydro Services Inc. 0.3%
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Reporting Glossary

Annual: the peak demand or energy savings that occur in a given year (includes resource savings
from new program activity in a given year and resource savings persisting from previous years).

Cumulative Energy Savings: represents the sum of the annual energy savings that accrue over a
defined period (in the context of this report the defined period is 2011 - 2014). This concept
does not apply to peak demand savings.

End-User Level: resource savings in this report are measured at the customer level as opposed
to the generator level (the difference being line losses).

Free-ridership: the percentage of participants who would have implemented the program
measure or practice in the absence of the program.

Incremental: the new resource savings attributable to activity procured in a particular reporting
period based on when the savings are considered to 'start' (please see table 5).

Initiative: a Conservation & Demand Management offering focusing on a particular opportunity
or customer end-use (i.e. Retrofit, Fridge & Freezer Pickup).

Net-to-Gross Ratio: The ratio of net savings to gross savings, which takes into account factors
such as free-ridership and spillover

Net Energy Savings (MWh): energy savings attributable to conservation and demand
management activities net of free-riders, etc.

Net Peak Demand Savings (MW): peak demand savings attributable to conservation and
demand management activities net of free-riders, etc.

Program: a group of initiatives that target a particular market sector (i.e. Consumer, Industrial).

Realization Rate: A comparison of observed or measured (evaluated) information to original
reported savings which is used to adjust the gross savings estimates.

Settlement Account: the grouping of demand response facilities (contributors) into one
contractual agreement

Spillover: Reductions in energy consumption and/or demand caused by the presence of the
energy efficiency program, beyond the program-related gross savings of the participants. There
can be participant and/or non-participant spillover.

Unit: for a specific initiative the relevant type of activity acquired in the market place (i.e.
appliances picked up, projects completed, coupons redeemed).
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Table 30
Tax
Calculations

Item 2006 Actual
Accounting Net Income 1,171,796
Additions:

Provision for income taxes 559,840

Amortization of tangible assets 642,658

Reserves at End of Year on lines 270 and 275 S13 -

Reserves from Financial Statements - balance end of year 654,875

Charitable Donations and gifts S2

Realized Income from Deferred Credit Accounts

Non deductible meals and entertainment

Taxable Capital Gains 8,910

Financing fees deducted in books

Smart Meter Revenue

Unrealized loss on investment

Regulatory Liabilities -
Deductions:

Capital cost allowance from Schedule 8 535,958

Gain on disposal of assets per financial statements 17,820

Reserves at End of Year - Post-Employment Benefits -

Unrealized gain on investment -

Cumulative Eligible Capital Deduction 42,162

Other Reserves on line 280 from S13

Reserves from Financial Statements - balance beginning of year 650,037

Miscellaneous deduction 24,713

Capital Tax in Provision -

Prior Period Adjustment -
Total Tax Adjustments to Accounting Income 595,593
Income for Tax Purposes 1,767,389
Tax Rate Reflecting Tax Credits (Federal + Provincial) 36.09%
Income Taxes 637,939
Capital Tax Calculation:
Total Rate Base -
Reduction 7,500,000
Rate 0.300%



[Capital Tax 22,361




2007 Actual 2008 Actual 2009 Actual 2010 Actual 2011 Actual 2012 Test
737,512 1,231,525 983,399 536,080 316,741 722,545
594,125 815,549 562,106 295,495 216,887 -
726,586 813,512 852,414 824,357 839,799 975,107

- 1,147,577 2,425,215 1,494,533 3,208,673 2,027,261
1,817,734 2,158,769 3,819,852 3,895,579 2,715,448 2,714,808
50 25
47,863
859 1,715 1,412 442
10,600 - - - - -
17,500
123,767 77,249 177,653
40,251 206 10,914
632,770 782,063 751,488 694,176 763,427 862,566
21,200 58,654
11,845 - 2,672 - - -
39,211 36,466 33,735 31,552 29,344 27,290
1,147,577 1,472,589 2,447,159 3,208,673 2,027,261 1,808,053
654,875 1,817,734 3,797,575 2,181,046 3,895,579 2,715,448
3,500 3,500 3,500
641,567 867,665 766,440 411,280 450,730 351,682
1,379,079 2,099,190 1,749,839 947,360 767,471 1,074,227
36.07% 33.50% 43.72% 28.13% 28.25% 22.21%
497,442 703,229 765,068 266,519 216,787 238,598
12,500,000 15,000,000 14,847,434 15,000,000 - -
0.285% 0.23% 0.225% 0.15%




20,779 10,236 3,020 2,116




EB-2011-0099

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
Responses to Interrogatories
January 30, 2013

APPENDIX ENWIN #17A SHARED SERVICESAGREEMENT
WITH E.L.K SOLUTIONS

REFERENCE: AMPCO INTERROGATORY 17(a)



SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT made as of the 1% day of January, 2013.
BETWEEN:

E.L.K. SOLUTIONS INC.

(hereinafter called “Solutions”)

OF THE FIRST PART;
-and-
E.L.K. ENERGY INC.
(hereinafter called “Energy”)
OF THE SECOND PART.

WHEREAS Energy is a municipally-owned licensed distributor of electricity pursuant to the
Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998;

AND WHEREAS Solutions is an affiliate of Energy, as such term is used and defined in the
Affiliates Relationships Code for Electricity Distributors and Transmitters promulgated by the Ontario
Energy Board on April 1, 1999;

AND WHEREAS Solutions is engaged in, or proposes to be engaged in, some of all of the
activities which an affiliate of a municipally-owned electricity distributor is permitted to engage in

pursuant to Section 71 of the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998;

AND WHEREAS, in order to carry on such activities, Solutions wishes to contract with Energy
on the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth for the provision by Energy to Solutions of certain of

Energy’s resources and the services of certain of Energy’s employees;
NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

Article I
INTERPRETATION

1.1 Where used in this Agreement, the following expressions shall have the following respective

meanings.
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“Act” means the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998;

“Agreement” means this Agreement and all schedules hereto, as the same may be

amended from time to time;

“Business” means the business activities now or hereafter carried on by Solutions, being

some or all of the activities referred to in Section 71 of the Act;

“Business Day” means every day except Saturdays, Sundays and days observed as

statutory holidays in the Province of Ontario;

“Code” means the Affiliates Relationships Code for Electricity Distributors and
Transmitters, as revised effective May 16, 2008 by the Ontario Energy Board;

“Designated Employees” means the Chief Executive Officer, the Director of Finance
and the Operations Manager of Energy, as well as the members of Energy’s outside

Crews;

“Facilities” means the office space, office supplies, office furniture and equipment

located in Energy’s premises at 172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario;

“Prime Rate” means the rate of interest per annum announced by the Royal Bank of

Canada from time to time as its “prime rate”.
“Services” means the services of the Designated Employees in the following areas:

) general ledger and bookkeeping;
(ii) budgeting;
(iii) tax return preparation and filing;
@iv) governmental liaison and filings;

W) outdoor installation and maintenance work in connection with activities
permitted to be conducted by Solutions under Section 73 of the Ontario Energy
Board Act,

and the use by such Designated Employees of the Facilities in the course of providing

such services;

“Term” shall have the meaning ascribed thereto in Section 6.1 of this Agreement.

1.2 Time shall be of the essence in the performance of the parties’ respective obligations.
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Words denoting the singular include the plural and vice-versa and words denoting any gender

include all genders.

The use of heading is for convenience of reference only and shall not affect the construction of

this Agreement.

Article II
OBLIGATIONS OF ENERGY

From time to time, and at the request of the Chief Executive Officer of Solutions, one or more of
the Designated Employees will be made available by Energy to Solutions to provide Services in
relation to the Business. All such Services will be performed under the supervision of Solutions,
and Energy will have no responsibility for the supervision of Designated Employees while
performing such Services, or for ensuring that they achieve any particular result in performing
such Services. Solutions may request the Services of each Designated Employee for up to a

maximum of twenty (20) hours per week.

Designated Employees, in the course of performing Services in relation to the Business under

Section 2.1, will have full access to, and use of, the Facilities.

Energy and Solutions agree that if Solutions at any time during the Term becomes an “energy
service provider” (as such term is used and defined in the Code), any Designated Employee
directly involved in collecting, or having access to, “confidential information” (as such term is
used and defined in the Code) shall cease, from and after such time, to be available to provide

services to Solutions hereunder and will cease to be a Designated Employee hereunder.

Article ITI
CONFIDENTIALITY

All information relating to the Business to which Energy may become privy by virtue of this
Agreement, is proprietary to Solutions and shall be considered confidential information for the
purposes of this Agreement and shall be kept confidential by Energy. All information relating to
any aspect of Energy’s business is proprietary to Energy and, except as may be required in order
to comply with Section 8.1 and enable Solutions to verify the charges it is required to pay
pursuant to Section 5.1, shall not be disclosed to Solutions. All such information which is
disclosed to Solutions shall be kept confidential by Solutions. Both parties shall exercise the
same standard of care with respect to the other party’s confidential information as it would

exercise with its own confidential information of similar value and kind. Neither party shall
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disclose or divulge the contents of same to any third party without the prior written consent of the

other party, provided that:

(a) either party may disclose any such information which has been publicly disclosed (other
than by a party in breach of its obligations hereunder), or which has rightfully come into

its possession (other than from the other party); and

(b) to the extent that the party may be compelled by legal or regulatory requirements to
disclose any of such information, such party may disclose such information if it shall
have used all reasonable efforts to obtain, and shall have afforded the other party the
opportunity to obtain, an appropriate protective order, or other satisfactory assurance of

confidential treatment for the information compelled to be disclosed.

The parties will satisfy their obligations hereunder by taking appropriate action, by agreement or
otherwise, with respect to its employees, including all Designated Employees and other persons
capable of accessing the information. Such action shall include, without limitation, diligently
applying the available protections, informing personnel of applicable restrictions, and using

reasonable care to prevent unauthorized use and disclosure of the information.

Solutions shall not use Energy’s confidential information for any purpose whatsoever, other than
verifying the charges it is required to pay pursuant to Section 5.1. Energy shall not use Solution’s
confidential information for any purpose, except in connection with and to the extent necessary

for the provision of the Services pursuant to this Agreement.
The provisions of Sections 3.1 and 3.2 shall survive any termination of this Agreement.

Article IV
SERVICE LEVELS

Energy agrees to use all commercially reasonable efforts to ensure that the Designated Employees
are available to provide Services in connection with the Business to Solutions as and when
requested by Solutions pursuant to Section 2.1, and to use commercially reasonable efforts to
ensure that such Designated Employees perform such Services conscientiously and diligently, but
other than as provided in this Section 4.1 and Section 4.3, makes no representation or warranty

concerning the Services.

Solutions shall have the right to direct the job functions of the Designated Employees while (and
only while) they are providing Services, but nothing in this clause shall be deemed to disturb the
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direct employment relationship between Energy and the Designated Employees, and nothing in
this clause shall be deemed to create an employment relationship between the Designated

Employees and Solutions.

Energy agrees that the Facilities (or replacement facilities of a similar quality) will be kept
available for the use by Designated Employees in the course of their performance of Services for
Solutions to the same extent that such Facilities are available to such Designated Employees in

the course of their rendering services for and on behalf of Energy.

Article V
OBLIGATIONS OF SOLUTIONS

On the final Business Day of each month during the term of this Agreement, Solutions will pay
Energy a fee in respect of each Designated Employee who renders Services hereunder during the

immediately prior month, which fee will be composed of the following elements:

(a) The aggregate salary payable by Energy to such Designated Employee in or in respect of
such month, divided by the number of hours in such month the Designated Employee is
required to work (without taking into account overtime), (the “Aggregate Business
Hours”) multiplied by the number of hours such Designated Employee was involved in

rendering Services hereunder during such month (the “DE Hours Worked”); and

® A 40% mark-up on the amount referred to in clause (a) above, representing an allocation

of the costs of providing employee benefits to such Designated Employee; and

©) The Applicable Fraction of the sum obtained by dividing the number of Aggregate
Business Hours in such month by the number of DE Hours Worked by such Designated
Employee in such month, and multiplying the result by the total amount paid by Energy
in respect of rent, electricity, heating and similar occupancy charges in respect of the

Facilities in such month;

@ The Applicable Fraction of the sum obtained by multiplying Monthly Depreciation by a
fraction, the numerator of which is the number of DE Hours Worked by such Designated
Employee, and the denominator of which is the Aggregate Business Hours for such
month, where “Monthly Depreciation” means the sum obtained by multiplying the
undepreciated capital cost of all capital equipment comprised within the Facilities by a
monthly depreciation charge equal to one-twelfth (1/12%) of the annual depreciation

reflected in Energy’s books and records in respect of such capital equipment; and



6.1

7.1

8.1

9.1

-6 -

(e) A percentage mark-up on the aggregate of the amounts referred to in clauses (a) to (d)
inclusive equal to the higher of, at such time, Energy’s annual weighted average cost of
capital which has been approved by the Ontario Energy Board in respect of Energy’s

operations as at such time, divided by 12.

As used above, the term “Applicable Fraction” means a fraction having as its numerator the
number one, and having as its denominator the total number of employees of Energy using and

occupying the Facilities.

The aggregate charges payable by Solutions in respect of all Designated Employees as set out
above will be calculated by Energy and set out in a detailed invoice rendered by Energy to
Solutions on or before the tenth (10™) day following the completion of each month during the
Term.

Article VI
TERM

The term of this Agreement shall commence as at the date hereof and shall terminate on

December 31, 2013.

Article VII
TERMINATION

This Agreement shall not be terminated except by expiry at the end of the Term or by operation

of law, or by mutual agreement of the parties.

Article VIII
ACCESS, AUDIT AND INSPECTION

Energy agrees to provide Solutions with full and complete written details and materials as may,
from time to time, be required by Solutions in support of any invoice rendered by Energy

pursuant to Section 5.1, including, without limitation, payroll records and the like.

Article IX
COMPLIANCE WITH LAW

Energy and Solutions shall maintain compliance with all federal, provincial legislation, rules,

regulations and the like during the Term, including, without limitation:
(a) all workplace health and safety legislation;

(b) all human rights and equity compliance obligations;
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©) all contractual obligations relating to benefits, wages and the like;
(d all manpower confidentiality, safety and security responsibilities; and
(e) the Code and the Act.

Article X
LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

The parties agrees that there are no warranties, express or implied, except those expressly stated
in this Agreement relating to the provision of the Services by Energy and the use of the Services
by Solutions. Energy shall not be liable for any indirect, special or consequential damages, such
as, but not limited to, loss of anticipated profits or savings or other economic loss in connection
with or arising out of the Services. Energy’s aggregate liability hereunder for damages, however
caused, shall not exceed the total amount actually paid for the Services by Solutions. The parties
agree that the Services are provided on the basis of an independent services contract between
Solutions and Energy and that no employee of Energy is or shall be deemed to be an employee of
Solutions by virtue of the fact that the employee provides Services under this Agreement. The
parties further agree that Energy shall continue to be responsible for the employment of all
Designated Employees and shall be responsible for all statutory withholdings, payments and

levies applicable to such continued employment.

Article X1
DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Upon written notice by either party to the other (a “Notice of Arbitration”), any dispute
hereunder (a “Dispute”) shall be finally settled by arbitration in accordance with the provisions of

the Arbitration Act (Ontario) (the “Arbitration Act”), subject to the following:

(a) The arbitration tribunal shall consist of one arbitrator appointed by mutual agreement of
the parties, or in the event of failure to agree within 10 Business Days following delivery
of the Notice of Arbitration, any party may apply to a judge of the Superior Court of
Justice (Ontario) to appoint an arbitrator. The arbitrator shall be qualified by education,

training and industry experience to rule upon the particular matter to be decided;

(b) The arbitrator shall be instructed that time is of the essence in the arbitration proceeding
and, in any event, the arbitration award must be made within 90 days of the submission of
the Dispute to arbitration and within 15 days of the conclusion of any hearing, or, if none,

written submissions.
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After written notice is given to refer any Dispute to arbitration, the parties will meet
within 10 Business Days of delivery of the notice and will negotiate in good faith any
changes in these arbitration provisions or the rules of arbitration which are herein
adopted, in an effort to expedite the process and otherwise ensure that the process is

appropriate given the nature of the Dispute and the values at risk;

The arbitration shall take place in Windsor, Ontario and shall be conducted in the English
language;

The arbitration award shall be given in writing and shall be final and binding on the
parties, and there shall be no appeal therefrom (including on a question of law). The
award shall give reasons and shall deal with the question of costs of arbitration and all

related matters;

Judgment upon any award may be entered in any Court having jurisdiction or application
may be made to the Court for a judicial recognition of the award or an order of

enforcement, as the case may be;

All Disputes referred to arbitration (including the scope of the agreement to arbitrate, any
statute of limitations, set-off claims, conflict of laws rules, tort claims and interest claims)

shall be governed by the substantive law of Ontario; and

The parties agree that the arbitration shall be kept confidential and that the existence of
the proceeding and any element of it (including any pleadings, briefs or other documents
submitted or exchanged, any testimony or other oral submissions and any awards) shall
not be disclosed beyond the arbitrator, the parties, their counsel and any person necessary
to the conduct of the proceeding, except as may lawfully be required in judicial

proceedings relating to the arbitration or otherwise.

Article X1I
GOVERNING LAW

The laws of the Province of Ontario and the federal laws of Canada applicable therein shall

govern this Agreement.

Article XIIT
ASSIGNMENT

Neither party may assign its rights or obligations under this Agreement without the prior written

consent of the other party.
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Article XIV
NOTICES

Notices hereunder may be delivered personally or telecopied to the party at the address shown

below. The addresses of the parties for notices are as follows:

(a) Solutions: 172 Forest Avenue,
Essex, Ontario
N8M 2E4

Attention: Chief Executive Officer
(b) Energy: 172 Forest Avenue,

Essex, Ontario
N8M 2E4

Attention: Board Chairperson
Article XV
MODIFICATION OF THIS AGREEMENT
This Agreement may not be modified except by an instrument in writing signed by both parties.
Article XVI
FORCE MAJEURE

Except as provided herein, Energy shall not be liable for failure to furnish the Services if due to
causes or conditions reasonably beyond the control of Energy. Such causes shall include, but not
be limited to, labour, unrest, riots, acts of war, epidemics, governmental regulations imposed after
the fact, fire, earthquakes, floods or other disasters. The performance of any obligations shall be
delayed to the extent, and for the period of time that Energy is prevent from performing it by

reason of the above-mentioned causes.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the day and year

written above.

E.L.K. SOLUTIONS INC.

Per: W
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E.L.K. ENERGY INC.
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APPENDIX SEC 14a PAY EQUITY PLAN

REFERENCE: SEC INTERROGATORY 14(a)
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EE.L.K.

o
Energy Inc.

PAY EQUITY PLAN

Establishment and Employer

This pay equity plan covers all employees employed by E.L.K. Energy Inc. who are members of
the IBEW Local 636 bargaining unit. A joint union-management job evaluation committee was
formed to guide the process.

Posting Date

E.L.K. Energy posted this plan on 9 July 2004.

Job Classes

All jobs within the bargaining unit were grouped into job classes for comparison purposes. A job
class may consist of one job or may include a group of jobs which:

Have similar duties and responsibilities,
Require similar qualifications,

Are filled by similar recruiting procedures, and
Have the same salary range.

Each job class was reviewed to determine whether it was a male, female or gender-neutral job
class as defined by the Pay Equity Act.

A listing of all positions and their gender designation for Pay Equity purposes is provided as
Schedule 1.

Method of Comparison

The method of comparison used was a point factor gender-neutral job evaluation system. The
evaluation system contained the mandatory factors of Skill, Effort, Responsibility and Working
Conditions. Each of these factors was then divided into sub-factors as follows:

Skill Responsibility

Education and Experience Customer Service Focus

Depth of Knowledge impact of Decisions

Physical Skill Leadership

Communications and Interpersonal Skills Responsibility for Health and Safety

Applied Reasoning and Analytical Skills
Effort Working Conditions

Mental Effort Working Environment
Physical Effort

E.L.K. Energy Inc.
172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario, N8M 3E4 Tel: 519.776.5291 Fax: 519.776.5640 email: customer.service@elkenergyinc.com
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The committee agreel on a format to collect job information. For each designated job class a
questionnaire was completed. All employees in a job class were provided with an opportunity to

review the completed questionnaires to be sure the questionnaires were complete and represent
the full scope of the jobs.

The joint committee applied the Job Evaluation plan criteria to each job class as described in the
questionnaires. A point rating was assigned to each job class. The joint committee agreed the
following relationships represent the hierarchy of jobs within the bargaining unit:

Sub-Foreman

Lead Hand

Power Line Maintainer

Senior Customer Service Representative
Customer Service Representative
Apprentice

Method of Comparison

The Pay Equity Act stipulates a specific sequence for comparing the value of a female job class
to a male job class. For the employees of the IBEW bargaining unit the only method available is
the job-to-job comparison method. The application of this method requires the identification of
each female job class and their comparable valued male job class. The job rates for each of
these comparably valued female and male job classes are examined to determine if there are
differences that need to be rectified. The results are described in the next section.

Pay Equity Comparisons/Job Rates

Through the application of the comparison method described in the previous section the following
pay equity comparisons were identified:

Female Job Class Job rate Male Job Class Job Rate
Senior Customer
Service Representative ~ $19.97/hour Apprentice $22.53/hour

Customer Service
Representative $18.98/hour Apprentice $22.53/hour

NOTE: All rates shown above are effective April 1, 2004. The Apprentice role evaluated

represents the work at the end of the second year, and the rate shown is the rate for the
Apprentice at the completion of the second year.

Pay Equity Adjustments

The difference in the job rates for the two female job classes, compared to the Apprentice male
job class, results in the following adjustments:

Senior Customer Service Representative: $22.53 minus $19.97 = $2.56/hour
Customer Service Representative: $22.53 minus $18.98 = $3.55/hour
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Implementation of pay equity will be made retroactively to 1 January 2000.

Retroactive pay will be calculated using the appropriate difference in hourly rates for each
respective calendar/contract period calculated from the implementation date to 9 October 2004.

1. Retroactive pay equity adjustments will be paid on 14 October 2004.

2. Current pay rates for eligible employees in female job classes will be adjusted on a go-
forward basis to the required pay equity rate effective 10 October 2004.

Employee Review

This plan has been developed and posted to reflect “changed circumstances” resulting from the
creation of E.L.K Energy. Therefore the plan will be posted for 90 days in the workplace, during

which time employees may identify any concerns and submit comments to either;
Michael Audet Dan Giesbrecht
E.L.K. Energy IBEW

Both parties will review any comments received to determine whether any changes are required
to the Pay Equity Plan. If changes are required an amended Plan will be posted no later than 7
days after the review period is completed.

Employee Rights
An employee may, at any time, contact the Pay Equity Commission if, in their opinion, pay equity

is not being implemented in accordance with requirements of the Act. Further details are provided
in the Pay Equity Act.

AGREEMENT

THIS PLAN HAS BEEN NEGOTIATED AND AGREED-TO BY BOTH E.L.K. ENERGY AND THE
IBEW LOCAL 636.

SIGNED AND AGREED TO BY:

E.L.K. ENERGY IBEW Local 636
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SCHEDULE I

E.L.K. ENERGY INC. PAY EQUITY PLAN

Male job classes Female Job classes
Sub-Foreman ‘ Senior Customer Service Representative.
Lead Hand Customer Service Representative

Power Line Maintainer
Apprentice (completion of year 2)
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NON-UNION/SUPERVISORY/MANAGEMENT EMPLOYEES

Establishment and Employer

This pay equity plan covers all non-union/supervisory/management employees employed by
E.L.K. Energy.

Posting Date

E.L.K. Energy adopted this plan on the 10™ of December 2004.

Job Classes

Each job was reviewed to determine whether it was a single incumbent job or a job class as
defined by the Act and further whether the job was a male, female or gender-neutral job class as
defined by the Pay Equity Act.

A listing of all jobs covered by this plan and their gender designation for Pay Equity purposes is
identified in the following section “Method of Comparison”.

Method of Comparison

The method of comparison used was a point factor gender-neutral job evaluation system. The
evaluation system contained the mandatory factors of Skill, Effort, Responsibility and Working
Conditions. Each of these factors was then divided into sub-factors as follows:

Skill Responsibility

Education and Experience Customer Service Focus

Depth of Knowledge Impact of Decisions

Physical Skill Leadership

Communications and Interpersonal Skills Responsibility for Health and Safety

Applied Reasoning and Analytical Skills

Effort Working Conditions

Mental Effort and Physical Effort Working Environment

Each Factor and sub factor was weighted to provide a point value for each level within each sub-
factor.

For each designated job detailed information regarding the content of the job was collected. The
Job Evaluation plan criteria were applied to each job. A point rating was assigned to each job.

E.LK. Energy Inc.
172 Forest Avenue, Essex, Ontario, N8M 3E4 Tel: 519.776.5291 Fax: 519.776.5640 email: customer.service@elkenergyinc.com
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The following relationships represent the hierarchy of all jobs within the non-union group of
employees covered by this plan:

Director of Finance

Operations Manager

Accountant

Customer Service Representative-Part Time
Administrative Assistant-Part Time

Method of Comparison

The Pay Equity Act stipulates a specific sequence for comparing the value of a female job class
to a male job class. For the employees of E.L.K. Energy the only method available is the job-to-
job comparison method. The appiication of this method requires the identification of each female
job class and their comparably valued male job class. The comparison must first be completed
within the non-union group and then if no comparators are found for a female job class the values
of male job classes within bargaining units within the same establishment must be examined. The
job rates for each of these comparably valued female and male job classes are examined to
determine if there are differences in job rates. The results are described in the next section.

Pay Equity Comparisons

Through the application of the method described in the previous section the following pay equity
comparisons were identified:

Female Job Single Incumbent/ Male Job Single Incumbent/
. Job Class Job Class

Director of Finance Single Incumbent Operations Manager  Single Incumbent

Accountant Single Incumbent No comparably valued male job/job class

Customer Service Single Incumbent Apprentice* Job Class

Representative (6 months)

Part-time

Administrative Single Incumbent Apprentice* Job Class

Assistant (6 months)

Part-time

The Apprentice role evaluated represents the content
of the job class at the end of 6 months and therefore the job rate in effect
at the end of 6 months is used as the comparative rate.

Pay Equity Adjustments

The job rates for the female job classes with male comparators were compared to determine if
differences exist. The job rates for the female job classes with male comparators were at least
equal to or higher than their male comparator with the exception of the Customer Service
Representative Part-time. The comparable rates are:



Customer Service Representative Part-time: $14.98/hour
Apprentice (6 months) ‘ $16.90/hour
Therefore the difference of ($16.90 less $14.98) $1.92/hour

represents the pay equity adjustment for the female job class of
Customer Service Representative Part-time.

Implementation of pay equity will be made retroactive to January 1, 2000.

Retroactive pay will be calculated using the appropriate difference in hourly rates for each
respective calendar/contract period calculated from the implementation date to March 5, 2005.

1. Retroactive pay equity adjustments will be paid on March 17, 2005.

2. Current pay rates for eligible employees in female job classes will be adjusted on a go-
forward basis to the required pay equity rate effective March 6, 2005.

Employee Review

This plan has been developed and posted to reflect “changed circumstances” resulting from the
creation of E.L.K Energy. Therefore the plan will be posted for 90 days in the workplace,