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General

1.0-Staff-1 – Updated RRWF

Upon completing all interrogatories from Board staff and intervenors, please provide
an updated RRWF with any corrections or adjustments that the applicant wishes to
make to the amounts in the previous version of the RRWF, 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

There are no updates to report.
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1-SEC-1
Please provide a table showing any adjustment arising from the interrogatory
process. This table should include the IR number, application area, description of
the change and the impact on the revenue requirement,).

Response

There are no updates to report.
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1.0-VECC- 1

Reference: Exhibits All/

Pls. note this interrogatory may be answered in conjunction with 1.0-Staff-3

a) Please provide a tracking sheet (table) showing all adjustments arising
from the interrogatories (include Reference IR #.; Item description;
area of change, i.e. return on capital/rate base/working capital
allowance/amortization/PILS/OM&A/ etc.).

Response

There are no updates to report.
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1.0-Staff-2 – Updated Appendix 2-W, Bill Impacts

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

There are no updates to report.
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1.0-Staff-3 – Updated Revenue Requirement

Upon completion of responses to all interrogatories, please identify any
adjustments to the proposed service revenue requirement that the applicant
wishes to make relative to the original application.

Response

In response to 8.0-Staff-31 the following changes were made to the Cost of
Power calculation:

Change in Cost of Power Impacts ($000)

Amount
Change

(decrease)

Cost of Power - as filed $ 30,273

Cost of Power - updated Aug. 21, 2013 $ 29,617
$

(656)

WCA Impact @13% $ (85)

Revenue Requirement Impact @5.94 cost of capital $ (5)

Due to the minor change in revenue requirement Collus PowerStream is
requesting the changes be made at a later point when the draft rate order is
prepared.

Also, 4.0-Staff-26 changes the tax amount by less than $2,000, which is
insignificant.
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EXHIBIT 1 – ADMINISTRATIVE DOCUMENTS

1-Energy Probe-1

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 2

The evidence indicates that the 2013 COS application was filed on April 30,
2013. Please confirm that due to missing information a revised application
and evidence was filed on May 24, 2013. Please also confirm that further
amendments to the evidence were filed on June 6, 2013.

Response

Collus PowerStream confirms that EB-2012-0116 was filed April 30, 2013. Due
to missing information additional evidence was filed May 24, 2013 and a further
amendment was filed June 6, 2013.
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1.0-Staff-4 – Corporate Organization Chart
Ref: E1/T1/S 12; E1/T1/S 13; E1/T1/S16

In E1/T1/S12, Collus PowerStream provides a summary of the share purchase
which was reviewed and approved by the Board in its decision on the MAADs
application EB-2012-0056. This transaction resulted in PowerStream Inc.
acquiring a 50% equity interest, and the Town of Collingwood retaining a 50%
equity interest, reduced from 100%, as result. In E1/T1/S16, Collus
PowerStream, states: “The Town of Collingwood is no longer an affiliate of Collus
PowerStream as a result of the PowerStream transaction.”

Since the Town of Collingwood retains a 50% interest in Collus PowerStream
through its shareholding of Collus PowerStream’s parent, Collingwood
PowerStream Utility Services Corp., why does Collus PowerStream believe that it
is no longer affiliated with the Town of Collingwood?

Response:

The Affiliate Relationship Code (ARC) defines an “affiliate”, with respect to a
corporation, as having the same meaning as in the Business Corporations Act
(Ontario). Subsections 1(2), 1(4) and 1(5) of the Act provide :

Interpretation: subsidiary body corporate

(2) For the purposes of this Act, a body corporate shall be deemed to
be a subsidiary of another body corporate if, but only if,

(a) it is controlled by,

(i) that other, or

(ii) that other and one or more bodies corporate each of which is
controlled by that other, or

(iii) two or more bodies corporate each of which is controlled by
that other; or

(b) it is a subsidiary of a body corporate that is that other’s
subsidiary.

Affiliated body corporate

(4) For the purposes of this Act, one body corporate shall be deemed
to be affiliated with another body corporate if, but only if, one of
them is the subsidiary of the other or both are subsidiaries of the
same body corporate or each of them is controlled by the same
person. R.S.O. 1990, c. B.16, s. 1 (4).
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Control

(5) For the purposes of this Act, a body corporate shall be deemed to
be controlled by another person or by two or more bodies corporate if, but
only if,

(a) voting securities of the first-mentioned body corporate carrying
more than 50 per cent of the votes for the election of directors
are held, other than by way of security only, by or for the benefit
of such other person or by or for the benefit of such other bodies
corporate; and

(b) the votes carried by such securities are sufficient, if exercised,
to elect a majority of the board of directors of the first-mentioned
body corporate.

As discussed in Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 12 of the Application, the Town of
Collingwood sold a 50% interest in Collingwood Utility Services Corp. (now
known as Collingwood PowerStream Utility Services Corp., or “CPUSC”), the
parent corporation of Collus PowerStream, to PowerStream Inc. in 2012. Each
Shareholder is entitled to nominate and elect the number of directors in
proportion to the number of shares owned. The board of directors of consists of
6 directors. The Town of Collingwood nominated 3 directors and PowerStream
nominated 3 directors.

Neither the Town of Collingwood nor PowerStream holds voting securities of
CPUSC carrying more than 50 per cent of the votes for the election of directors,
nor are the votes carried by such securities sufficient, if exercised, to elect a
majority of the board of directors.

As a result, neither the Town of Collingwood nor PowerStream controls CPUSC,
and neither is an affiliate of Collus PowerStream. In this regard, Collus
PowerStream wishes to address an error in Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 16, page
1 of the Application. At line 7 of that page, PowerStream Inc. is referred to as an
affiliate of Collus PowerStream. This is incorrect, as PowerStream Inc. is not an
affiliate of Collus PowerStream for the reasons discussed above.

At lines 13 and 14 of that page, Collus PowerStream advised that “The Town of
Collingwood is no longer an affiliate of Collus PowerStream as a result of the
PowerStream transaction.” This statement remains accurate, also for the
reasons discussed above.
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1-Energy Probe-2

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 12

a) The evidence indicates that no costs associated with the sales
transaction have been included in the 2013 revenue requirement.
Have any costs, capital, OM&A or other that were incurred in 2012 or
previous years been included in the figures provided for those
years? If yes, please identify the cost, type of cost and year in which
it was incurred.

b) Are any of the costs associated with the Board of Directors of the
corporate entities shown on page 2, other than Collus PowerStream
Corp. been included in any of the historical data shown for 2012 or
previous years, or in the 2013 revenue requirement? If yes, please
identify these costs, the amounts and the reasons they are included
in the regulated utility costs in a historical, bridge or test year.

Response

a) No “Sales Transaction Costs” (capital, OM&A or other) have been
included in the figures provided for 2012 or previous years. All “Sales
Transaction Costs” were re-billed to the shareholder, The Town of
Collingwood, and reimbursed by them.

In 2012, Collus PowerStream paid some additional general and
administrative costs that were not “Sales Transaction Costs”, but were
incurred as a result of the transaction as follows:

Extra audit for the seven month period ending July 31, 2012 -$31,100.00
Professional accounting fees (dividends/CFO absence) -
$77,923.50
Legal fees for the new Infrastructure Ontario Loan -
$16,775.19
Other non-quantifiable general travel, office, telephone, wages and
benefits required to support the transaction process were also incurred.

b) No Board of Director costs of other corporate entities are included in any

of the historical data shown for 2012 or previous years, or in the 2013

revenue requirement.
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1-SEC-2
[Ex.1/1/13, Ex.2/3/1/p.2]
Please provide all documents and information that was provided to the Board of
Directors, in approving this application and the Test Year budget.

Response
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Board Presentation October 29, 2012
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Board Presentation January 21, 2013
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Board Presentation – March 15, 2013
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Board Presentation April 10, 2013
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Board Presentation April 26, 2013
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1-Energy Probe-3

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 1, Schedule 16

What is the status of the review of the Service Level Agreements, as noted
on page 2? If now available and necessary, please update the application,
including the filing of the external study referenced.

Response

On July 22, 2013, Howard Gorman presented for approval to the Board of
Directors of the Water Company and Collus PowerStream a report on the cost
allocation methodology used to distribute the costs of services provided by
Solutions among the businesses to which services are provided. In addition the
engagement included a review of the methodology used by the Water Company
to charge Collus PowerStream user fees for the building and computer lease.

The cost allocation study is complete and a copy of the report together with an
addendum letter dated August 20, 2013 have been included for your reference
as Attachment 1.

The Service Level Agreements will be updated based on the study completed.
However, these SLA’s have not yet been refreshed.
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1-Energy Probe-4

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please explain why the savings related to back office support in
finance and regulatory processes and the reduction in costs through
expertise in the area of regulatory issues and the "soft savings"
through the sharing of knowledge and expertise in specialized areas
are not quantifiable at this time.

b) When does Collus PowerStream expect to realize quantifiable
benefits?

Response

a) The 50% sales transaction between the Town of Collingwood and
PowerStream was dated July 31, 2012. However, this transaction did not
fully close and the final escrow payment was not released until March 1,
2013. There were seven months over which time financial statements had
to be produced, the final dividend calculated and agreed upon, an audit
performed, and legal matters resolved before the deal was finalized and
closed.

Since that time, staff has been working diligently in many areas to achieve
our goal of meeting the service level expectations of our customers today
and in the future and as well delivering on our goal of mitigating future
costs through synergies with PowerStream. Since the transaction is still
very young and since many of the areas being explored have many facets,
it is impossible to quantify those savings today.

To date, we have signed a Conservation Service Agreement with
PowerStream which will help us deliver our CDM programs better but this
agreement is very recent. We have also signed a Master Shared Service
Agreement which outlines how future individual service agreements will be
managed.

b) The intent of the new relationship is to better deliver what we already do
well today and to be prepared for a future customer that has even more
expectations of their local distribution company.
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As stated, Collus PowerStream believes that our new relationship with
PowerStream will assist in future mitigation of upward pressure on
distribution rates. We will be looking at all aspects of our business to see
where and what we can do to reduce costs or provide for greater customer
service. For example, we are hoping in the fall that PowerStream’s Control
Room will monitor Collus PowerStream’s distribution system and dispatch
crews when required. This may have additional costs to Collus
PowerStream but will provide a greater service to the customers through
reduced outages etc.

1-Energy Probe-5

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 1

Collus PowerStream is requesting rates effective September 1, 2013
through April 30, 2014. Is Collus PowerStream requesting recovery of the
full $934.3K deficiency over this period or a prorated portion of this
amount?

Response:

Collus PowerStream is requesting the full recovery of the amount of $934.3K
over this period.
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1-Energy Probe-6

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 2

a) Please identify the amount of revenues and expenses that were
recorded in 2012 related to smart meter technology and time-of-use
billing that were incurred over previous years. Please provide a
break out of these revenues and expenses by year in which they
were incurred.

b) Does Collus PowerStream have a deferral or variance account for
costs associated with moving to IFRS? If yes, please explain why
the preparation for the movement to IFRS is listed as a cost driver in
2013 relative to 2009 costs. Please identify the increase in 2013
OM&A costs associated with the preparation for the movement to
IFRS that are included in the 2013 revenue requirement.

Response

a) Amount of revenues and expenses that were recorded in 2012 related to
smart meter technology and time-of-use billing that were incurred over
previous years:

Accumulated

to 2011

Smart Meter Distribution Revenue: (942,204)

Amortization 448,130

Smart Meter Operation Costs 124,378

Interest 51,299

Break out of these revenues and expenses by year in which they were incurred:

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total

Smart Meter Distribution Revenue: (25,919) (44,438) (46,914) (137,601) (309,280) (378,052) (459,927) (1,402,131)

Amortization 17,864 88,275 157,226 184,765 195,899 644,029

Smart Meter Operation Costs 124,378 199,665 324,044

Interest 12,215 14,322 24,762 12,708 64,007
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b) Collus PowerStream has a 1508 deferral account for costs associated with

moving to IFRS. The costs authorized for recording in this account are

only incremental one-time administrative costs caused by the transition of

accounting policies, procedures, systems and processes to IFRS.

Incremental transition costs do not include ongoing IFRS compliance costs,
the financial impacts arising from adopting accounting policy changes that
reflect changes in the timing of the recognition of income, or costs related
to system upgrades, replacements or changes where IFRS was not the
major reason for conversion.

In 2013 Collus PowerStream has a change to the useful lives of PP&E and
various capital asset policy changes needed to comply with the upcoming
switch to IFRS. The on-going tracking, new forms reporting, system set-
up, GIS system integration, disposal record keeping, and financial
statement reporting create a significant increase in workload and resources
of an on-going nature. On January 1, 2015 when Collus PowerStream
converts to IFRS these on-going costs will increase even more again.

The initial one-time administrative costs tracked in 1508 are just related to
the change in reporting framework. The extra financial burden of increased
reporting requirements under IFRS will continue permanently.

The increase in 2013 OM&A costs associated with the preparation for the
movement to IFRS that are included in the 2013 revenue requirement is
not specifically identifiable. The main accounts impacted are 5615 General
and Administrative Salaries and Expenses and 5630 Outside Services.

IFRS accounting changes also impact the ability to burden and capitalize
some expenses such as rent and training costs. Account 5096 in
Operations is now used for rent of $172,800/yr in 2013 and forward in
order to exclude it from the burdens and prevent capitalization of this
overhead. Training costs are also excluded from the burden and posted
directly to the most applicable O&M account(s).

Previously rent was allocated to the warehouse and garage and a portion
of these costs were capitalized to the extent that materials were issued to,
and vehicles and equipment were used on capital work orders. Similarly
sick, vacation, safety and training time were previously capitalized to the
extent that staff worked on capital work orders. These changes have
resulted in an increase of approximately $72,000 in amounts in O&M that
would have been previously capitalized.
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1-Energy Probe-7

Ref: Exhibit 1, Tab 2, Schedule 2 &
Exhibit 1, Tab 3, Schedule 3

Please explain and reconcile the different figures shown for 2009 and 2010
in Tables 1 of the above noted exhibits.

Response

2013 2012 2011 2010 2009

Billing & Collecting $1,151,862 $1,218,737 $876,620 $1,154,122 $821,070

Distribution & Transmission $2,173,000 $2,100,012 $2,099,480 $1,883,667 $1,903,185

General & Admin $1,398,833 $1,491,639 $1,086,626 $1,244,511 $1,190,578

Donations & LEAP funding $31,465 $32,918 $10,360 $0 $0

Total OM&A Per Audited Financial Statements $4,755,160 $4,843,306 $4,073,086 $4,282,300 $3,914,833

Less: Misc Gen Expense - UCS Seed Money -$17,639 Acct 5665

Less: EDA Contingent Liability -$47,000 Acct 5665
Less: Large Industrial (GS > 50 kW) Bad Debt
write off -$286,449 Acct 6310

Total OM&A per Regulatory $4,755,160 $4,843,306 $4,073,086 $3,995,851 $3,850,194

There is a variance to OM&A regulatory because the trial balance in the EDR
model (J492) shows $64,640 as “Other Power Supply Expenses” for 2009 and
(cell: 0509) shows $286,449 as “Unclassified Expenses” for 2010.

1) The UCS seed money should have been posted to an asset account in 2010
instead of miscellaneous expense because Collus PowerStream provided these
funds to UCS for start-up purposes when they became a shareholder. In a
subsequent year this amount was actually corrected. It was shown as a credit to
miscellaneous expense and then properly debited to an asset account.

2) The EDA contingent liability was recorded in 2009 as a $47,000 expense. In
2010 this was subsequently reversed to 4390 miscellaneous non operating
income to adjust for the lawsuit recovery.

3) The Large Industrial (GS > 50 kW) bad debt write off was a loss incurred on
the closure of a large industrial customer account.
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EXHIBIT 2 - RATE BASE

2-Energy Probe-8

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 1

Please confirm that the bridge year figures for 2012 are all actual figures
and not part forecast or preliminary estimates for 2012. If this cannot be
confirmed, please update all of the figures in Exhibit 2 to reflect final actual
data for 2012.

Response

The bridge year figures for 2012 are all actual figures and not part forecast or
preliminary estimates for 2012.
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2-Energy Probe-9

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 1, Schedule 2

a) The evidence at page 4 indicates that the rate base for the 2012
Bridge Year is a forecasted increased of $555K over 2011. Please
update Tables 4 and 5, if necessary, to reflect actual final figures for
2012.

b) Please provide the reference at line 13 of page 4 and lines 8 and 10 of
page 5.

c) Please explain why Collus PowerStream changed the WCA factor
from 15% to 13% for 2012 in the absence of a COS proceeding to set
2012 rates.

Response:

a) Tables 4 and 5 use 2012 Actual data as indicated in the column headings.
On page 4, line 5, the word forecasted should be deleted.

b) Line 13 of page 4 should refer to Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1. Line 8 of
page 5 should refer to Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 3. Line 10 of page 5
should refer to Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1.

c) Collus PowerStream used a working capital allowance (WCA) factor of
13% for 2012 as this change was announced by the Board in its letter of
April 12, 2012. Upon rereading the Board letter, Energy Probe is correct
that this change was meant to apply to 2013 COS applications.

Collus PowerStream notes that this has no effect on the WCA and rate
base amounts for the 2013 Test Year and has provided the updated tables
below for information only.

Updated Table 4 and 5 and explanations are provided below to reflect the
use of a 15% WCA factor for 2012.
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Table EP 9-1: 2012 vs. 2011 Rate Base

Description

2011 2012

VarianceActual Actual

CGAAP CGAAP

Opening Net Fixed Assets $ 13,042 $ 13,203 $ 161

Closing Net Fixed Assets $ 13,203 $ 15,254 $ 2,052

Average Net Fixed Assets $ 13,122 $ 14,228 $ 1,106

Working Capital Allowance $ 4,966 $ 5,095 $ 129

Total Rate Base $ 18,088 $ 19,323 $ 1,235

The 2012 WCA increase of $129,000 is attributable to an increase in
OM&A costs of $770,000 and an increase in the cost of power of $88,000.

Table EP 9-2: 2013 vs. 2012 Rate Base

Description

2012 2013

VarianceActual Test Year

CGAAP MIFRS

Opening Net Fixed Assets $ 13,203 $ 15,254 $ 2,052

Closing Net Fixed Assets $ 15,254 $ 16,145 $ 890

Average Net Fixed Assets $ 14,228 $ 15,699 $ 1,471

Working Capital Allowance $ 5,095 $ 4,554 $ (541)

Total Rate Base $ 19,323 $ 20,253 $ 930

An increase in the cost of power of $1,153,000 and a decrease in
distribution expenses of $88,000 using a 15% WCA factor would cause an
increase in WCA of $160,000. This has been offset by a decrease in WCA
of $701,000 due to the change in the WCA factor from 15% to 13%,
resulting in a net decrease in WCA of $541,000.

As discussed above and shown in Table EP 9-2, the WCA and rate base
amounts for 2013 are unchanged. The change from the previously approved rate
base amount to the 2013 test year rate base is unchanged as are the
explanations.
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2.0-Staff-5

Ref: E1/T2/S6, Appendix A, Revenue Requirement Work Form; Rate Base Tab
and E2/T2/S1 p.5, Table 7 and 2013 Fixed Asset Continuity Schedule

Board staff noted that there is a difference of $26,533 between the calculation of the
average gross fixed assets in the revenue requirement: rate base tab and the
amounts reflected in Table 7 of the 2013 Fixed Asset Continuity Schedule as shown
below.

RRWF:
Rate Base Tab Calculation based

on Fixed Asset
Continuity Sch.

2013 Fixed
Asset
Continuity
Schedule

Difference

Gross fixed asset
(average)

$32,024,061 [$31,038,990 (Bal.
12/31/2012)
+$33,062,198 (Bal.
12/31/2013)]/2

$ 32,050,594 $26,533

Accumulated
depreciation
(average)

(16,324,684) [$15,758,248 (Bal.
12/31/2012)
+$16,891,119 (Bal.
12/31/2013)]/2

($16,324,694) 0

Net fixed asset
(average)

15,699,377 15,725,900 26,533

a) Please explain and reconcile the difference noted above and make the
necessary adjustment if any, in the evidence.

Response:

a) The Fixed Asset Continuity Schedule (FACS)(Appendix 2-B 2013) has a
subtotal line before removal of construction work in progress (CWIP) for
calculating gross assets for rate base. The amounts shown above for the
FACS are the subtotal line before removal of the CWIP. The total line
shows opening gross assets of $31,012,468 and closing gross assets of
$33,035,666, for an average of $32,024,062, as used in the rate base
calculation and shown on the RRWF.

No adjustments are required.
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2.0-Staff-6

Ref: E2/T2/S1; 2013 Fixed Asset Continuity Schedule; Appendix 2-CI, 2013
Depreciation Expense; E1/T2/S6, Appendix A, Revenue Requirement Work
Form; E4/T4/S7, p. 4, Summary of Amortization Expense; PILS WF: Taxable
Income-Test Year

Board staff noted the following differences in the 2013 depreciation expenses in
the RRWF and the depreciation expenses in the 2013 Appendices 2-B and 2-CI
below.

Reference AMOUNT - $
Appendix 2-B, 2013 Fixed Asset
Continuity Schedule, Accumulated
Depreciation Additions

$1,102,871

PILS WF: Taxable Income-Test Year
Tab, Amortization of Intangibles

$1,102,871

E4/T4/S7, Table 2 Summary of
Amortization Expense 2009-2013

$1,102,871

Appendix 2-CI, 2013 Depreciation
Expense

$872,860

RRWF: Utility Income Tab $948,979
RRWF: Revenue Requirement Tab $948,979

a) Please explain and reconcile the differences in the 2013 depreciation
expense found in Appendix 2-B, E4/T4/S7, p.4; PILS WF: Taxable
Income-Test Year Tab, Appendix 2-CI and the depreciation found in the
RRWF: Utility Income & Revenue Requirement Tabs.

b) Please state which is the correct 2013 depreciation expense and make all
the adjustments if any, in the evidence.

Response:

a) All of these numbers are correct, except for the $872,860 as explained

below. The differences are explained herein and the numbers

reconciled. The accumulated depreciation additions of $1,102,871

correctly represent the depreciation booked for 2013. As shown on

Appendix 2-B for 2013, the difference is that $192,047 of depreciation

expense is deducted and allocated to the overhead burden pools and

shown on other expense lines. As well there is $8,155 of amortization
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of intangible assets and derecognition expense of $30,000 that must

be added to depreciation expense. The end result is the depreciation

expense of $948,979 that is included in the revenue requirement. This

is summarized in the Table Staff 6-1 below.

Table Staff 6-1: Reconciliation of Depreciation Amounts

Description Amount

Accumulated Depreciation Additions $ 1,102,871

Less depreciation expense moved to burden pools
and shown on other lines $ (192,047)

Add amortization of intangible assets $ 8,155

Net depreciation per Appendix 2-B (2013) $ 918,979

Add derecognition expense $ 30,000

Depreciation expense as per RRWF $ 948,979

The full amount of depreciation booked of $1,102,871 is the correct

amount to add back on the T2S(1) to arrive at taxable income. For tax

purposes it is not relevant some of the depreciation expense is recorded

in other OM&A costs; the full depreciation amount needs to be added

back.

Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 7, Table 2 compares the gross depreciation as

calculated on the fixed assets and booked to accumulated depreciation.

To arrive at the net depreciation expense, similar adjustments to those

shown in Table Staff 6-1 above are needed. Table Staff 6-2 below starts

with the values shown in E4/T4/S7 Table 2 and shows the adjustments to

arrive at depreciation expense used in the revenue requirement

calculations.

Table Staff 6-2: Reconciliation of Accumulated Depreciation Additions to

Depreciation Expense

December 31 December 31 December 31 December 31 December 31

2009 Act. 2010 Act. 2011 Act. 2012 BY 2013 TY

Accum. Deprec. Additions $ 1,033,396 $ 1,150,940 $ 1,197,943 $ 1,888,095 $ 1,102,871

Recorded in Transportation $ (105,330) $ (123,587) $ (152,929) $ (179,188) $ (192,047)

Recorded in Communication

Amortization-deferred charges $ 8,155 $ 8,155 $ 8,155 $ 8,155 $ 8,155
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Amortization of smart meters
recorded in account 1555 $ 67,939 $ (67,939)

Stranded meters after removal $ 22,791

Other minor differences $ (364)

Depreciation expense $ 1,004,160 $ 967,205 $ 1,053,169 $ 1,739,853 $ 918,979
Note: 2013 depreciation expense would also include derecognition expense of $30,000

The depreciation expense of $872,860 shown on Appendix 2-CI for 2013

is an estimate calculated by the worksheet. Collus provided explanations

in Appendix 2-C why the estimated depreciation of $872,860 differs from

the actual depreciation expense recorded of $1,102,871. The Appendix

2-CI worksheet depreciates the opening net book value over the full

useful life of a new asset. The actual depreciation expense calculation

correctly uses the remaining useful life to depreciate the opening net

book value. Collus adopted IFRS compliant useful lives as of January 1,

2013 as per Board guidance.

b) As explained in part (a) above and shown in Table Staff 6-1, the

correct depreciation expense is $948,979. This is the amount used in

the calculation of the revenue requirement and no adjustments to the

evidence are required.
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2-Energy Probe-10

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please confirm that the figures in Table 1 reflect additions closed to
rate base in the year. If this cannot be confirmed, please provide a
revised Table 1 that reflects only additions closed to rate base in the
year.

b) Please confirm that Table 1 reflects actual finalized data for 2012. If
this cannot be confirmed, please update Table 1 to reflect actual
finalized data for 2012.

c) What is the difference between the capital expenditures shown in
Table 2 from the additions shown in Table 1? Is the difference
related solely to work in progress? If not, please provide a
reconciliation of the figures in Tables 1 and 2.

d) Please explain why the additions shown in Table 1 for 2009 through
2012 do not match the additions shown in the continuity schedules
shown in Tables 3 through 6, even though the disposals shown in
Table 1 appear to match those shown in Tables 3 through 6.

Response:

a) Confirmed. The additions in Table 1are on an in-service basis and exclude
work in progress (“WIP”).

b) Confirmed. The data in Table 1 reflects the 2012 actual audited financial
data.

c) The difference between the capital expenditures shown in Table 2 and the
additions shown in Table 1 is solely related to work in progress (“WIP”).
The purpose of Table 2 is to reconcile the capital expenditures with the
additions to fixed assets for the period 2009 to 2013. Table 2 shows that
the difference between expenditures and additions is the opening and
closing WIP.

d) The reason that the additions in Table 1 do not match the total additions
from the Fixed Asset Continuity Schedules (“FACS”) in Tables 3 to 6, is
because the FACS include WIP. WIP has been excluded in Table 1 to
arrive at additions for rate base purposes. This does not affect disposals
as there is no WIP component to disposals.
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Table EP 10-1 reconciles the additions totals on Tables 3 to 6 with the
additions shown in Table 1.

Table EP 10-1: Fixed Asset Additions to Rate Base vs. FACS Reconciliation

2009 Act. 2010 Act. 2011 Act. 2012 BY 2013 TY Total

Additions per Table 1 $ 1,078,566 $ 2,963,250 $ 1,358,792 $ 4,467,158 $ 2,023,208 $ 11,890,974

Per FACS (Tables 3 to 7):

Cost - Additions $ 1,621,322 $ 1,930,270 $ 1,480,665 $ 4,371,819 $ 2,023,208 $ 11,427,284

Plus opening WIP $ 490,224 $ 1,032,980
$
- $ 121,872 $ 26,533 $ 1,671,609

Less Closing WIP $ (1,032,980) $ - $ (121,872) $ (26,533) $ (26,533) $ (1,207,918)

In-service Additions $ 1,078,566 $ 2,963,250 $ 1,358,793 $ 4,467,158 $ 2,023,208 $ 11,890,975
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2-Energy Probe-11

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please explain why there are no disposals shown for 2013 in Table 7.

b) Please explain the accumulated depreciation disposals that total
($30,000) shown for 2013 in Table 7.

c) If Tables 6 and 7 do not reflect actual finalized figures for 2012,
please provide updated tables that do reflect actual finalized figures
for 2012.

e) Please provide a table that shows for each of 2009 through 2012
actual along with 2013 forecast, the level of Contributions & Grants
received and the gross level of capital expenditures to which those
contributions and grants were related. Please explain any significant
change in the ratio of these two figures on a year to year basis.

Response:

a) There are no planned disposals for 2013. This is consistent with the 2009
Board Approved amounts. Collus notes the actual at disposals for 2009
were small. Table EP11-1 summarizes the disposal information in Table 7
of E2/T2/S1.

Table EP11-1: Summary of Disposals

December 31 December 31 December 31 December 31 December 31 December 31 2009 Act-2013

Description 2009 BA 2009 Act. 2010 Act. 2011 Act. 2012 BY 2013 TY Summary
Gross assets at cost
Disposals $ - $ (24,702) $ (110,068) $ (901,611) $ (1,529,891) $ - $ (2,566,272)
Accumulated
Depreciation Disposals $ - $ 7,063 $ 110,068 $ 901,611 $ 1,002,534 $ (30,000) $ 1,991,276

NBV Disposals $ - $ (17,639) $ - $ - $ (527,357) $ (30,000) $ (574,996)

As shown in Table EP11-, the only year with disposals of significant net
book value is 2012, which represents the net book value (NBV) of
stranded meters transferred to account 1555.

Collus has included a reduction of $30,000 in net book value in 2013 as
explained in the response to part (b) below.

b) The estimated NBV of assets that will be derecognized in 2013 is $30,000.
This amount has been shown as an increase in accumulated depreciation,
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under the Disposals column, in Table 7 of E2/T2/S1. This effectively
reduces the closing NBV of assets by $30,000 and reduces rate base.

c) Tables 6 and 7 reflect the final audited figures for 2012.

d) Please refer to exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 7 page 2 of 2. Actual contributed
capital for 2008 to 2012 is listed on the bottom of the spreadsheet. The
related capital expenditures to which those contributions are related are
also listed in this table. Please refer to the line entitled “Misc. Contributed
Assets” about half way down the schedule. In addition to this some
amounts in services, transformers, and miscellaneous municipal projects
may include related capital expenditures.

The total ratio from 2007 to 2012 is $4,441,984 contributed capital /
$3,454,619 capital expenditures = 128%. With the inclusion of some
services, transformers, and miscellaneous municipal projects to the
denominator of the calculation this ratio would be closer to 1:1.
Historically, accounting records have not been maintained to provide the
total capital expenditures related to the contributed capital.

The 2013 forecasted contributions and grants are listed below. This table
was added to the Asset Management Plan before being finalized, but the
update was not in the AMP filed with our Cost of Service Application.
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2-Energy Probe-12

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please explain and show the calculation of the depreciation expense
of $58,097.47 shown for 2009 in Table 3 for Meters with a life of 15
years.

b) Please confirm that Collus PowerStream used the full year rule for
depreciation of assets added in the test year as part of the 2009 cost
of service application. If this cannot be confirmed, what depreciation
methodology was used for assets added in the current year as part of
the 2009 COS filing?

c) Has Collus PowerStream continued to use the full year rule for
depreciation of assets added in each of 2010 through 2012? If not,
please explain any changes made and when they were applied.

d) Please explain why there is no depreciation expense (addition to
accumulated depreciation) shown for 2010 in Table 4 for the Meters
that remained in the category with a life of 15 years after the transfer
out of stranded meters.

e) Please explain why stranded meters were moved out of the Meters
assets with a life of 15 years in 2009 to a category for stranded
meters with an asset life of 25 years in 2010?

f) Please confirm that theses stranded meters were included in rate
base and in the revenue requirement approved by the Board for 2009
rates based on a 15 year life. If this cannot be confirmed, please
provide evidence from the 2009 proceeding that supported a different
life for these meters.

g) Please explain the decrease in the depreciation expense shown in
2012 in Table 6 for stranded meters to $31,907 from $61,082 in 2011.

Response

a) The amortization rate should actually say 25 years for this category in
2009 only. From 2010 forward, after the stranded meters were removed
the rate was changed to 15 years for the remaining meters. It appears
however this was only an effort to quantify the remaining useful life of the
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meters left that had already had years of amortization taken. The
amortization expense is derived from the following schedule:

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Yrly Accum UCC

-24373 Amort Amort

101990 12741 65955 21964 165131 75607 34098 100832 87154 1565562

1998 23755 372996 1192566

1999 27219 421060 1144502

2000 26495 447556 1118007

2001 4070 36387 483942 1081620

2002 3075 501 42364 526307 1039255

2003 3064 510 2643 38707 565014 1000549

2004 3064 510 2638 868 39570 604584 960978

2005 3064 510 2638 879 6611 46192 650776 914787

2006 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3031 49217 699992 865570

2007 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1362 50572 750564 814998

2008 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4040 54614 805178 760384

2009 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3490 58097 863275 702287

2010 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 58093 921368 644194

2011 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 57309 978677 586885

2012 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 56125 1034802 530760

2013 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 54288 1089090 476472

2014 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 38626 1127716 437846

2015 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 34467 1162183 403379

2016 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 33372 1195555 370007

2017 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 31167 1226722 338840

2018 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 30481 1257203 308359

2019 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 29289 1286492 279070

2020 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 28361 1314853 250709

2021 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 28472 1343325 222237

2022 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 28312 1371637 193925

2023 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 28312 1399949 165613

2024 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 25744 1425693 139869

2025 3064 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 25603 1451296 114266

2026 510 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 22539 1473835 91727

2027 2638 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 22029 1495864 69698

2028 879 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 19391 1515255 50307

2029 6605 3024 1364 4033 3486 18512 1533767 31795

2030 3024 1364 4033 3486 11907 1545674 19888

2031 1364 4033 3486 8883 1554557 11005

2032 4033 3486 7519 1562076 3486

2033 3486 3486 1565562 0

2034 0 1565562 0

77617 12741 65955 21964 165131 75607 34098 100832 87154
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b) Collus PowerStream used the full year rule for depreciation of assets
added in the test year as part of the 2009 cost of service application,
except for vehicle additions which always used the half year rule.

c) Collus PowerStream continued to use the full year rule for depreciation of
assets added in each of 2010 through 2012, except for vehicle additions
which always used the half year rule.

Effective January 1, 2013, all additions will be added using the half year
rule. The timing of this policy change coincides with the change in useful
life of capital assets components and other new capital asset policy
standards, such as improved disposal reporting.

d) There is no depreciation expense (addition to accumulated depreciation)
shown for 2010 in Table 4 for the Meters that remained in the category
with a life of 15 years after the transfer out of stranded meters. From a
review of the 2010 amortization schedule for the remaining meters, it is
evident that $15,833 was the amount of amortization expense during the
year for this category. The column for accumulated depreciation additions
and disposals for the meters and stranded meters has the correct overall
totals, but the allocation between columns is incorrect.

ORIGINAL
Accumulated Depreciation

Description
Opening
Balance Additions Disposals Closing Balance Net Book Value

Meters (863,275.36) 838,775.36 (24,500.00) 213,000.00

Stranded Meters - (70,769.93) (838,775.36) (909,545.29) 620,346.00

(863,275.36) (70,769.93) - (934,045.29) 833,346.00

REVISED
Accumulated Depreciation

Description
Opening
Balance Additions Disposals

Closing
Balance

Net Book
Value

Meters (863,275.36) (15,833.00) 854,608.36 (24,500.00) 213,000.00

Stranded Meters - (54,936.93) (854,608.36) (909,545.29) 620,346.00

(863,275.36) (70,769.93) - (934,045.29) 833,346.00
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e) Stranded meters were moved out of the Meter assets with a life of 25
years in 2009 to a category for stranded meters with an asset life of also
25 years in 2010. They were not moved from a 15 year to a 25 year.
Please refer to response a) above.

f) The stranded meters were included in rate base and in the revenue
requirement approved by the Board for 2009 rates based on a 25 year life.
The 25 year life has been continued with no change since this approval.

g) There is a decrease in the depreciation expense shown in 2012 in Table 6
for stranded meters to $31,907 from $61,082 in 2011. Stranded meters
were removed from Capital in July 2012. Table 6 reflects seven months of
amortization at $4,558.17 per month = $31,907. After the stranded meters
were moved to a regulatory account, we continued to amortize them. An
additional five months at $4,558.17 per month = $22,790.85 was recorded
as amortization expense which reduced the regulatory asset. The total
stranded meter amortization expense was $54,698.04, which is
comparable to 2011 amortization of $61,082.
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2-Energy Probe-13

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please confirm that computer software and computer equipment
were both depreciated over a 3 year period in 2009. If this cannot be
confirmed, please explain where computer equipment was recorded
for 2009 in Table 3.

b) In Table 5 for 2011, computer equipment and computer software are
shown as separate line items for the first time. The depreciation rate
for computer equipment is shown as 3 years, while there is no period
shown for computer software. What period was used in 2011 to
depreciation computer software over?

c) In Table 6 for 2012, computer software is shown in a depreciation
rate based on a 5 year life. Please explain why and when this change
occurred.

d) Please show the calculation of the depreciation expense of
$91,557.80 in 2011 and $91,349.00 in 2012, including all assumptions
made for both years.

e) Other than changes for computer software and stranded meters,
please confirm that Collus PowerStream has not made any changes
to depreciation rates from those approved by the Board in the 2009
COS application until those proposed for 2013. If this cannot be
confirmed, please provide details of all other changes made through
to the end of 2012.

Response

a) We confirm that computer software was depreciated over a 5 year period
in 2009-2013. It appears on the 2009 and 2010 table it shows 3 years, but
that is not correct. It was always 5 years.

There was no computer equipment in 2009.

b) The statement, “In Table 5 for 2011, computer equipment and computer
software are shown as separate line items for the first time” is incorrect.
This is the first time any computer equipment has been purchased and
included as additions in Collus PowerStream capital. Computer
equipment is leased and therefore it is rare any computer equipment
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would be included in PP&E. The small amount of $18k of computer
equipment additions in 2011 is amortized over 3 years as indicated on the
2011 – 2013 schedules.

The depreciation rate for computer software continues to be 5 years, even
though there is no period shown for computer software on the 2011
schedule.

c) In Table 6 for 2012, computer software is shown in a depreciation rate
based on a 5 year life. There was no change. Computer software was
depreciated over a 5 year period in 2009-2013. On the 2009 and 2010
table it shows 3 years, but that is not correct. It was always 5 years.

d) Please show the calculation of the depreciation expense of $91,557.80 in
2011 and $91,349.00 in 2012, including all assumptions made for both
years.

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 YEARLY ACCUM UCC

DEPREC DEPREC

53,588 5,265 11,342 398,111 42,022 1,050 4,225 515,603

2006 10,716 10,716 10,716 504,887

2007 10,718 1,053 11,771 22,487 493,116

2008 10,718 1,053 2,270 14,041 36,528 479,075

2009 10,718 1,053 2,268 79,623 93,662 130,190 385,413

2010 10,718 1,053 2,268 79,622 8,405 102,066 232,256 283,347

2011 1,053 2,268 79,622 8,405 210 91,558 323,814 191,789

2012 2,268 79,622 8,404 210 845 91,349 415,163 100,440

2013 79,622 8,404 210 845 89,081 504,244 11,359

2014 8,404 210 845 9,459 513,703 1,900

2015 210 845 1,055 514,758 845

2016 845 845 515,603 -

$
53,588

$
5,265

$
11,342

$
398,111

$
42,022

$
1,050

$
4,225

e) There has never been any change to the five year amortization for
computer software in any year.

There has never been a change to the 25 year amortization rate on
stranded meters in any year.
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Collus PowerStream has not made any changes to depreciation rates from
those approved by the Board in the 2009 COS application until those
proposed for 2013.

The only minor change occurs in the meter category. From 2010 forward,
after the stranded meters were removed the rate was changed to 15 years
for the remaining meters with a NBV of only $228,833. It appears
however this was only an effort to quantify the remaining useful life of the
meters left that had already had years of amortization taken.
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2-Energy Probe-14

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 4

Please explain how the figure of $17.6K in decreased amortization costs
related to the stranded meters that have been disposed of in 2012 has been
calculated (page 3).

Response

The figure of $17.6K in decreased amortization costs (noted on page 3) related
to the stranded meters that have been disposed of in 2012 has been calculated
as follows:

September 4,405
October 4,405
November 4,405
December 4,405

17,600

With rates effective September 1st amortization has been stopped on September
1st. Therefore in 2013, the amortization expense is $17,600 less than it would
have been if it continued from September to December 2013.
However, the accumulated amortization would not be impacted between Dec 31,
2012 year-end and Dec 31, 2013 year-end because stranded meters were
moved to regulatory in July 2012. They no longer had any balance in
accumulated amortization in either of these two year-ends.
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2-SEC-3
[Ex.2/3/1]
Please provide details of the planned capital expenditures for 2014-2017.

Response

The details of the planned capital expenditures for 2014-2017 are located in our
Asset Management Plan Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 2, Appendix A, Page 33.
The pages following the table below describe the various projects to be
undertaken over the years.
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2-SEC-4
[Ex.2/3/1/p.1]
Please provide the expected in-service dates for each Tear Year major capital
project

Response

No. Project Name
Anticipated In-Service

Date
Note / Comment

1 Smart Meter - Special Project 31-Dec-13 12 month project

2 Revenue Metering 31-Dec-13 12 month project

3 Hurontario St - Poleline 15-Dec-13 4th Qrt Project

4 Reg 22/04 Infrastructure Compliance 31-Dec-13 12 month project

5 Misc. Road Authority Projects 31-Dec-13 12 month project

6 Simcoe St. - Poleline 1-Jul-13 Completed

7 10th Line - Poleline 15-Dec-13 3rd & 4th Qrt Project

8 Ronell Crs. - u/g 1-May-13 Completed

9 Large Equipment & Vehicles 1-Oct-13 3rd & 4th Qrt Project

10 New Cust. Services 31-Dec-13 12 month project
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2.0-Staff-7

Ref: E2/T3/S2, Appendix A – Asset Management Plan
On page 29 of its Asset Management Plan (“AMP”), the following is documented
with respect to smart meters:

8.3 Smart Meters
CPS completed the installation of smart meters throughout the service
territory in December 2010. At the end of May 2011 all installed smart
meters were registered with the Meter Data Management and Repository
(“MDM/R”). Time of use (“TOU”) billing began January 1, 2012.
Throughout the installation and up to registration with the MDM/R CPS
experienced issues with the quality of the meters procured which required
the replacement of 839, representing a failure and replacement rate of
5.22% of the total population of installed smart meters.

With smart meters containing not only metrology but also communications
and computer technology it can reasonably be assumed that the
communications and computer portion of the meters will become obsolete
prior to the metrology failing causing the replacement of meters which,
from a metrology standpoint, are functioning normally. This is the issue
which is currently being experienced with the Sensus iCon F and iCon G
model smart meters. The meters, from a metrology standpoint, are
accurate. The communications portion of the meter has however become
obsolete. CPS has 4,631 Sensus iCon F and iCon G model smart meters
which have issues with encryption. Installing encryption on Sensus iCon
smart meters is a requirement as a result of the security audit completed
in 2012. The 4,631 Sensus iCon F and iCon G model smart meters will
need to be replaced with encryption compatible Sensus iCon smart
meters.

Table 13 of the Asset Management Plan indicates forecasted meter capex of
$275,500 per annum for 2013 to 2015, and $109,250 for each of 2016 and 2017.

Section 10.2.6 of the AMP documents that meter capex is about $109,250 for
annual meter replacement for about 600 meters per year, and $166,500 for
meter failures, corresponding to about 11% of meters per year.

a) What is the current meter failure rate?
b) Why does Collus PowerStream use a replacement rate of 11% for

meter failures?
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c) The reduction of meter capex to $109,250 in 2016 and 2017
corresponds to assuming there will be no replacements for meter
failures after 2015. Why has Collus PowerStream assumed that
replacements for meter failures will cease after 2015?

d) Please identify how the costs for the failed smart meter replacements
(both for the meters themselves and for installation/replacement) will
be recovered. In other words, were the failed meters replaced under
warranty, or were the costs paid for by Collus PowerStream?

i. If the latter, were these costs part of Collus PowerStream’s costs
reviewed and approved in the utility’s smart meter application EB-
2012-0017?
ii. Are any of these costs being recovered as part of this 2013 Cost
of Service Application? If so identify what the costs are and where
they are identified in the Application evidence.

e) With respect to the encryption issues identified for Sensus iCon F and
iCon G smart meters:

i. Please document the number of Sensus iCon F and iCon G
smart meters for which encryption upgrading is necessary, and
the percentage of Collus PowerStream’s smart meters that this
represents;

ii. Identify what costs Collus PowerStream has estimated for the
necessary upgrade. Please identify what costs are identified in
the test year in this Application, if applicable, and where these
are identified in the Application evidence.

Response

a) To date there has been a total of 157 meter failures in the 2013 (Jan1
to July 31)
Breakdown: First Gen Meters – 96 meters (61.1% of Failures)

5 - Register Reset – After outage the register reset to zero
12 - Radio Failures in the meter
33 - Poor communication – missing interval data
1 - Moisture in meter- caused from ice build up
1 - Damage from falling ice from roof
26 - Excessive Message (units sending out more 120 messages per

day)
13 - EEPROM Errors (E1000) this is the electronic chip that calculates

usage
2 - Calibration Error, Calibration chip failed
3 - Dead Registers (Display has failed)
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Second Gen Meters – 61 meters (38.9% of Failures)
1 - Meter’s programming failed
3 - Damage from falling ice from roof
9 - Dead Registers (Display has failed)
1 - Excessive Message (units sending out more 120 messages per

day)
1 - Service failure causing the meter to melt
2 - Moisture in meter- caused from ice build up
44 - Radio Failures in the meter

There are 22.4 failures per month so far this year.
The number of Residential meters is about 13,908. This gives us
the Failure rate of 1.1% in the first seven months of this year. Using
the average of 22.4 per month it’s projected that there will be 269
units, this gives us a Failure rate of 1.9% for the year

b) Section 10.2.6 of the AMP indicates a meter replacement rate for failed
meters of 11%. The 11% annual replacement is related to the total
replacement over 3 years of the iCon F & G meters which represent in
total approximately 30% of the total smart meter population.

c) The reduction of the meter capex in 2016 and 2017 is due because the
First Generation meters will be fully taken out of service by the end to
2015.

Given that 61.1% of the failures to date in 2013 are related to the First
Generation meters and these units will be fully replaced out of our
system by 2015 the meter capex valve of $109,250 is to cover the
failures of the Second Generation. This valve lower than the valve of
$275,500 reported for use in the first three years.

d) These units are outside of the manufacturer’s warranty period. Collus
PowerStream is requesting a new deferral account, 9.0-Staff-32, to
record the costs associated with replacing meters which have become
obsolete before their expected retirement date.

i. The replacement of the first generation meters was not
anticipated when the smart meter application was filed.

ii. Collus PowerStream has not recorded any costs associated
with the replacement of the iCon F&G meters in OM&A.
Collus PowerStream is requesting a deferral account as part
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of the 2013 Cost of Service application to track the
associated costs.

e)
i. The 4,631 Sensus iCon F and iCon G model smart meters will

need to be replaced with encryption compatible Sensus iCon
smart meters. This will represent 33.3% of Collus PowerStream
residential meter population.

ii. Collus PowerStream has budgeted capital costs of $166,250 a
year over the next 3 years to replace the iCon F&G meter
population. No costs have been included in OM&A.
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2.0-VECC – 3

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 2

a) Was an Asset Management Plan undertaken prior to the 2012 Plan? If

yes please provide the forecast capital expenditures that were

recommended in the prior plan.

b) Was an Asset Management Plan provided in the last cost of service

application? If so please provide the recommended forecast capital

expenditures from that plan.

c) If no previous plan was undertaken please provide the forecast capital

expenditures for 2009 through 2012 that were included in the last cost

of service application.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream did not undertake the completion of an Asset

Management Plan prior to the 2013 Cost of Service filing.

b) Collus PowerStream did not undertake the completion of an Asset

Management Plan prior to the 2013 Cost of Service filing.

c) Collus PowerStream’s 2009 cost of service application EB-2008-0226

included capital expenditures for the 2008 bridge year and 2009 test year.

See attached schedules.
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2.0-VECC – 4

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 3

a) Please provide the vehicle inventory as of January 1, 2009 and the proposed inventory as of January 1, 2013.

Response

a)

COLLUS POWER CORP
VEHICLE LISTING

2009

Truck 31 1996 Chev 1GCGK24R7TE25497 4584CC Light 3000
Truck 25 1995 Ford 1FDKE30F1SHA46386 3071JA Heavy 4960
Truck 32 2006 Ford 1FTRX14W16NB29075 9991RR Light 3000
Truck 13 1995 Intern 1HTSDAAR7SH669289 NJ2835 Heavy 11800
Truck 30 1992 Intern 1HTSDPBR2NH401272 XM3538 Heavy 15000
Truck 29 2010 FRHT 1FVACYDT7AHAP7540 6491XM Heavy 15909
Truck 34 2004 GMC 2GTEK19V341146973 WW6770 Light 3000
Truck 11 2004 Chev Exp 1GCFH25T241200430 WS4035 Light 3000
Truck 10 2003 Dodge 1D7HG38X73S295372 VJ1020 Light 3000
Truck 33 1993 Intern 1HTSCPEN7PH493462 EV6602 Heavy 7000
Truck 26 2003 Chev 1GNDU23E43D207245 AAVC300 Passenger
Truck 18 2006 International 1HTMKAAR16H208500 JY7447 Heavy 15800
Truck 36 2006 Dodge Car 1D4GP25R06B559769 AZLS580 Light 3000 LEASED
Truck 14 2004 Ford 1FDAF57P84ED93737 8676TX Heavy 8000
Truck 19 2007 Dodge 3D7KS28D87G818383 8829TX Light 3995
Truck 12 2008 FRHT 1FVHCYBS48HAB4832 3487WY Heavy 22730
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Trailers
1988 Home 118998713 C89046 N/A
1987 Home 109704834 C49351 N/A
1982 Home 2041527 K84196 N/A
1969 Home N69C103 36368F N/A
1961 Home 153 36369F N/A
1985 King 2K9P24107EW002641 25148M N/A
1988 Util 2U9TU4413HW009012 E43125 N/A
2007 Reme 2REA2W7A572Y86578 F7374D N/A
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2.0-VECC – 5

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 3

a) Please provide the annual number of poles replaced between 2007 and 2012

(inclusive) and the proposed pole replacement in 2013 through 2016.

Response

a)

Years # Replaced

2007 200

2008 64

2009 125

2010 130

2011 100

2012 121

To date 2013 65

Per AMP 2013 139

Per AMP 2014 105

Per AMP 2015 158

Per AMP 2016 177

Poles replaced



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 65 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

Capital Expenditures

2.0-Staff-8

Ref: E2/T3/S3, table 1 – Capital Expenditure Summary and E2/T3/S7 – Capital
Budget

On page 1 of E2/T3/S7 Collus PowerStream states that Table one summarizes Collus
PowerStream’s actual investments for the years 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 Bridge and
2013 Test Year. On Table 1 Collus PowerStream only provides its Capital Budget
Summary up to 2012 Actual.

a) Please provide the table in the same format with the 2013 forecast amounts
as well as 2013 year-to-date spending.

b) Please reconcile the amounts shown for 2009 actual and 2010 actual with
Table 1 of E2/T3/S3, p.2 and explain if smart meter capital costs have been
included in one of the tables.

Response

a)

COLLUS PowerStream Cap
Budget

W.O. #
GL Acct

# DESCRIPTION 2013 2013 YTD 2013

FORECAST June 30th Remaining

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER DEMAND & RENEWAL CATEGORY:

1830/35/45 10th Line 44kV - Poplar to Mt. Road Project 463,301 463,301

17403 1830/35/45 Hurontario Street South 44kV & Overhead 97,120 97,120

17025 1830/35/45 Simcoe St Rebuild - Peel to Raglan 122,766 43,444 79,322

17402 1830/35/45 Ronell Crescent 64,989 74,674 -9,685
DISTRIBUTION PLANT - SECURITY AND RELIABILITY CATEGORY: Misc
Projects

17016 1830-0-0 MISC REBUILD PROJECTS 299,078 191,562 107,516

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - Misc Projects Due to Municipal Development

17035 1830-0-0
Misc. Municipal Projects 50% Labour&
Trucking portion 9,890 7,999 1,891

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - Misc Contributed Capital Projects

1830/35/45 Misc Contributed Assets 350,000 60,552 289,448

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER METERING CATEGORY: Electric Meters

17050 1860-0-0 Electric Meter Capital 275,500 77,651 197,849

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER METERING CATEGORY: Electric Meters



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 66 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

17070 1850-0-0 Distribution Transformer Capital 118,564 33,262 85,302

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER METERING CATEGORY: Electric Meters

17091 1980-0-0 SCADA Capital Projects 40,000 40,000

TOOLS AND EQUIPMENT:

17126
Large Tools, Vehicles & Equipment Purchases
(Sections A to D) 252,000 252,000

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER DEMAND & RENEWAL CATEGORY:

17170 1855-0-0 New Services - Collingwood 130,000 42,471 87,529

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER DEMAND & RENEWAL CATEGORY:

17401 1855-0-0 New Services - Thornbury 5,000 199 4,801

DISTRIBUTION PLANT - CUSTOMER DEMAND & RENEWAL CATEGORY:

17301 1855-0-0 New Services - Clearview 15,000 2,604 12,396
GENERAL PLANT - COMPUTER SYSTEM CATEGORY - CIS & Accting
Systems

17163 1925-0-0
Customer Information System (CIS) & General
Accounting Software 105,000 105,000

GENERAL PLANT - FACILITIES CATEGORY - CAPITAL ADDITIONS

17131 1915-0-0 Office Equipment (2011 to 2013) 15,000 6,498 8,502

1955-0-0 Communication Equipment 10,000 6,305 3,695

Gross Capital Project Spending 2,373,208 547,221 1,825,987

CAPITAL CATEGORY ITEM: RECHARGABLE PROJECTS - CONTRIBUTED
CAPITAL

18500 1995-0-0 CONTRIBUTED CAPITAL $ (350,000) (60,552) $ (289,448)

Net Capital Spending Projected for the Year $ 2,023,208 486,669 $ 1,536,539

b) The amounts shown for 2009 and 2010 actual per E2/T3/S3 are $3,755,549 and
$2,094,946 respectively. The actual amounts include work-in-progress for smart
meters of $2,134,227 and $164,675 respectively. Smart meter costs for 2009
and 2010 should not have been posted to capital work-in-progress. They should
have been posted to the 1555 regulatory account. When WIP was closed out in
the subsequent year, the smart meter costs did correctly get allocated to 1555.

In order to agree the table to the corporate financial records the line for smart
meters work-in-progress was included in Table 1 E2/T3/S3. At the bottom of the
table, reconciliation was already provided in the evidence which removes the
smart meter work-in-progress. The reconciled amounts for 2009 and 2010 actual
are listed as $1,621,322 and $1,930,271 which agrees to E2/T3/S7.
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2-Energy Probe-15

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 4

a) Please provide additional information on the lands purchased from CNR. In
particular, the size and shape of the land and the Collus PowerStream
infrastructure located on the land. For example, is the land an abandoned
railway right of way or a former railway yard?

b) Did Collus PowerStream have a right of way on the CNR lands?

c) Under what authority did CNR have to tell Collus PowerStream to vacate
the land or purchase it?

d) Will Collus PowerStream be able to sell any of the purchased land at a
future date because all of the land purchased is not needed to ensure
access to the infrastructure? If yes, please estimate the percentage of the
land purchased that could be sold in the future.

Response
a) The land is a portion of the former CNR Right of Way that was sold

approximately 20 years ago to a private Citizen who acquired the parcel to
enhance his abutting property when CNR abandoned their Railway service.

This land had an existing utility pole line established approximately 40+ years
ago. The pole line has 1- 44kV - 3 Phase circuit and 2 – 4kV - 3 Phase circuits
which feeds predominantly the main downtown core of the Town of Collingwood.
The purchased lands consist of 5727 m2.
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b) Since the sale to the Private Citizen approximately 20 years ago Collus PowerStream paid
annually (vacant land taxes) to retain use of the corridor for the Hydro Right of Way.
However, there was no registered easement for the poleline use as the owner did not want
an easement registered on title that could encumber his future development concept.

c) CNR did not issue notice to Collus PowerStream to vacate the land rather it was the
private land owner who did so through his Lawyer on July 21 2011.

d) Due to size and possible development constraints, it is envisioned that any surplus lands
at this location would be a better suited for future relocation of the abutting land-locked
Municipal Sub-Station number 1.
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2-Energy Probe-16

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 4

a) Are all of the projects shown on pages 19 through 22 included in rate base
by the end of 2013?

b) Based on the most recent information available year to date 2013, are all of
the projects for 2013 shown on pages 19 through 22 forecast to be
completed and in-service by the end of 2013?

Response

a) Yes, all 2013 projects on these pages are included in the 2013 capital budget.

b) All projects on pages 19 through 22 are either completed or substantially
underway and still forecasted to be completed / in-service by Year-End.
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2-SEC-5
[Ex.2/3/3/4/p.3]
With respect to poll replacement:

a) Please provide the numbers of polls replaced in each year between 2009-
2012.

b) Please provide the numbers of polls budgeted to be replaced in the Test
Year.

c) Please provide the numbers of polls replaced in the Test Year year-to-date.

Response

a) The chart below indicates the number of hydro poles replaced in each year from
2007 through 2013 year to date. It also shows forecasted hydro pole
replacements from 2013 through 2016.

Years # Replaced

2007 200

2008 64

2009 125

2010 130

2011 100

2012 121

To date 2013 65

Per AMP 2013 139

Per AMP 2014 105

Per AMP 2015 158

Per AMP 2016 177

Poles replaced

b) See 2-SEC-5 a)
c) See 2-SEC-5 a)
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2-SEC-6
[Ex.2/3/4/1-24]
For each major capital project listed, please provide a table comparing budgeted cost
with the actual amount spent.

Response

The following table compares budgeted PP&E cost for 2009 – 2012 to actual:
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This comparison was not initially included in the cost of service application because the
historical information was pieced together from various versions of finance historical
excel documents that were never trued up to final year-end results. Incomplete
information, uncertainty regarding which version was the most current, and a number of
repeating carry forward items result in data that is difficult to interrupt in a meaningful
way.

The new finance staff have organized quarterly budget to actual review starting in 2013
which will produce more accurate and meaningful reporting for the future.
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2-SEC-7
[Ex.2/3/4/p.21]
Please provide a list of the Applicant’s current vehicle fleet, with the original in-service date.

Response
COLLUS POWER CORP
2013 VEHICLE LISTING

Service Date
All new unless noted

Truck 13 1995 Intern 1HTSDAAR7SH669289 NJ2835 Heavy 11800
Truck 30 2010 Intern 1HTWGAAT7AJ247115 2057YJ Heavy 24000
Truck 29 2010 FRHT 1FVACYDT7AHAP7540 6491XM Heavy 15909
Truck 34 2004 GMC 2GTEK19V341146973 WW6770 Light 3000
Truck 11 2004 Chev Exp 1GCFH25T241200430 WS4035 Light 3000
Truck 31 2003 Dodge 1D7HG38X73S295372 VJ1020 Light 3000
Truck 33 2012 FRHT 1FVHCYBS4CHBK6186 AA83540 Heavy 22730
Truck 26 2003 Chev 1GNDU23E43D207245 AAVC300 Passenger 3000
Truck 18 2006 International 1HTMKAAR16H208500 JY7447 Heavy 15800
Truck 36 2006 Dodge Car 1D4GP25R06B559769 AZLS580 Light 3000
Truck 14 2004 Ford 1FDAF57P84ED93737 8676TX Heavy 8000 March 29/07
Truck 19 2007 Dodge 3D7KS28D87G818383 8829TX Light 3995
Truck 12 2008 FRHT 1FVHCYBS48HAB4832 3487WY Heavy 22730
Truck 32 2006 Ford 1FTRX14W16NB29075 9991RR Light 3000
Truck 10 2009 Ford Escape 1FMCU93GX9KA10935 BJTR753 Passenger 3000 Sept 8/10
Truck 16 2011 GMC Ste 1GTN2TEAOBZ252686 7963ZR Light 3000
Truck 22 2011 Jeep Compass 1JNF4FB7BD136197 BKTD908 Passenger 3000
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Trailers
1988 Home 118998713 C89046N/A
1987 Home 109704834 C49351N/A
1982 Home 2041527 K84196N/A
1969 Home N69C103 36368F N/A
1961 Home 153 36369F N/A
1985 King 2K9P24107EW002641 K6559S N/A
1988 Util 2U9TU4413HW009012 K6558S N/A
2007 Reme 2REA2W7A572Y86578 E7374D N/A
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2.0-VECC – 9

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 4

a) COLLUS notes that it has infrastructure on the land it intends to

purchase from CNR. Was CNR compensated for this use of this land

in the past? If yes please provide the annual amounts for 2009

through 2012. The capital and OM&A costs of the GEA plan for the

period 2012 through 2016 (or confirm there are no costs related to the

plan).

Response

a) The land is a portion of the former CNR Right of Way that was sold
approximately 20 years ago to a private Citizen who acquired the parcel to
enhance his abutting property when CNR abandoned their Railway
service.

Since the sale to the Private Citizen approximately 20 years ago Collus
PowerStream paid annually (vacant land taxes) to retain use of the
corridor for the Hydro Right of Way. However, there was no registered
easement for the poleline use as the owner did not want an easement
registered on title that could encumber his future development concept.

This is confirmation that there is NO related GEA plan costs proposed for the

period 2012 through 2016
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2.0- VECC - 10

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 10, Table 1, pg.2 /Exhibit 4/Tab

4/Schedule 7, pg. 3

a) Please explain the rationale for the variation from the Kinetric

recommendation and the COLLUS adopted Useful Life for Overhead

Conductors.

b) What would be revenue requirement adjustment if all the useful lives of

assets were compliant with the Kinetric recommendations (i.e.

elimination of variations shown in Table 1)?

Response

a) In almost all cases Collus PowerStream has selected a useful life for

PP&E that is within the range of the kinetric study. The following three

components have a slightly different useful life adoption than the kinetric

study.

Components: Variance

NEW OLD Kinetric
to

Kinetric Variance Explanation

Overhead
System

OH Conductor Useful Life
(years) 45 25 60 15 OH replaced at the same time as the poles typically

Other Assets Smart Meters 15 15 5-10 -5 Based on original OEB direction for 15 yr useful life.

Other Assets System Supervisory Equipment 15 15 20 5 Computerized components would not last 20 years

Exhibit 2, Tab 3, Schedule 10 states, “Overhead conductors have been
amortized over 45 years based on the average useful lives of pole assets.
COLLUS PowerStream has determined when a pole line is replaced; the
existing conductors would be replaced at that time. To do otherwise would
result in increased costs due to the fact that two projects would be
required - firstly, to install the new poles, remove conductor from old poles
and re-install existing conductor to new poles; and secondly, to remove
the conductor once again and reinstall new conductor at some future date.
Therefore, a typical useful life of 45 years is appropriate for these assets
as the two projects would be combined into one.”

There is also some additional breakdown in Overhead System from the
Kinetrics study to consider. As shown below the typical useful life is 25-60
for the various components within our grouping for overhead system. This
supports the 45 year useful life Collus PowerStream has selected.
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The smart meters are being amortized over a 15 year period as originally
outlined by the OEB for the approved length of useful life. Since this time
it has become apparent that since these smart meters have significant
computerized components, the time frame until obsolete based on the
Kinetric study is only 5-10 years. Collus is going to continue to use the
recommended 15 year OEB life until more history is available to determine
the actual length of service time.

Another area of difference is the System Supervisory Equipment.
Considering the number of computerized components in these assets,
Collus PowerStream feels a 15 rather than 20 year useful life is a more
reasonable estimate based on historical experience with such equipment.

b) The revenue requirement adjustment if all the useful life of assets were
compliant with the Kinetric recommendations would result in $4,268 more
in amortization expense.

The overhead variance is $0 because based on the components in this
group Collus PowerStream is compliant with the Kinetrics study. See
table above.
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2-Energy Probe-17

Ref: Exhibit 2, Tab 4, Schedule 1

On page 3 of the evidence it states that the RPP and non-RPP prices are
taken from the Ontario Wholesale Electricity Market Price Forecast Report
dated March 28, 2013. Table 3 shows a commodity (spot) price of 0.02068
for May, 2013 through October, 2013 and a price of 0.02213 for November
and December. In addition, Table 3 shows a Global Adjustment rate of
0.07075 for May, 2013 through October, 2013 and a rate of 0.06176 for
November and December. With reference to the above noted Report,
please explain where these figures come from.

Response

See revised chart below which corresponds to the reports indicated above.
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2013 COP Expense Forecast

Components JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Total

VOLUMES

Total Purchases (kWh) 31,084,003 28,198,086 28,130,699 23,391,114 22,406,499 22,710,051 23,977,523 24,375,631 22,072,289 23,571,977 24,822,012 29,602,809 304,342,694

RPP Customer Base 51.53% 46.82% 43.38% 41.70% 39.85% 42.46% 50.24% 45.69% 43.48% 46.72% 51.49% 57.63%

Spot Customer Base 48.47% 53.18% 56.62% 58.30% 60.15% 57.54% 49.76% 54.31% 56.52% 53.28% 48.51% 42.37%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

RPP kWh 16,019,048 13,203,443 12,203,941 9,753,931 8,928,699 9,643,505 12,046,547 11,137,202 9,596,833 11,013,276 12,780,730 17,061,165 143,388,319

Non-RPP kWh 15,064,955 14,994,642 15,926,758 13,637,183 13,477,800 13,066,546 11,930,976 13,238,430 12,475,456 12,558,702 12,041,282 12,541,645 160,954,375

Historic Ratios (kW)3

System kW/Energy Purchased kWh - HONI 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18% 0.18%

System Line/System kW - HONI 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06% 8.06%

Low Voltage/System kW - HONI 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04% 100.04%

kW Quantities

Transmission Netw ork - HONI 57,350 52,025 51,901 43,156 41,340 41,900 44,238 44,973 40,723 43,490 45,796 54,617 561,508

Transmission Line - HONI 4,625 4,195 4,185 3,480 3,334 3,379 3,567 3,627 3,284 3,507 3,693 4,404 45,282

LV Charges - HONI 57,371 52,044 51,920 43,172 41,355 41,915 44,255 44,989 40,738 43,506 45,813 54,637 561,715

RATES

Commodity (RPP) 0.08069 0.07938 0.07938 0.07938 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08395 0.08254

Commodity (Spot) 0.02040 0.02464 0.02464 0.02464 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.01933 0.02075

Global Adjustment Rate/kWh 0.05381 0.05426 0.04064 0.04064 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.06612 0.05986

Transmission Netw ork - HONI 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800 3.1800

Transmission Line - HONI 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000 0.7000

Transmission Transformation - HONI 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300 1.6300

LV Charges - HONI 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680 0.6680

Wholesale Market Charge (per kWh) 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056 0.0056

Monthly Service charges (f ixed per account) 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56 292.56

LVDS (per kW) 1.9440 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.9440

COP EXPENSE

Commodity (RPP) 1,292,577$ 1,048,089$ 968,749$ 774,267$ 749,564$ 809,572$ 1,011,308$ 934,968$ 805,654$ 924,564$ 1,072,942$ 1,432,285$ 11,824,540$

Commodity (Spot) 1,117,970 1,183,077 1,039,699 890,235 1,151,678 1,116,536 1,019,502 1,131,224 1,066,028 1,073,141 1,028,928 1,071,684 12,889,702$

Transmission Netw ork - HONI 182,372 165,440 165,044 137,237 131,460 133,241 140,678 143,013 129,499 138,298 145,632 173,681 1,785,596$

Transmission Line - HONI 3,237 2,937 2,930 2,436 2,334 2,365 2,497 2,539 2,299 2,455 2,585 3,083 31,697$

Transmission Transformation - HONI 93,480 84,801 84,598 70,345 67,384 68,297 72,108 73,306 66,379 70,889 74,648 89,025 915,259$

LV Charges - HONI 38,324 34,766 34,683 28,839 27,625 27,999 29,562 30,053 27,213 29,062 30,603 36,497 375,226$

Wholesale Market Charge 174,070 157,909 157,532 130,990 125,476 127,176 134,274 136,504 123,605 132,003 139,003 165,776 1,704,319$

Monthly Service charges (8 accounts) 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 2,340 28,086$

LVDS (on average 2,700 kW) 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 5,249 62,986$

Total Cost of Power 2,909,619$ 2,684,608$ 2,460,824$ 2,041,939$ 2,263,111$ 2,292,777$ 2,417,518$ 2,459,195$ 2,228,266$ 2,378,002$ 2,501,931$ 2,979,621$ 29,617,410$



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 82 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

1.0 – VECC – 2

Reference: Exhibit 2, Tab 6, Schedule 1

a) Please provide the causes of interruptions by the following categories (or
similar categories if otherwise maintained by COLLUS).

Response
a)

Description 2009

Totals

2010

Totals

2011

Totals

2012

Totals

Scheduled

Supply Loss

Tree Contact

Lightning

Def. Equip.(other than pole)

Pole Failure

Weather

Human Element

Animals, Vehicle

Environment

Unknown

Total

Description 2009

Totals

2010

Totals

2011

Totals

2012

Totals

Scheduled 1 6 30

Supply Loss 8 3 5

Tree Contact 2 4 4 12

Lightning 1 1 4 4

Def. Equip.(other than pole) 20 5 10 26

Pole Failure

Weather 8 10 6 10

Human Element (Fire/OPP+1)

4

(Fire/OPP+1)
7

(Fire/OPP)
5

(Fire/OPP+8)
13

Animals, Vehicle

Environment

Unknown 2 7 6 21

Total
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2.0-VECC – 11

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 2

a) Please confirm that all COLLUS customers are billed monthly. Has the

frequency of billing changed since 2009?

Response

a) All Collus PowerStream customers are billed on a monthly basis. Collus
PowerStream has not made any changes to billing frequency between 2009 and
2013
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2.0-Staff-9

Ref: E9/T1/S1 – Disposition of Renewable Generation and Smart Grid Capital and
OM&A Deferral Accounts; Accounting Procedures Handbook FAQ’s, dated
December 2010.

Collus PowerStream is proposing to dispose December 31, 2011 audited balances (plus
interest) in four Renewable Energy/Smart Grid deferral accounts – Accounts 1531, 1532,
1534 and 1535.

a) Were the capital investments and OM&A costs that are the subject of the above
noted accounts, reviewed in a prior Board proceeding? If any of the costs (or
investments) that are the subject of this disposition request were reviewed by the
Board in a previous proceeding, please provide the appropriate references.

Response

a) The capital investment and OM&A costs included in accounts 1531, 1532, 1534
and 1535 were not reviewed in Collus PowerStream’s 2009 Cost of Service
application EB-2008-0226. With the exception of the balance in account 1531
which was incurred in 2009 the balances in accounts 1532, 1534 and 1535 were
incurred in 2010 and 2011 which were subsequent to EB-2008-0226. For
reporting purposes, Collus PowerStream included in quarterly RRR.2.1.1 and
annual RRR.2.1.7 outstanding balances for recovery in accounts 1531, 1532,
1534 and 1535. Collus PowerStream tracked the carrying charges in accounts
1531, 1532, 1534 and 1535, from inception up to and including disposition of this
account with rates effective September 1, 2013. Collus PowerStream is
requesting disposition of these accounts at this time.
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2.0-Staff-10

Ref: Ex 9/T1/S1/p.11 – Disposition of Account 1531 - Renewable Generation
Connection Capital Deferral Account; and Ex 9/T1/S1/p.11 Disposition of Account
1532 Renewable Connection OM&A;

Ontario Regulation 330/09

Distribution System Code, section 3

Under section 3 of the Distribution System Code (“DSC”), distribution system
investments related to the connection of renewable generation facilities are classified in
the DSC within 3 categories - connection assets, expansions and renewable enabling
improvements (“REI”). The cost responsibility for each is also set out in section 3 the
DSC

a) Please classify the capital costs in the above noted DSC categories and provide
reasoning for the proposed classification. Please provide your response in table
format as set out at page 19, section 4.4.2 of the DSP Filing Requirements. If the
capital investments are classified as REI, please refer to section 3.3.2 of the DSC
and demonstrate how the investments qualify as REI investments. In keeping
with the DSC, please provide the appropriate cost responsibility for each
category.

b) Please explain how the OM&A labour costs were estimated and provide a high-
level breakdown of the costs by its main elements and a description of the work
performed under each element.

c) Has Collus PowerStream included any allocation of general expenses that are not
specifically related to the eligible investments? If the answer is “yes”, please
explain why the subject amounts have been included and quantify the amount of
general expenses.

d) Please classify the OM&A expenses in the above noted DSC categories and
provide reasoning for the proposed classification. Please provide your response
in table format as set out at page 19, section 4.4.2 of the DSP Filing
Requirements. In keeping with the DSC, please identify the appropriate cost
responsibility for each category.

As part of its disposition proposal, Collus PowerStream is seeking Board approval to
dispose of audited balances (plus interest) in account 1532. Collus PowerStream is
proposing to recover the entire amount from its ratepayers and no calculation of direct
benefits, has been provided.

Please explain how Collus PowerStream’s approach to cost recovery is consistent with
the expectations of O.Reg 330/09.

Response
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a) Upon review of the balance in account 1531 Collus PowerStream confirms that
this balance is not related to Renewable Generation and should have been
capitalized in 2009 to account 1845 Underground conductors and devices.

b) The OM&A labour costs were estimated based on the average number of hours
spent weekly on the MicroFIT settlement process. When the MicroFIT program
was rolled out, Collus PowerStream’s settlement process required significant
manual intervention to ensure generation data was being accurately
communicated and compiled. The MicroFIT settlement process and generation
tracking required on average 3 days per week when the MicroFIT program was
launched.

c) Collus PowerStream has not allocated any general expenses to account 1532
and account 151 is no longer being requested for disposition. All expenses
allocated to account 1532 are directly related to the FIT and MicroFIT settlement
process as outlined in 2.0-Staff-10 d).

d) The OM&A costs included in account 1532 represent wages associated with the
settlement process of FIT and MicroFIT contracts as assigned by the Ontario
Power Authority under the Green Energy and Economies Act. Collus
PowerStream uses the Harris CIS system which at present does not have the
capability to automate the FIT and MicroFIT settlement process. Collus
PowerStream in conjunction with the Utility Collaborative Services, (“UCS”), group
have been working towards automating the process however the programming
required is extensive and Harris has to date not been able to adequately provide
the necessary automated processes. Collus PowerStream continues to work
towards automating the process however at this time the settlement process is
still manual.
As per the requirements in section 4.4 of the Distribution System Plan, the
following information has been provided in respect to the OM&A in account 1532.

 There was no budget specifically prepared for the automation of the FIT
and MicroFIT process in the Harris CIS system.

 The OM&A costs being claimed have been specified above.
 Collus PowerStream is requesting disposition of the accumulated costs

and interest of $55,818. Collus PowerStream is not requesting the addition
of a rate rider or funding adder.

 Not applicable as there is no request for a rate rider or funding adder.

Collus PowerStream is requesting disposition and recovery of the balance in account
1532 from all rate payers. Under the Green Energy and Economies Act Collus
PowerStream is required to connect to it distribution grid all eligible MicroFit and FIT
generators. All customers throughout Collus PowerStream’s service territory have an
equal opportunity to benefit from obtaining a MicroFIT or FIT contract. Currently all rate
payers are subsidizing the settlement process as the OEB mandated monthly charge of
$5.25/generator is not sufficient to cover the monthly costs associated with manually
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completing the settlement process and subsequent issuance of payment to the
generators.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 88 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

2.0-Staff-11

Ref: Ex 9/T1/S1/p.12 Disposition of Account 1534 – Smart Grid Capital

Collus PowerStream is proposing to dispose audited balances (plus interest) in account
1534. At the above reference, Collus PowerStream states “this account consists of
capital costs associated with investments in a demonstration smart grid project….”

a) Please provide (i) a description of the demonstration project and its stated
purpose and objectives; and, (ii) a description of the technology that was
demonstrated.

b) Please provide a breakdown of the capital costs by its main elements, a
description of the work performed and need for the capital expenditures.

c) Prior to undertaking its own demonstration project, did Collus PowerStream
review other demonstrations related to similar technology?

Response

a) The capital expenditures allocated to this account were not for a demonstration
smart grid project. They were related to smart grid studies and education and
training.

b)

c) Not applicable

Account 1534 - Smart Grid Capital

Year Cost Purpose

2010 6,667.75

Account 1535 - Smart Grid OM&A

2010 10,560.52 Strategic planning session costs (excluding mediator)

1,695.00 Staff attendance at smart grid summit

12,255.52

Mediator for strategic planning session for Collus senior

management regarding smart meter deployment and the future of

smart grid throughout Collus PowerStream service territory
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2.0-Staff-12

Ref: Ex 9/T1/S1/p.12 Disposition of Account 1534 – Smart Grid Capital Accounting
Procedures Handbook FAQ’s, dated December 2010, page 19

Collus PowerStream is proposing to dispose audited balances (plus interest) in account
1534. At the above reference, Collus PowerStream states “… [this account consists of]
capital costs to accommodate renewable generation”.

a) Please provide a description of the noted capital work, a description of need for
the capital expenditures and the quantum of the capital costs related to the
accommodation of the renewable generation.

b) If the noted capital costs relate to REI investments, the above referenced APH
FAQs require that the distributor allocate the related costs to the renewable
generation capital account. Based on Collus PowerStream’s response to part (a),
please undertake the allocation as required under the December 2010 FAQ’s.

Response

a) The capital expenditures allocated to this account were not related to the
accommodation of renewable generation projects. They were related to smart
grid studies, education and training.

b) Not applicable.
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2.0-Staff-13

Ref: E9/T1/S1, p. 7, Table 3; E9/T1/S1, p. 12 and December 2010 APH FAQ #16 –
Account 1535, Smart Grid OM&A Deferral Account

As per APH FAQ #16 this account only includes OM&A expenses.

Collus PowerStream is seeking disposition of the total balance of $12,808 for Account
1535. Regarding Account 1535, Collus PowerStream indicates that this account consists
of capital costs including wages, associated with installation, operation and
maintenance of smart grid studies, education and training programs.

a) Please confirm that the balances in this account are OM&A cost rather than
capital cost. If not, please explain why these expenditures are recorded under on
an OMA account and make the necessary adjustment to accounts 1535 and
1534.

b) If yes, please provide a breakdown of these costs.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream confirms the balance in this account is OM&A and is not
capital in nature.

b) See 2.0-Staff-11 b) for account breakdown.
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EXHIBIT 3 – OPERATING REVENUE

3-Energy Probe-18

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 2

a) For each rate class shown in Table 1, please indicate whether the
customers are billed on a monthly or bi-monthly basis.

b) Has there been any change in the billing frequency for any rate class
between 2009 and 2013? If yes, please provide details.

Response
a) All Collus PowerStream customers listing Exhibit 3, Table 1, Schedule 2 Table 1

are billed on a monthly basis.

b) Collus PowerStream has not made any changes to billing frequency between
2009 and 2013.
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3.0-Staff-14

Ref: E3/T1/S3 and Appendix A – Load Forecast

Board staff’s understanding of the multivariate regression model that Collus
PowerStream has used to develop its load forecast is as follows:

 The load forecast is developed on a system-purchased kWh basis;
 The monthly measured system purchased kWh was modified by adding back in

the loss-adjusted CDM savings for each month in the period from 2006 to 2011.
The loss adjustment of CDM is explained on pages 2-4 and summarized in Table
2.

 The system-purchased kWh adjusted to removed loss-adjusted CDM savings was
then regressed on the following regressor variables:

i. Customer count;
ii. Heating Degree Days;
iii. Cooling Degree Days; and
iv. A full set of binary variables for every month in the year. The full set of

monthly variables would have been perfectly linear with an intercept, so the
intercept was omitted from the regression.

v. The system-purchased kWh was then estimated.
vi. Loss-adjusted CDM impacts were then subtracted again to get the

estimate or forecast of the “real” system-purchased kWh.
vii. Billed system kWh were then calculated by dividing system-purchased

kWh by (1 + loss factor).
viii. Billed system kWh were then allocated to customer classes based on

allocations related to historical data; and
ix. For demand-billed customer classes, billed kW were estimated from the

classed allocated billed kWh by a kW/kWh conversion factor.

a) Please confirm, correct or provide further explanation of the regression-based
approach that Collus PowerStream employed to develop its load forecast.

b) Appendix A and an associated Excel spreadsheet provide the data used for the
regression analysis. The CDM variable has been “grossed up” for losses to
correspond with the system purchased kWh endogenous variable being modelled. It
appears that the CDM variable is held constant in any particular year.

i. Please explain the construction of the CDM variable.
ii. Please explain the rationale for constant CDM impacts in every month.
iii. Please explain how the first-year impact of new CDM programs in a year is

accounted for. For example, while OPA program results are reported as
annualized amounts, this assumes that all programs are in place as of
January 1 of that year. That will not be true for new programs introduced
and implemented in that year. In the absence of further information on the
timing for deployment and uptake of new programs in a year, a half-year
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rule is a better approximation of the real impact on demand. Persistence of
CDM programs into future years is appropriately represented by the
annualized impacts as reported by the OPA. If Collus PowerStream has
not reflected first-year impacts by a “half-year rule”, please explain.

c) On page 15 of the exhibit, Collus PowerStream states: “Forecasts are made for time
periods beyond the end of the available data. To estimate the average energy
purchases for any particular combination of predictor variable values, the values of
the predictor variables are simply substituted in the estimated regression equation
itself.” “Forecasts” for the monthly binary variables are easily understood. Please
explain how the forecasts of customer counts, HDD18 and CDD18 were developed.

Response

a) Confirmed
b)

i.
Please refer to the table below.

Table:
Derivation of CDM values

1 2 3

Year OPA Programs 3rd Tranche

Revised

CDM Targets

2011-2014

Total

CDM Savings Loss Factor

Loss Factor,

kWh Gross-up

CDM Savings,

kWh (gross) Monthly

2005 158,967 0 158,967 8.8% 14,037 173,004 14,417

2006 1,031,866 1,236,756 0 2,268,622 8.4% 190,111 2,458,733 204,894

2007 2,580,762 436,092 0 3,016,854 8.4% 252,812 3,269,666 272,472

2008 3,577,935 220,405 0 3,798,340 8.4% 318,301 4,116,641 343,053

2009 5,621,541 0 0 5,621,541 7.5% 421,616 6,043,157 503,596

2010 6,099,488 0 0 6,099,488 7.5% 457,462 6,556,950 546,412

2011 5,698,064 0 3,194,455 8,892,519 7.5% 666,939 9,559,458 796,621

2012 5,615,213 0 2,630,329 8,245,542 7.5% 618,416 8,863,958 738,663

2013 5,589,642 0 5,150,426 10,740,068 7.0% 751,805 11,491,873 957,656

2014 5,426,277 0 3,994,790 9,421,067 7.0% 659,475 10,080,542 840,045

14,970,000

The historic and future volume reductions resulting from CDM initiatives were
constructed using the following approach:

 The first column of Table 1 provides a summary of persistence kWh from historic
OPA programs as provided in the OPA Report, Section 2.7.10 of Chapter 2 of the
Board’s “Filing Requirements for Transmission and Distribution Applications”,
dated June 22, 2011.

 The second column provides summary kWh for 3rd Tranche PowerStream’s
programs (source: PowerStream and former Barrie Hydro Annual CDM Reports
for 2005-2008).
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 The third column provides a breakdown of 2011-2014 CDM targets (source: EB-
2010-0215, EB-2010-0216).

These values were grossed up for losses and annual CDM savings were allocated
evenly over the 12 month period for each year. The savings reported by the OPA for
programs in the first year they are implemented are the annualized values. The
savings achieved count for the whole year, regardless of when the program started.

ii. Annual CDM savings were allocated evenly over the 12 month period for each
year for simplicity. The CDM impact is minimal related to the gross load. In
addition, the OEB has accepted the use of annualized savings in order to
determine LRAM adjustments.

iii. The savings calculated for 2011 are based on OPA actual verified results and are
not based on estimated savings. Therefore it is reasonable to attribute 100% of
the savings to 2011.

To calculate the forecasted customer growth rate, actual growth by customer rate class
was calculated for 2007 through 2011 by customer class and the 5-year average annual
growth rate used to forecast the 2012 bridge year and 2013 test year. The annual growth
rate was assumed to occur evenly throughout the year.

For purposes of Collus PowerStream’s load forecast, weather is not forecasted.
Weather inputs are based on monthly normal HDD and CDD data. Collus
PowerStream utilizes a simple average of a 10-year (2002 – 2011) weather time
series for defining normal weather.
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3.0-Staff-15

Ref: E3/T1/S3 – Load Forecast

On page 5, Collus PowerStream documents that the explanatory variable was “monthly
system load (i.e. purchases) grossed up by CDM data for January 2005 to September,
2012.” This is 93 observations.

Table 8 on page 14 shows that there were 88 observations in the estimated regression
model, please confirm the regression range for the model.

Response

The model forecast was based on 88 observations. Five observations were marked off
as outliers that contained questionable or erroneous data. These observations were
weighted to zero; as a result these observations had no influence on the estimated
parameters and on the predicted values for later observations.

In responding to this interrogatory, Collus PowerStream re-estimated the model by
utilizing all 93 observations from January 2005 to September 2012. As a result of this re-
estimate the Total Energy Purchases forecast for the 2013 Test year is 315,099,814
kWh, which is slightly lower than the filed forecast of 315,834,571 kWh. Given that the
reduction in the load forecast is minimal, Collus PowerStream is confident that its
original load forecast is valid as filed.
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3.0-Staff-16

Ref: Exhibit 3/Tab 1/Schedule 3 – Load Forecast

Collus PowerStream’s proposed regression model employs both HDD and CDD and a
full set of 12 binary variables for every month in the year. The monthly binary variables
will capture seasonal effects which could be weather-related (including HDD and CDD)
as well as monthly “seasonal” variations on other factors such as economic activity (e.g.
fewer business days in February, holiday impacts in December and January, etc.). The
full set of monthly binary variables should be highly correlated with the HDD and CDD
variables. Nonetheless, in the estimated coefficients shown in Table 9, all coefficients
have t-Statistics that are statistically significant.

a) Why did Collus PowerStream employ two sets of variables (HDD/CDD and the
monthly binary variables) that methodologically, would show significant
overlap?

b) The use of the monthly binary variables assumes that monthly “seasonal”
impact on kWh is constant over years for any particular month. In other words,
the seasonal influence for July is 8,012,927 kWh, for every year in the
regression range, from 2005 to September 2012. However, normal business
cycles, economic and other growth and factors will mean that a constant
monthly factor would not be realistic. Please provide Collus PowerStream’s
reasons for preferring a full set of monthly binary variables to more realistics
measures of economic and other drivers, beyond HDD and CDD.

Response

a) The monthly binary variables account for the impact the number of billing days
has on the usage (i.e. the more days there are in the billing month, the more
energy will be used, holding everything else constant). In virtue of allowing for
a different impact every month, the model captures more variation in the data,
much more than if simply using a Constant term; this would be effectively the
same as assuming a constant number of days in each billing month. While it
is possible, let’s say that “July” binary variable can take away some of the
explanatory variable of the “CDD18”, the overlap will be minimal. Below is the
correlation matrix that shows the correlation levels between monthly binaries
and HDD and CDD variables. In most cases the correlation levels are
negligible.
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Table:
Correlation Matrix

Variables HDD18 CDD18

Jan 0.302 0.510
Feb 0.333 0.435
Mar (0.505) 0.245
Apr (0.531) (0.009)

May 0.346 (0.152)
Jun 0.358 (0.312)
Jul (0.510) (0.366)
Aug 0.381 (0.361)

Sep 0.396 (0.283)
Oct (0.517) (0.115)
Nov (0.498) 0.055
Dec 0.326 0.379

The best indicator of the robustness of Collus PowerStream’s approach is that
the coefficients of the binaries and weather variables are all significant. If there
was significant overlap, the coefficients on the degree-day variables would not
be significant.

b) The impact of the billing days would not typically change significantly over
time, seeing how there are only 365 or 366 days in any given year and there is
a limited number of ways this can be sliced into billing months. Economic
drivers typically do not have pronounced seasonal patterns - in fact, most
economic data sources seasonally adjust them if they do. Collus
PowerStream utilized a customer count variable as a model driver to account
for the impact of economic, while HDD and CDD variables accounted for the
weather impact.
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3.0-Staff-17

Ref: Exhibit 3/Tab 1/Schedule 3- Load Forecast

On page 11, Collus PowerStream provides, in Table 7, a list of initial explanatory
variables tried:

Table 7
Initial Set of Explanatory Variables

Dependent Variable Y Monthly Energy Purchases (kWh)
Independent (Explanatory) Variables X1 Heating Degree-days (HDD18)

X2 Colling [sic] Degree-days (CDD18)
X3 Real Gross Domestic Product for Ontario
(GDP)
X4 Customer Count for service area
X5 Energy Price
X6 GDP/Energy price (weighted variable)
X7 Simple Trend

a) Why was Real Ontario GDP omitted from the model?
b) What was the definition of Energy Price? Why was this variable omitted from the

model?
c) Please explain the rationale underlying the GDP/Energy Price variable? How is

this seen as a driver of energy consumption or demand? Why was this variable
omitted from the model?

d) Please provide the definition and the purpose underlying the “Simple Trend”
variable. Why was this variable omitted from the model?

e) Please explain how these variables were entered in the modelling. Were they
entered all and then dropped as a result of a stepwise regression model?

f) What alternative measures of population and/or economic activity were tried?
Please summarize why these were not used in the proposed load forecasting
equation.

Response

a) The goal of a multiple regression forecast model is to produce the most accurate
forecast possible, given available information on the factors that affect monthly
energy purchase variation and growth. Several monthly models of energy
purchases were specified, estimated and tested to derive the energy purchases
forecast. The statistical software generated the coefficients that were used in the
variables suitability assessment.

Collus PowerStream explored commonly-used economic drivers like Ontario Real
Gross Domestic Product (GDP). While all model specifications worked well,
model using Ontario GDP as a proxy for economic activity did not have a fit that is
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nearly as strong as that estimated with Customer Count. The GDP model
performed worse in the in- and out-of-sample test with out of sample MAPE of
2.18%; this compares with a 1.13% MAPE using the service area customer count.

Table:
Model Comparison (2013 COS Model vs. GDP-based Model)

Model

(Evidence)

Model

(GDP)

Adjusted R-Squared 98.70% 94.00%
MAPE, % 1.07% 2.56%

Out-of-Sample MAPE, % 1.13% 2.18%
2013 Test Energy Purchases (kWh) 315,834,571 314,921,272

Model fit with Customer Count proved to be better overall than with Ontario Real
GDP and resulted forecasts showed reasonable load growth that is consistent
with the historic outcome. Customer Count was selected as the economic driver
because of its performance in the model and its ability to be tailored to Collus
PowerStream service area.

b) Collus PowerStream explored Energy Pricing as an alternative economic driver.
Energy Price variable was constructed using a simple average of the Regulated
Price Plan Tier 1 and Tier 2 kWh pricing, historic and forecasted.

While all model specifications had reasonable results, the model using Energy
Price variable as a proxy for economic activity did not have a fit that is nearly as
strong as that estimated with Customer Count, and the Energy Price model
performed worse in the in- and out-of-sample tests.

Table:
Model Comparison (2013 COS Model vs. Energy Price-based Model)

Model

(Evidence)

Model

(Energy Price)

Adjusted R-Squared 98.70% 94.50%
MAPE, % 1.07% 2.50%
Out-of-Sample MAPE, % 1.13% 2.21%
2013 Test Energy Purchases (kWh) 315,834,571 315,018,169

c) Given recent economic uncertainty and large swings in recent GDP forecasts,
Collus PowerStream considered the GDP/Energy Price variable as an alternative
forecast driver.
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The load elasticity to price is not well-defined. For non-residential and industrial
customers the financial incentives to adjust loads due to high energy prices can be
significant, but in the case of residential load, the factors determining the load are
more difficult to define. GDP/Energy price weighted variable was developed by
assigning a 50/50 weighting of the two variables, Ontario Real GDP and Energy
Price.

The model using the weighted economic variable generates the weakest forecast
of 313,798 MWHs for 2013 Test Year which is substantially below an average
historic growth. Given that the model also performed worse in the in and out-of-
sample period, Collus PowerStream decided not to utilize this model for the
purpose of forecasting 2013 Test Year load.

Table:
Model Comparison (2013 COS Model vs. GDP/Energy Price-based Model)

Model

(Evidence)

Model

(EconVar)

Adjusted R-Squared 98.70% 94.20%
MAPE, % 1.07% 2.44%

Out-of-Sample MAPE, % 1.13% 2.19%
2013 Test Energy Purchases (kWh) 315,834,571 313,797,836

d) Simple trend variable was defined as per following function:
(Year - Base Year) + Period/12

This trend variable served as a proxy for an economic component of the model in
the initial stage of the model estimation. Basic model was estimated utilizing
weather variables and a Simple Trend variable. However, a trend variable is not a
very good way to account for the impact of economics. Most naturally occurring
load time series do not behave as though there are straight lines that they are
following: real trends change their slopes and/or their intercepts over time. The
task was to find the right economic driver of the load time series.

While all model specifications had reasonable results, the model using Trend
variable as a proxy for economic activity did not have a fit that is nearly as strong
as that estimated with Customer Count, and the Trend model performed worse in
the in- and out-of-sample tests.
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e) In preparing its load forecast Collus PowerStream looked for patterns in its
historical data. Data patterns are represented by historical patterns plus random
variation. Random variation cannot be predicted. Historic patterns in load are
represented by level (data fluctuates around a constant mean); trend (data exhibits
an increasing or decreasing pattern); seasonality (any pattern that regularly
repeats itself and is of a constant length); and cycle (for example, patterns created
by economic fluctuations). At a minimum, a “best” model should account for these
patterns. The objective was to find independent variables that best explain this
variation, with a reasonable number of variables with available data as required for
forecast periods.

The task was to find the right economic driver that accounts for the trend pattern.
Since all of these variables (Real GDP for Ontario, Energy Price and GDP/Energy
Price) are correlated with each other, models were estimated with one variable at
a time. Each model was then assessed for its fit and performance in- and out-of-
sample.

f) Collus PowerStream explored using local economic drivers to replace Real Gross
Domestic Product for Ontario. Local economic data for the Collus PowerStream
territory was looked at and considered but was incomplete and did not align with
Collus PowerStream’s four distinct service territory locations. Building permit data
was also looked at and considered but the data was inconsistent and not
comparable between the four distinct service territory locations. Collus
PowerStream’s service territory encompasses four towns: Collingwood, Stayner,
Creemore and Thornbury in three municipalities: the Town of Collingwood,
Township of Clearview and Town of Blue Mountains, located in two Counties:
Simcoe and Grey. No reliable and/or consistent economic or external measure of
customer growth, i.e. building permits, data could be identified.
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3.0-Staff-18

Ref: Exhibit 3/Tab1/Schedule 3, pp. 3-4 and p. 17-18 and Exhibit 3/Tab 1/Schedule
5/Appendix A – CDM Adjustment

Collus PowerStream has proposed a CDM adjustment of 10,740,068 which represents
34.4% of Collus PowerStream’s CDM target. Collus PowerStream has proposed to use
the corresponding amount to establish the amount of CDM savings for 2013 (and hence
2014) for the LRAMVA.
Based on the pages from the final 2011 CDM report provided by the OPA for Collus
PowerStream as provided in Exhibit 3/Tab 1/Schedule 5/Appendix A, Board staff has
prepared the following table, which is also provided in working Microsoft Excel format:
The methodology for this is as follows:
For the top table

 The 2011-2014 CDM target is input into cell B4;
 Measured results for 2011 CDM programs for each of the years 2011 and

persistence into 2012, 2013 and 2014 are input into cells C13 to F13;
 Based on these inputs, the residual kWh to achieve the 4 year CDM target is

allocated so that there is an equal incremental increase in each of the years 2012,
2013 and 2014.
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The second table is to calculate the conversion from “net” to “gross” results. While the
LRAMVA is based on the “net” OPA-reported results, the load forecast is impacted also
by CDM savings of “free riders” and “free drivers”. While Board staff has input values of
“1” in each of cells D24 and E24, in the absence of other information, these should be
populated with the measured “gross” and “net” CDM savings for the persistence of all
CDM programs from 2006 to 2011 on 2013, as reported in the final OPA reports.

For the last table, two numbers are calculated:

 The “Amount used for CDM threshold for LRAMVA” is the sum of the persistence
of 2011 and 2012 CDM programs and the annualized impact of 2013 CDM
programs on 2013; and

 “Manual Adjustment for 2013 Load Forecast” represents the amount to be
reflected in the 2013 load forecast. This amount uses the “gross” impact, which is
calculated by multiplying each year’s CDM program impact or persistence by (1 +
g) from the second table. In addition, the impact of the 2013 CDM programs on
2013 “actual” consumption is divided by 2 to reflect a “half year” rule. Since the
2013 CDM programs are not in effect at midnight on January 1, 2013, the
“annualized” results reported in the OPA report will overstate the “actual” impact.
In the absence of information on the timing and uptake of CDM programs in their
initial year, a “half-year” rule may proxy the impact.

a) Please provide the preliminary 2012 CDM report from the OPA for Collus
PowerStream. This is normally provided in the spring of the year. If this is not
available, please explain.

b) Please input the “gross” and “net” cumulative kWh CDM savings from all CDM
programs from 2006 to 2011 on 2013 as measured in the final OPA reports into,
respectively, cells D24 and E24. Please verify the inputs and results of the model.

c) Please derive the class CDM kWh and kW savings that would correspond with
the “net” CDM savings above.

d) Since Collus PowerStream has calculated its forecast on a system purchased
kWh model, the CDM adjustment should be similarly adjusted for losses. When
the forecast is then calculated on a billed basis to again back out the losses, and
allocated to classes for class-specific consumption (and converted to kW demand
for demand-billed customer classes) and used in cost allocation and as billing
determinants for volumetric based distribution rates and other volumetric rate
riders and rate adders. Please provide Collus PowerStream’s views as to whether
this is preferable to the approach that it has proposed in the Application.

e) Please provide Collus PowerStream’s comments on the methodology above to
develop the CDM savings that will underlie the 2013 CDM amount for the
LRAMVA and the corresponding CDM adjustment for the 2013 test year load
forecast. What, if any, refinements to this approach should be considered?
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Response

a)
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c)
2006-2010 Net CDM kWh Savings

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Residential 1,031,866 1,031,866 1,031,866 1,031,866 179,212 179,212 163,930 163,930

1,002,272 596,542 545,982 545,982 545,982 530,925 530,925

626,479 544,982 544,982 544,982 494,419 494,313

320,875 314,870 314,870 314,566 289,239

213,350 206,227 204,581 204,443

1,031,866 2,034,138 2,254,887 2,443,705 1,798,396 1,791,273 1,708,421 1,682,850

C&I GS<50 - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - -

- - - - - -

542,273 542,273 542,273 542,273 542,273

49,764 49,764 49,764 49,764

- - - 542,273 592,037 592,037 592,037 592,037

C&I GS>50 - - - - - - - -

546,624 546,624 546,624 546,624 546,624 546,624 546,624

776,424 776,419 776,419 776,419 776,419 776,419

1,312,521 1,110,316 1,110,316 1,110,316 1,110,316

1,275,696 881,395 881,395 881,395

- 546,624 1,323,048 2,635,564 3,709,055 3,314,754 3,314,754 3,314,754

1,031,866 2,580,762 3,577,935 5,621,542 6,099,488 5,698,064 5,615,212 5,589,641 35,814,510

2011-2014 Net CDM kW Savings

Residential 279,380 279,380 279,380

GS<50 195,812 195,812 195,812

GS>50 345,181 345,181 345,181

820,373 820,373 820,373 2,461,119

38,275,629

2006-2010 Net CDM kW Savings

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Residential 0.86 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

0.36 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12

0.10 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08

0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

0.86 0.41 0.32 0.35 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39

C&I GS<50 - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - -

- - - - - -

0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08

0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

- - - 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09

C&I GS>50 - - - - - - - -

1.02 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12

1.56 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15

1.50 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29

1.39 0.29 0.29 0.29

- 1.02 1.68 1.77 1.95 0.86 0.86 0.86

0.86 1.42 2.00 2.20 2.43 1.34 1.34 1.33 12.91

2011-2014 Net CDM kW Savings

Residential 63 63 63

GS<50 103 103 103

GS>50 60 60 60

226 226 226 678

691
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d) Collus PowerStream utilized the following approach to derive its load
forecast by class:

1. Historic total electricity volume reductions resulting from CDM
initiatives were grossed up for losses to derive gross CDM volume
reductions;

2. Add these gross CDM volume reductions to the historic wholesale
values, to derive load values as if CDM initiatives never took place;

3. Develop forecast values using grossed-up values derived in Step 2;
4. Subtract grossed up CDM volume reductions from the gross purchase

forecast, to derive load values when CDM is taking place;
5. Remove losses to derive sales volumes;
6. Allocate sales volumes to rate classes based on the historic ratios.

Collus PowerStream believes that this approach is consistent with the
methodology that is described in Board Staff IR 18(d).

e) Collus PowerStream’s does not feel that allocating savings equally over
the years 2011 through 2014, as the model provided by the Board does,
accurately reflects the actual savings being achieved which have been
verified for 2011 and in draft for 2012 from the OPA. Additionally per the
CDM code Collus PowerStream is required to annually file an update to
the Board which outlines and identifies the progress to year end and any
changes which need to be made to the annual targets submitted. Collus
PowerStream will be filing with the Board the 2012 annual CDM report
which will outline our verified 2011 and 2012 savings and will adjust 2013
and 2014 targets based on changes in programs offered and changes to
Collus PowerStream’s CDM marketing strategy.
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3-Energy Probe-19

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3

a) Does Table 3 include actual OPA verified figures for 2012? If not,
please update Table 3 to reflect actual data for 2012.

b) Please explain the reduction in CDM Target volumes shown for 2012
relative to that for 2011, along with the significant increase forecast
for 2013 and then the reduction shown for 2014.

c) Why has Collus PowerStream provided 2014 forecasts when 2013 is
the test year?

d) With respect to Table 4, please explain why forecast figures based on
normalized 10-year and 20-year weather data have been provided for
2014 instead of 2013.

e) Please update Table 4 to reflect actual data for all of 2012.

f) Please update Table 10 to reflect actual data, adjusted for CDM, for
each month that is currently available for 2013.

g) Please explain how the average 2009-2011 percentages shown in
Table 15 have been calculated. For example, how can the 2009-2011
residential average be 40.18% when each of 2009 through 2011 are
lower than this figure?

h) Please confirm that the service area customer count used in the
regression model is actually only the number of residential
customers, consistent with the figures shown in Appendix A.

i) Please estimate the regression equation that uses the number of
residential, GS < 50 and GS > 50 customers as an explanatory
variable in place of the customer count used by Collus PowerStream.
Please provide the regression data in the same format as Tables 8
and 9, along with the forecast for 2013 as shown in Table 10.

j) Please update Tables 14 and 15 to reflect actual data for all of 2012.
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k) What is the impact on the distribution revenue forecast if the average
ratios for 2009 through 2011 were used from Table 15, rather than the
average of 2005 through 2011, which appears to have been used?

l) Please explain how the monthly forecast of customers used in the
regression equation for 2012 (October through December) and for
2013 was determined. In particular, please explain the decrease of 41
customers between September, 2012 and October, 2012.

m) Please provide the actual number of residential customers for each
month from October, 2012 through to the most recent month
currently available in 2013.

Response

a) Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3 Table 3 does not include verified results for
2012. The Ontario Power Authority has not published nor released 2012
verified CDM savings. The 2012 verified CDM savings are not expected
to be released until September 2013.

b) Collus PowerStream filed with the Ontario Energy Board the annual CDM
report for 2011 in September 2012. In the document Collus PowerStream
reviewed 2011 actual verified CDM savings and 2012 unverified savings
to date compared to the targets submitted with the strategy document EB-
2010-0216. Collus PowerStream revised its targets for 2012-2014 in a
thorough review of CDM activity to date and a review of what program
adjustments would be required for Collus PowerStream to achieve their
board mandated CDM targets.

c) Load forecast was prepared up to December 2014 and all values were
included in the tables prepared for the evidence. The correct labelling
should read 2012 – Bridge and 2013 – Test. Data for 2014 has not been
used in calculating 2013 rates.

d) Please refer to the response for 3-Energy Probe-10 (c). The revised table
is presented below.

Table 4
Total System Purchases, MWH

Year

Actual

Gross

Model

Predicted

Variance, Actual to

Predicted, %

Weather-Normal

(WN)

Actual Gross

Variance,

WN Actual to

Predicted, %

2005 294,752 296,210 -0.5% 289,266 -2.4%
2006 291,146 288,187 1.0% 295,398 2.4%
2007 295,364 295,876 -0.2% 294,270 -0.5%
2008 298,020 297,103 0.3% 298,755 0.6%
2009 299,265 297,630 0.5% 302,955 1.8%
2010 302,999 305,795 -0.9% 303,509 -0.8%
2011 309,134 308,255 0.3% 310,196 0.6%
2012 Projected 307,430 308,573 -0.4% 311,307 0.9%

2013 Test - Forecast - Normalized 10-year 315,835

2013 Test - Forecast - Normalized 20-year 315,336
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e) Please refer to the table below.

Table:
Total System Purchases, MWH

f) Please refer to the table below. This table reflects January-June 2013
actual data, including energy purchases, customer count, heating and
cooling degree-days, as well as the forecast beyond June 2013 (as per
the original evidence).

Year

Actual

Gross

Model

Predicted

Variance, Actual to

Predicted, %

Weather-Normal

(WN)

Actual Gross

Variance,

WN Actual to

Predicted, %

2005 294,752 296,210 -0.5% 289,266 -2.4%
2006 291,146 288,187 1.0% 295,398 2.4%
2007 295,364 295,876 -0.2% 294,270 -0.5%
2008 298,020 297,103 0.3% 298,755 0.6%
2009 299,265 297,630 0.5% 302,955 1.8%
2010 302,999 305,795 -0.9% 303,509 -0.8%
2011 309,134 308,255 0.3% 310,196 0.6%
2012 Actuals 305,842 307,637 -0.6% 310,419 0.9%

2013 Test - Forecast - Normalized 10-year 315,835

2013 Test - Forecast - Normalized 20-year 315,336
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Table
Monthly Gross Energy Purchases Forecast (kWh)

Month Forecast Base Load Customer Count CDD HDD

Model Coefficient Varies 957 31,009 13,624

Jan-13 30,859,621 14,168.00 0.0 638.9
Feb-13 28,903,165 14,182.00 0.0 647.8

Mar-13 28,984,499 14,191.00 0.0 582.2
Apr-13 25,191,784 14,200.00 0.0 368.7

May-13 23,247,272 14,216.00 15.7 163.7
Jun-13 23,650,584 14,223.00 41.0 73.3

Jul-13 24,935,180 8,012,927 14,246.00 102.8 7.9

Aug-13 25,333,288 8,878,437 14,273.00 85.4 11.3

Sep-13 23,029,945 7,445,354 14,301.00 33.8 62.9

Oct-13 24,529,634 7,267,620 14,328.00 6.0 247.4

Nov-13 25,779,669 6,701,033 14,355.00 0.0 392.5
Dec-13 30,560,466 8,373,290 14,383.00 0.0 618.7

Total 2013 315,005,106

Jan-14 32,355,406 8,754,115 14,410.00 0.0 720.6

Feb-14 29,469,489 6,795,097 14,438.00 0.0 650.6

Mar-14 29,403,058 7,729,135 14,466.00 0.0 575.2

Apr-14 24,664,430 6,025,321 14,494.00 2.1 345.7

May-14 23,679,815 6,887,215 14,522.00 7.9 195.0

Jun-14 23,984,324 7,969,762 14,550.00 43.5 54.9

Jul-14 25,252,752 8,012,927 14,578.00 102.8 7.9

Aug-14 25,651,817 8,878,437 14,606.00 85.4 11.3

Sep-14 23,348,475 7,445,354 14,634.00 33.8 62.9

Oct-14 24,849,120 7,267,620 14,662.00 6.0 247.4

Nov-14 26,100,111 6,701,033 14,690.00 0.0 392.5
Dec-14 30,880,908 8,373,290 14,718.00 0.0 618.7

Total 2014 319,639,707

g) The average calculation in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3 Table 15 is a 7
year average for all years.

h) Yes, the service area customer count used in the regression model
represents the number of residential customers, which is consistent with
the figures shown in Appendix A.

i) Please refer to the tables below
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Table
Summary of Monthly Load Forecast Regression Model

Table
Regression Coefficients

Model Statistics

Iterations 1

Adjusted Observations 88

Deg. of Freedom for Error 73

R-Squared 98.9%

Adjusted R-Squared 98.7%

AIC 25.73

BIC 26.15

Log-Likelihood -1,241.77

Model Sum of Squares 834,772,894,183,586.00

Sum of Squared Errors 9,305,087,774,172.38

Mean Squared Error 127,466,955,810.58

Std. Error of Regression 357,025.15

Mean Abs. Dev. (MAD) 263,950.60

Mean Abs. % Err. (MAPE) 1.07%
Durbin-Watson Statistic 1.682

Variable Coefficient StdErr T-Stat P-Value

Customer Count 885 57 15.41 0.00%

HDD18 13,616 802 16.97 0.00%

CDD18 31,056 2,269 13.69 0.00%

Jan 8,148,398 1,098,144 7.42 0.00%

Feb 6,192,270 1,070,147 5.79 0.00%

Mar 7,124,661 1,029,220 6.92 0.00%

Apr 5,417,339 928,686 5.83 0.00%

May 6,278,426 888,891 7.06 0.00%

Jun 7,359,017 874,181 8.42 0.00%

Jul 7,399,929 894,488 8.27 0.00%

Aug 8,266,118 890,727 9.28 0.00%

Sep 6,839,393 874,049 7.83 0.00%

Oct 6,662,677 910,693 7.32 0.00%

Nov 6,099,568 971,205 6.28 0.00%
Dec 7,775,538 1,062,014 7.32 0.00%
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Table
Monthly Gross Energy Purchases Forecast (kWh)

Month Forecast Base Load Customer Count CDD HDD

Model Coefficient Varies 885 31,056 13,616

Jan-13 32,041,403 8,148,398 15,902.00 0.0 720.6

Feb-13 29,158,685 6,192,270 15,932.00 0.0 650.6

Mar-13 29,090,958 7,124,661 15,962.00 0.0 575.2

Apr-13 24,349,549 5,417,339 15,991.00 2.1 345.7

May-13 23,365,320 6,278,426 16,021.00 7.9 195.0

Jun-13 23,669,502 7,359,017 16,050.00 43.5 54.9

Jul-13 24,937,721 7,399,929 16,079.00 102.8 7.9

Aug-13 25,335,516 8,266,118 16,108.00 85.4 11.3

Sep-13 23,036,378 6,839,393 16,139.00 33.8 62.9

Oct-13 24,534,234 6,662,677 16,168.00 6.0 247.4

Nov-13 25,786,222 6,099,568 16,197.00 0.0 392.5
Dec-13 30,568,805 7,775,538 16,227.00 0.0 618.7

Total 2013 315,874,293

Jan-14 32,354,864 8,148,398 16,256.00 0.0 720.6

Feb-14 29,473,032 6,192,270 16,287.00 0.0 650.6

Mar-14 29,405,305 7,124,661 16,317.00 0.0 575.2

Apr-14 24,664,781 5,417,339 16,347.00 2.1 345.7

May-14 23,680,552 6,278,426 16,377.00 7.9 195.0

Jun-14 23,986,506 7,359,017 16,408.00 43.5 54.9

Jul-14 25,255,610 7,399,929 16,438.00 102.8 7.9

Aug-14 25,654,290 8,266,118 16,468.00 85.4 11.3

Sep-14 23,354,267 6,839,393 16,498.00 33.8 62.9

Oct-14 24,853,894 6,662,677 16,529.00 6.0 247.4

Nov-14 26,106,767 6,099,568 16,559.00 0.0 392.5
Dec-14 30,889,350 7,775,538 16,589.00 0.0 618.7

Total 2014 319,679,218
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As a result of this interrogatory, Collus PowerStream re-estimated the model by
utilizing the number of residential, GS<50 and GS>50 customers in place of the
customer count used in the model from the original submission As a result of this
re-estimate the Total Energy Purchases forecast for the 2013 Test year is
315,874,293 kWh, which is slightly (0.01%) higher than the original forecast.
Given that the re-estimate does not alter the model results and the change in the
load forecast is minimal, Collus PowerStream is confident that its original load
forecast is valid as filed.

j)

Table 15

Collus Power Historic kWh Allocation by Rate Classes

Year Residential GS<50 GS>50 USL Streetlighting Total

2005 45.08% 17.48% 36.67% 0.30% 0.80% 100%

2006 44.91% 17.63% 36.72% 0.29% 0.80% 100%

2007 42.26% 17.08% 40.01% 0.20% 0.80% 100%

2008 40.42% 15.26% 43.71% 0.17% 0.80% 100%

2009 35.02% 13.58% 50.27% 0.16% 0.80% 100%

2010 36.30% 14.52% 48.35% 0.14% 0.68% 100%

2011 37.25% 15.10% 46.82% 0.12% 0.84% 100%

2012 38.47% 15.60% 45.12% 0.13% 0.67% 100%

Average 2010-2012 37.34% 15.07% 46.76% 0.13% 0.73% 100%

2013 37.34% 15.07% 46.76% 0.13% 0.73% 100%

k)
Table EP 19k-1 shows the historic allocation of kWhs by Rate Class and the
three year average for 2009 through 2011 with the revised billing determinants
resulting from the use of the 3 year average for allocation.

Table 14

Customer Growth by Rate Class for Customers Billed kW

Year

GS>50

Customer

Growth (%)

Streetlighting

Connection

Growth (%)

2008 2.48% 2.99%

2009 -10.48% 3.51%

2010 1.80% -2.71%

2011 3.54% 0.44%

2012 0.00% 0.33%

5 Year average -0.53% 0.91%
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Table EP 19k-1: Historic kWh Allocation by Rate Class (2009 to 2011)

Year Residential GS<50kW GS>50kW USL Street Lighting Total

2009 35.19% 13.58% 50.27% 0.16% 0.80% 100.00%

2010 36.31% 14.52% 48.35% 0.14% 0.68% 100.00%

2011 37.12% 15.10% 46.82% 0.12% 0.84% 100.00%
3 YR Average 2009 to
2011 36.21% 14.40% 48.48% 0.14% 0.77% 100.00%

kWh allocation revised 102,891,186 40,921,554 137,769,233 397,848 2,197,639 284,177,461

Billable kWs revised 398,842 5,872

Table EP 19k-2 shows the resulting impact on forecast variable distribution
revenue; fixed monthly charges are unaffected.

Table EP 19k-2: Revised Variable Distribution Revenue based on 3 Year Average

Residential GS<50kW GS>50kW USL
Street

Lighting Total

Billing Determinant kWh kWh kW kWh kW

Billing Quantity 102,891,186 40,921,554 398,842 397,848 5,872

Current approved rates $ 0.0170 $ 0.0113 $ 2.6400 $ 0.0177 $ 14.0054

Revised Variable revenue at
current rates $ 1,749,150 $ 462,414 $ 1,052,943 $ 7,042 $ 82,241 $ 3,353,789

Variable Revenue as filed $ 2,005,775 $ 533,203 $ 889,833 $ 7,144 $ 87,226 $ 3,523,181

Change - Increase (decrease) (256,625) (70,789) 163,110 (102) (4,985) $ (169,392)

l) The monthly forecast for customer growth was estimated, using a 5 year
average from 2007-2011. The forecasted growth was calculated using the
5 year average, starting with the December 2011 customer count, through
to December 2014. The regression model was run using actual customer
data to the end of September 2012 which would account for the small
decrease in residential customer count.
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m) Please refer to the table below

Table
Number of Residential Customers

Actual

Residential Original Evidence

Oct-12 14,116 14,002

Nov-12 14,141 14,028

Dec-12 14,156 14,055

Jan-13 14,168 14,082

Feb-13 14,182 14,110

Mar-13 14,191 14,137

Apr-13 14,200 14,164

May-13 14,216 14,192
Jun-13 14,223 14,219
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3-Energy Probe-20

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3 &
Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Based on the explanation provided on pages 19-20 of Exhibit 3, Tab
1, Schedule 3, please show the calculation of the forecasted kW
figures for 2013 shown in Table 5 of Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1.

b) Please explain the decrease in the number of GS > 50 customers
from 117 in 2012 to 114 in 2013, as shown in Table 4 of Exhibit 3, Tab
2, Schedule 1.

Response

a) A review of the billed kW forecasted for 2012 and 2013 should be as
follows;

Year

5 Year (2007-2011)

Average growth

GS>50

Billed kW

5 Year (2007-2011)

Average growth

Streetlighting

Billed kW

2011 Actual 371,483 6,048

2012 Actual 378,911 6,186

2013* -0.86% 338,491 1.34% 6,269

As filed 337,058 6,228

Difference 1,433 41

* 2013 billed kW includes reduction of 0.86% as well the exclusion of a GS>50 customer,

demand of 37,161 kW, who filed for bankruptcy in 2012. This customer was also removed

from the load forecast.

b) Collus PowerStream GS>50 customer count as reported to the OEB in the
RRR 2.1.5 was 117. The 2013 GS>50 customer count should have been
reported at 117.
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3.0-VECC – 12

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 2, lines 2-10

a) Please explain more fully why COLLUS has chosen to “add back

historical CDM impacts to actual load and then forecast forward”. In

doing so, please outline the other options considered and why the

proposed approach was viewed as being superior.

b) If load forecasts for 2013 were prepared using alternative

methodologies, please provide a brief description of the methodology

and the resulting forecast.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream used an “add back” methodology (Method 3 below)

as was approved by the Board in PowerStream COS 2013 (EB-2012-

0161). PowerStream spent a considerable amount of time determining

how to integrate the impacts of CDM savings on future loads and

determining a robust, effective and accurate methodology to ensure that

the load forecast reflects the change from historical levels. Three

commonly used forecast methods, explored by PowerStream were:

 Method 1: Forecast using actual load (without any CDM adjustment);

 Method 2:Incorporate CDM impacts as an explanatory variable in the

regressions equation; and

 Method 3: Add back historical CDM impacts to the actual load

and then forecast forward.

Given that the impact from past CDM savings is small in relation to the

actual loads and the regression statistics are comparable across all three

methods, the choice between methods was simply based on judgement in

assessing the advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

Method 3 was considered the most robust since it accounts for historic

and future CDM effects, based on the assumption that the reported

validated CDM numbers represent real CDM savings. As such, if these

numbers are equivalent to actuals, the actual loads can be adjusted to the

levels they would be without any CDM activities, therefore using this as
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the true trend to forecast forward. This approach allows PowerStream to

evaluate the impact of CDM on load to better reflect forecast trends for

future load growth.

b) The goal of a multiple regression forecast model is to produce the most

accurate forecast possible, given available information on the factors that

affect monthly energy purchase variation and growth. Several monthly

models of energy purchases were specified, estimated and tested to

derive the energy purchases forecast. Alternative purchase models were

specified where Customer Count was replaced with Ontario Real GDP,

Energy Price and a variable that is a 50/50 weighting of these two

variables, as well as utilizing the Trend variable. Table below compares

the model results.

Table VECC-12-1: Model Comparison

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Constant n/a 17,711,609 14,790,988 16,080,948 18,119,746 6,287,742

Heating Degree-days (HDD18) 13,624 15,098 15,305 15,225 14,965 15,155

Colling Degree-days (CDD18) 31,009 44,607 44,093 44,411 44,797 45,038
Real Gross Domestic Product for Ontario (GDP) 188,085
Customer Count for service area 957 1,002

Energy Price 70,171,452

GDP/Energy price (weighted variable) 7,514,478
Simple Trend 290,743

Jan 8,754,115

Feb 6,795,097

Mar 7,729,135

Apr 6,025,321 (1,412,026) (1,349,905) (1,387,702) (1,347,884) (1,388,600)

May 6,887,215

Jun 7,969,762

Jul 8,012,927

Aug 8,878,437

Sep 7,445,354

Oct 7,267,620

Nov 6,701,033

Dec 8,373,290

Model Statistics

Adjusted R-Squared 98.70% 94.00% 94.50% 94.20% 95.10% 95.30%

MAPE, % 1.07% 2.56% 2.50% 2.44% 2.17% 2.25%
Out-of-Sample MAPE, % 1.13% 2.18% 2.21% 2.19% 2.02% 2.12%

2013 Test Energy Purchases (kWh) 315,834,571 314,921,272 315,018,169 313,797,836 316,034,616 316,107,614

NOTE: all selected variables are statistically significant at the 5% level of confidence.

Independent Variables

As Table shows, all models fit the historical data well with some

differences in Adjusted R-Squared and MAPE. Yet, Model 1 using

Customer Count as a proxy for economic activity had the strongest fit with
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an adjusted R-squared of 98.7% and performed better in the in- and out-

of-sample tests (1.07% and 1.13% respectively).

Model 1 generated a reasonable forecast of 0.6% average annual

purchases growth (net of CDM), which is in line with the weather-

normalized net load growth over the past 3 years (2010-2012) of 0.6%.
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3.0 – VECC – 13

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, pages 3 – 4

a) With respect to Table 1, please provide the OPA reports that

substantiate the values reported for years 2005-2011 under the “OPA

Programs” column.

b) Please reconcile the 3,194,455 kWh attributed to 2011 CDM programs

in 2011 per Table 1 with the 820,000 kWh OPA-verified value reported

in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 5, Appendix A.

c) Please reconcile the differences between the loss factors used in

Table 2 and those shown at Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 8, page 1 for

the years 2007-2011.

d) With respect to Table 3, please explain more fully how the CDM

Targets values were determined for each of the years 2011 to 2014

inclusive.

e) If not provided in response to part (d), please provide the source of the

2011-2014 values shown for “OPA Programs”.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream uploaded to RESS report 2006-2010 Final OPA CDM

Results COLLUS Power Corporation.xls

b) As per the report in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 5, Appendix A, the 2011

savings were 820,000 kWh. As the CDM code accumulates and assumes

persistence of savings over the lifespan of the code, 2011 – 2014, the total

savings 2011, including persistence, is 3,194,455 kWh as shown in

Appendix A under Verified Net Cumulative Energy Savings 2011-2014.

c) The loss factors applied in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 2 are the

loss factors applied to Collus PowerStream customers as per the

approved tariff sheets. The loss factors in Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 8,

Table 1 are actual loss factors which have been used to derive the

proposed loss factor for 2013 rates and forward.
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d) In 2010 Collus PowerStream filed its CDM Strategy document EB-2010-

0216 with the OEB which outlines the process of forecasting Collus

PowerStream’s OEB mandated CDM targets.

In September 2012 Collus PowerStream filed with the OEB, as per the

CDM Code, its Annual CDM Report for 2011. This report summarized

Collus PowerStream’s progress to date as well re-evaluated the target

forecasts for 2012-2014 based on actual 2011 progress.

e) Collus PowerStream uploaded to RESS 3.0-VECC-13_c_Collus

PowerStream Annual CDM Report for 2011.pdf
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3.0 – VECC – 14

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 11 (lines 13-15)

Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 4, page 1

a) In Schedule 4, are the “Actual Normalized” customer/connection

counts shown for 2012 actual values or forecast values?

b) If they are forecast values, please provide the actual 2012

customer/connection counts by class.

c) Are the customer/connection counts shown, average annual or year-

end values?

d) Please provide a schedule that sets out the historical

customer/connection count data referred to in Schedule 3 and the

calculation of the historical growth rates used to determine the 2013

customer/connection count.

Response

a) The numbers provided for 2012 in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 4 are

forecasted.

b) Collus PowerStream has updated the forecasted 2012 numbers with

actual 2012 results.

Number of Customers (Connections)

Board

Approved
Actual

Actual

Normalized
Actual

Actual

Normalized
Actual

Actual

Normalized
Forecast

Actual

Normalized
Forecast

2009 2009 2009 2010 2010 2011 2011 2012 2012 2013

# # # # # # # # # #

Residential 13,011 12,979 12,979 13,402 13,402 13,665 13,665 14,156 14,156 14,233

GS Less Than 50 kW 1,588 1,611 1,611 1,646 1,646 1,672 1,672 1,703 1,703 1,717

GS 50 to 4,999 kW 128 116 116 117 117 117 117 117 117 114

Unmetered Scattered Load 68 32 32 31 31 30 30 30 30 30

Street Lighting 3,051 3,040 3,040 2,982 2,982 2,978 2,978 3,005 3,005 3,045

TOTAL 17,846 17,778 17,778 18,178 18,178 18,462 18,462 19,010 19,010 19,139

c) The customer count values are actual as at December 31.
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d)

Historical Customer Connection Count

Month/Yr Residential GS < 50 GS >50 Large user Unmetered Street lightingStreet lighting (connections)

Actual customer count at year end

12/02 11420 1515 108 2 150 3 2479 15674

12/03 11756 1524 114 2 154 3 2517 16067

12/04 11934 1536 115 2 158 3 2715 16460

12/05 12142 1537 119 2 100 3 2750 16650

12/06 12242 1554 123 1 95 3 2806 16821

12/07 12535 1567 121 1 85 3 2875 17184

12/08 12771 1578 124 1 76 3 2961 17511

12/09 13140 1590 111 32 3 3065 17938

12/10 13549 1663 113 30 3 2982 18337

12/11 13735 1677 117 30 3 2995 18554

12/12 14156 1703 117 30 3 3005 19011

Forecast 12/12 14074 1705 116 30 3 3022 18947

Forecast 12/13 14503 1732 116 30 3 3032 19414

Historical Growth Rates

Residential GS < 50 GS > 50 Unmetered Street light connections

Increase # Increase % Increase # Increase % Increase # Increase % Increase # Increase % Increase # Increase %

2007 293 2.39% 13 0.84% -2 -1.63% -10 -10.53% 69 2.46%

2008 236 1.88% 11 0.70% 3 2.48% -9 -10.59% 86 2.99%

2009 369 2.89% 12 0.76% -13 -10.48% -44 -57.89% 104 3.51%

2010 409 3.11% 73 4.59% 2 1.80% -2 -6.25% -83 -2.71%

2011 186 1.37% 14 0.84% 4 3.54% 0 0.00% 13 0.44%

2012 421 3.07% 26 1.55% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 0.33%

5 year average 2.46% 1.69% -0.53% -14.95% 0.91%

Forecast

2012 339 28 -1 0 27

2013 347 29 -1 0 27

2014 355 29 0 0 28

2015 364 30 0 0 28

2016 373 30 0 0 28

2017 382 31 0 0 29



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 147 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

3.0 – VECC – 15

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 18 (Table 13)

a) Please provide the Normalized 20-year value for 2013.

Response

a) Please refer to the table below.

Table 13

Energy Purchases Net of CDM

Year

Actual

Gross

CDM

Reduction Actuals

WN Actual

Gross

WN Actual

Net Growth, %

2005 294,752 173 294,579 289,266 289,093

2006 291,146 2,459 288,687 295,398 292,940 1.3%

2007 295,364 3,270 292,094 294,270 291,000 -0.7%

2008 298,020 4,117 293,903 298,755 294,639 1.3%

2009 299,265 6,043 293,222 302,955 296,912 0.8%

2010 302,999 6,557 296,442 303,509 296,952 0.0%

2011 309,134 9,559 299,575 310,196 300,636 1.2%

2012 307,430 8,864 298,566 311,307 302,443 0.6%

2013 Test - Normalized 10-year 11,492 315,835 304,343 0.6%

2013 Test - Normalized 20-year 11,492 315,336 303,844 0.5%
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3.0 – VECC – 16

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, pages 5 and 19-20

a) Page 5 states that kW units for the relevant customer classes were

determined based on the historic relationship between kWh and kW.

However, page 20 suggests the kW values were determined by

applying the average historic customer growth to the historic kW value.

Please reconcile and clarify how the kW values were actually forecast.

b) Please provide a schedule that for each of the GS>50 and

Streetlighting classes sets out the historical values for kW and kWh

(2007-2011) along with the resulting annual kW/kWh ratios and the

resulting overall historical average for each class. Note: For GS<50

please exclude Nacan/Amaizeingly Green data from the calculations.

c) Based on the historical average from part (b) and the 2013 forecast

kWh for GS>50 and Streetlighting, please calculate 2013 kW for each

class.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream determined, as per Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3,

page 20, kW values by applying the average historic customer growth to

historic kW values.
b)

Conversion of kWhs to billed kW demand

GS>50 kW demand class:

Year Actual kWhs AGP Revised kWhs Billed kWs AGP

Revised

Billed kWs

Ratio: kWhs

per kW

Ratio: kWs

per kWh

2010 151,062,848 35,346,742 115,716,105 396,534 57,338 339,196 341.1478 0.002931

2011 144,641,442 30,427,145 114,214,297 371,481 52,518 318,963 358.0795 0.002793

Actual 2012 137,932,990 22,067,605 115,865,385 378,911 36,052 342,859 337.9387 0.002959

Total 433,637,280 87,841,492 345,795,787 1,146,926 145,907 1,001,019 345.4438 0.002895

Forecasted 2013 116,434,672 337,058

Streetlighting

Year Actual kWhs Billed kWs

Ratio: kWhs

per kW

Ratio: kWs

per kWh

2010 2,289,263 5,980 382.8199 0.002612

2011 2,313,894 6,049 382.5250 0.002614

Actual 2012 2,212,989 6,187 357.6837 0.002796

Total 6,816,146 18,216 374.1846 0.002672

Forecasted 2013 2,166,298 5,789

c) See 3.0-VECC-16 b)
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3.0 – VECC – 17

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, page 20

a) Please explain why a 3-year average was used in Table 15.

b) Do the values used in Table 15 exclude Nacan/Amaizeingly Green? If

not, please re-do the table excluding this data.

Response

a) The average calculation in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 15 is a 7
year average calculation. The chart incorrectly indicates a 3 year average
calculation.

b) Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Table 15 excludes Nacan/Amaizeingly

Green.
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3.0 – VECC – 18

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3, Appendix A

a) The Application states that the data for Nacan/Amaizeingly Green was

excluded for purposes of the regression analysis. Has the forecast for

2013 been adjusted at all to reflect the fact that the going forward

operations for the former Amaizeingly Green facility are expected to be

at 15% of full plant operations? If not, what would be impact?

Response

a) The load forecasts provided do not include any historical nor any

forecasted loads for Nacan/Amaizeningly Green (now AG Global).

Amaizeningly Green filed for bankruptcy in December 2012. When

operating at peak capacity, approximate demand of 4.9 MW, Amaizeningly

Green produced ethanol. Ethanol production at the facility ceased in July

of 2012. Currently the facility is not in operation. Demand at the facility

currently is approximately 6% of peak capacity. The future of the plant is

unknown at this time and due to the significant impact the loss of this

facility would impose on the load forecast it has been excluded from the

load forecast.
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3-Energy Probe-21

Ref: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 5

The evidence indicates that since the balance in account 1568 is
immaterial, Collus PowerStream is not applying for the disposition of the
balance at this time. Does this mean that Collus PowerStream will forgo
recovery of the balance for 2011 programs or that it will recover this
amount in a future application?

Response

Collus PowerStream is not forgoing the recovery but will request recovery in a
future application.
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3.0 – VECC – 19

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 5, pages 1-2

a) How were the 2011 actual kWh savings apportioned between

Residential and the GS classes? Please provide as schedule that sets

out the determination of the assignment.

b) The Application states that the assignment as between GS<50 and

GS>50 was based on number of customers. Total savings for 2011

are reported as 820,000 kWh and the savings attributed to Residential

and GS<50 were 475,192 kWh. This suggests that the savings

attributed to GS>50 were 344,808 kWh which is more than the total

kWh assigned to GS<50 of 195,812 kWh). Please reconcile the

relative kWh savings values for GS<50 and GS>50 with the fact the

2011 customer count for the former is more than 10x that of the latter

customer class.

c) Please provide a schedule that sets out the assignment of the 2011

actual kWh savings as between GS<50 and GS>50 and show how the

60 kW savings value for GS>50 was determined.

d) In Table 2, what is the basis for the allocation %’s used?

Response

a) The chart below shows the kWh and kW breakdown between residential,

GS<50 and GS>50 customers.
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2011 Programs only Energy Savings 2011 Programs Demand Savings 2011 Programs

Source: OPA Final 2011 Report

Res GS <50 GS>50 Total GS>50 Total

Net Annual kW

Savings
Net Annual kWh Savings kWh kW

Fridge Pick Up 9 54,418 100% 54,418

HVAC Rebates 46 87,511 100% 87,511

Coupons (and retailers events) 8 137,451 100% 137,451

Peaksaver 0 0 100% -

Retailer Co-Op/Sears 0 0 100% -

-

CONSUMER TOTAL 63 279,380 Total Residential 279,380

GS>50 kwh

Multi-Family efficiency rebates 0 0 100% -

Efficiency: equipment replacement 16 116,644 25% 75% 29,161 87,483 75% 11.74

ERIP 3 20,487 25% 75% 5,122 15,365 75% 2.17

Direct Installed Lighting 61 161,529 100% 161,529 -

New Construction and Major Renovation 0 0 0% 100% - - 100% -

C&I TOTAL 79 298,660

2010 ERIP 3 15,807 100.0% - 15,807 100% 2.72

High performance New Construction 44 225,075 100% - 225,075 100% 43.82

Data Centre Incentive program 0 0 0% 0% - - 0% -

2010 Programs Total 47 240,882 Total GS <50 195,812 343,730

DR3 Industrial 0 0 - -

DR3 Industrial 37 1,451 1,451

INDUSTRIAL TOTAL 37 1,451 1,451 Total GS>50 60.45

Total For LRAM: 475,192

Consumer Total from the report 63 279,380

Check to source - -

Business and Industrial total from report 116 300,111

Check to source - -

2010 Programs 46.5 240,881.9

- -

Total 225.5 820,373.6

Initiative Name



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 154 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

b) Collus PowerStream reviewed all commercial and institutional and industrial

programs to determine which customer class savings should be attributed to. As

result it was deemed that approximately 25% of the 2011OPA Efficiency:

equipment replacement and ERII projects were completed by GS<50 customers

leaving the remaining 75% completed by GS>50 customers. Additionally all 2010

projects completed in 2011 were attributed to GS>50 customers. As indicated

above the total kWh savings attributed to GS>50 customers was 345,181 kWh.

As indicated there are more than 10 times as many GS<50 customers as GS>50

customers. What needs to be noted is that GS<50 customers generally

participate in the Small Business Direct Install program which generally provides

for smaller kWh and kW savings. GS<50 only occasionally participate in the ERII

program. Conversely GS>50 customers can only participate in the ERII program

and those projects are larger in scale and the kWh and kW savings are

significant.

c) As indicated above the majority of the savings, kWh and kW, not attributed to

residential were attributed to the GS>50 customer class. See 3-VECC-19 a).

d) Collus PowerStream used the class allocation %’s used for the load forecast to

allocate savings to th classes.
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3.0-Staff-19

Ref. E3/T2/S1, Attachment 1, Table 2– Other Revenue
a. Please provide the up-to-date balances in these accounts to the same level of

detail as shown in Table 2.

Response

a. The reference appears wrong for this question on other revenue.
It should be E3/T3/S1 – Table 2 Details of Other Operating Revenue.
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3.0 – VECC – 20

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 2, Schedule 1, page 4

a) In Table 6, please explain how the actual normalized values were determined

for the years 2009-2011.

b) What do the values in the “Forecast 2012” column represent – are they

forecast or actual values? If forecast, please provide the actual values for

2012.

c) What do the values in the “Actual Normalized 2012” column represent? If they

are based on actual 2012 values, please explain how they were “weather

normalized”.

d) Please explain why for the Streetlighting and USL classes (which are weather

insensitive) the actual values for 2009-2011 differ from the weather normalized

values.

Response

a) As per the evidence in Exhibit 3, Tab 1, Schedule 3 beginning page 7,

“COLLUS PowerStream normalizes energy purchases using a “use per degree”

methodology. This methodology uses the weather-related coefficients in the

regression equation to estimate normalized volumes. The difference between

actual and normal degree-days is determined. The weather related coefficients

are applied to that difference to derive weather-sensitive volume. Actual volumes

are adjusted by the weather sensitive volume.

The formula is:

Normalized Volume = Actual Volume – (Actual HDD or/and CDD – Normal HDD

or/and CDD) x Corresponding Regression Coefficient”

b) The values in Forecasted 2012 are actual at December 31, 2012.

c) The values in 2012 Forecast are 2012 Normalized Actuals up to September 2012

and forecasted for October to December 2012 which are weather normalized.

These balances were normalized using the process as described in 3.0-VECC-20

a).

d) Collus PowerStream normalizes total energy purchases using a “use per degree”

methodology. This methodology uses the weather-related coefficients in the

regression equation to estimate total normalized volumes. The difference

between actual and normal degree-days is determined. The weather related
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coefficients are applied to that difference to derive weather-sensitive volume.

Actual volumes are adjusted by the weather sensitive volume. These adjusted

total volumes were allocated to rate classes as based on the average

percentages. Actual values for 2009-2011 differ from the weather-normalized

values, since allocation to classes is performed after the historic actual total load

is weather-normalized.

This methodology was approved by the Board in PowerStream COS 2013 (EB-

2012-0161).

Collus PowerStream is not convinced that the Street Lighting and USL classes

are totally weather insensitive.
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3.0 – VECC – 21

Reference: Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 1, pages 2-4

a) Does COLLUS have any microFIT customers? If so, how many and where is

the revenue from the associated monthly service charge included in Table 2?

b) In Table 2, SSS Admin Charge revenue is reported separately for 2011

(Account 4078). Where is the SSS Admin Charge revenue reported for the

other years and what is the forecast revenue for 2013?

c) Does the Interest and Dividend Income reported (Account 4405) include any

interest associated with deferral/variance accounts? If yes, what are the

amounts for 2011 – 2013 inclusive?

d) Please explain why the total Specific Service Charges revenue reported in

Table 3 does not match the revenues reported for Account 4235 in Table 2.

e) Exhibit 3, Tab 3, Schedule 2, page 1 explains the high level of Late Payment

Charge revenues in 2011 and 2012 and suggests that 2013 will be return to

normal historic levels. However, the forecast for 2013 is $84,000 as

compared to average revenue in 2009-2010 of $92,000. Please reconcile.

Response

a) At the end of 2012 Collus PowerStream had 33 MicroFIT and 1 FIT customer.

The monthly service charge revenue has been included in account 4080

Distribution Service Revenue.

b) Please refer to Energy Probe IR (3-Energy Probe-22, Part b)

c) No the Interest and Dividend Income reported (Account 4405) does not include

any interest associated with the deferral/variance accounts. We track interest on

deferral/variance accounts in a subaccount of 6035.

d) Please refer to Energy Probe IR (3-Energy Probe-22, Part e)

e) The forecast for 2013 Late Payment Charges is $84,000 as compared to average

revenue in 2009-2010 of $92,000. This results in an $8,000 insignificant

difference. Considering the loss of more than a few industrial customers since

2009 it is reasonable to conclude that while Late Payment Charges will be

returning to the range of historical levels, a slight decline is management’s best

expectation. Please refer to Energy Probe IR (3-Energy Probe-22, Part c) which

also contains information on a similar query.
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3-SEC-8
[Ex/3/3/1/p.2]
Please expand Table 2 to include 2013 year-to-date actuals.

Response

Please refer to 3-Energy Probe-22, part f
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3-SEC-9
[Ex/3/3/1/p.2]
Please explain why there is no Gains on Disposition of Utility and Other Property for the
Test Year, considering the Applicant is seeking to purchase a number of new vehicles.

Response

Please refer to 3-Energy Probe-22, part g
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EXHIBIT 4 – OPERATING COSTS

4.0-Staff-21

Ref: E4/T1/S1, p.7 – Donations

On page 7, Collus PowerStream states that “donations in the 2013 test year have not yet
been determined… Collus PowerStream has in the past made donations to charities that
have a direct benefit to customers (such as the local hospital). As a result in the Test
Year, the donations made by Collus PowerStream have been included in regulatory
OM&A expenses due to their expected nature.

a) Please confirm that all donations have been included in account 6205. If not,
please explain

b) Please provide the up-to-date amounts of donations for the 2013 test year.

c) Please provide a breakdown of this account.

Response

a) All donations for 2011 forward have been included in account 6205. Prior to 2011
the 6205 donation account was never used in the accounting system. Donations
in 2009 and 2010 would have been included in various general & administration
accounts. The 2011 actual donations of $4,495 would approximate the 2009 and
2010 expenditure.

b) Up-to-date donations for the 2013 test year follow.

c) A break-down between donations and LEAP has been provided below.
Actual
YTD

Forecast

June 2013 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009

Other - Donations & Leap:

6205-0000-00 Donations 2,215.45 21,000.00 25,225.00 4,495.00

6205-0001-00 Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 10,465.00 10,465.00 7,693.00 5,864.90

------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- --------------

Total Other - Donations & Leap 12,680.45 31,465.00 32,918.00 10,359.90

-------------- -------------- -------------- ------------- -------------- --------------
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EXHIBIT 4 - OPERATING COSTS

4.0-Staff-22

Ref: E4/T1/S1, Table 2 and E4/T1/S2, p.2 – Regulatory Costs

Collus PowerStream has included a total cost of $81,000 for the 2013 test year, which is
an increase of approx. 174% or $51,485 over 2009 Actual. Included in this cost is an
expert witness for the amount of $20,000. On page 2 of E4/T1/S2, p. 2 Collus
PowerStream cites “reduce[d] costs through expertise in the area of regulatory issues
and implementation” due to the Acquisition of 50% of the Shares of Collingwood utility
Services Corp. by PowerStream Inc. in the summer of 2012.

a) Please explain the nature and need for an expert witness.

b) Please provide a breakdown and details of the cost for external consultants.

c) Please state if and what efficiency gains Collus PowerStream has been able to
realize as a result of the acquisition by PowerStream Inc. If so, please provide
details and the impact on regulatory costs. If not, please explain why not.

Response

a) Appendix 2-M Regulatory Cost Schedule shows $20,000 for the test year required
for expert witnesses for regulatory matters. This expenditure is required for
experts in shared services agreements, the Affiliate Relationship Code, Asset
Management Planning.

b) Appendix 2-M Regulatory Cost Schedule shows $147,794 for consultants related
to regulatory matters. As at June 30, 2013 we have exceeded this forecast by
$47,306 and additional costs are yet to be incurred.

Outside consultants were required due to the departure on September 28, 2012
of the previous CFO and the departure of the regulatory manager on December
31, 2010. Therefore, the loss of these key staff resulted in necessary outside
resources.

Regulatory Consultants Costs from 2012 up to June 30, 2013

Asset Management Pan 11,000.00 Automated Solutions Int'l Inc.

Cost of Service Preparation 126,400.00 Greg Van Dusen Utility Consulting Inc

Shared Services Study 12,000.00 Howard Gorman - 'HSG Group, Inc.

Board Reporting and Application Oversight 16,500.00 Edward Chatten - Energy Consulting Services

Cost Allocation & Rate Design 29,200.00 Dave Proctor - Utility Financial Concepts Inc.
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Total 195,100.00

c) E4/T1/S2 page two states, “It is anticipated that the relationship will reduce costs
through expertise in the area of regulatory issues and implementation”. Page
three continues to say, “Although savings are not quantifiable at this time
Collus PowerStream believes that the partnership will assist in future mitigation
of upward pressure on distribution rates.”

The PowerStream deal was dated July 31st, 2012 with final closing not until March
1, 2013. Therefore, it would not be reasonable to have any expectations that
efficiency gains on this cost of service application could be realized. It is
anticipated that the next future cost of service application will show reduced costs
in regulatory expenses. However, it is too premature to determine what those
savings will be.

That being said, we have used the expertise of a number of PowerStream
employees in our current cost of service process and utilized their administrative
resources for putting together the final submission.

Please refer to the response for interrogatory 1-Energy Probe-4.
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4-Energy Probe-23

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 1 and page 5

a) What was the smart meter costs charged to OM&A in 2012 as a result of EB-
2012-0017 ($315,000 as indicated on page 1 or $325,000 as indicated on
page 5)?

b) Please provide a breakout of the smart meter costs charged to OM&A in
2012, into the years in which the costs were incurred.

c) Is the amount included in 2013 OM&A related to the 'on-going' nature of
smart meter costs (page 1) the $240,000 noted on page 5?

Response

a) The smart meter costs charged to OM&A in 2012 as a result of EB-2012-0017 is
indicated as approximately $315k on page 1 and $325k on page 5. There is a
typo on page 1, which should read $325k not $315k. (The exact figure is
$324,044 as noted in 1-Energy Probe-6.

b) This question is a repeat of 1-Energy Probe -6. Please refer to the previous
response.

c) Yes, the amount included in 2013 OM&A related to the 'on-going' nature of smart
meter costs (page 1) is the $240,000 noted on page 5. Please refer to 4.0-Staff-
24 for more details.
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4-Energy Probe-24

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, pages 7-9

a) Please explain the statement that donations in the 2013 Test Year have not
yet been determined, along with the statement that Test Year donations
made by Collus PowerStream have been included in regulatory OM&A
expenses due to their expected nature.

b) Table 3 includes $31,465 in donations for 2013, of which $9,100 is identified
as LEAP funding (page 9). Please provide a breakdown of the remaining
$22,365 and indicate why ratepayers should pay for these donations rather
than the shareholders.

c) Please confirm that Collus PowerStream has the one-time regulatory costs
associated with this application, totaling $254,394 (Table 2) over 4 years,
and not the total regulatory costs of $366,600, which include ongoing costs.
If this cannot be confirmed, please explain why ongoing costs should be
amortized.

d) Please reconcile the regulatory costs shown in Table 2 with the $81,000
figure shown in Appendix 2-G in Account 5655.

Response

a) The statement that donations in the 2013 Test Year have not yet been determined
means we have not determined to whom the funds will be specifically allocated.
The intent is that charitable donations will go to organizations such as the hospital
which we did in 2012 or other programs that provide assistance to our customers
in paying their electricity bills and assistance to low income consumers.

The statement that Test Year donations made by Collus PowerStream have been
included in regulatory OM&A expenses due to their expected nature, means that
we have reviewed our intentions for the use of the donations and feel they will all
be recoverable contributions and therefore have included them in OM&A. We
have not planned any political donations which need to be removed.

b) Table 3 includes $31,465 in donations for 2013, of which $9,100 is identified as
LEAP funding and 1,365 is LEAP administration fee paid to the Housing Resource
Centre to facilitate the LEAP disbursements. The remaining 21,000 has not been
determined to whom the funds will be specifically allocated. The intent is that
charitable donations will go to organizations such as the hospital which we did in
2012 or other programs that provide assistance to our customers in paying their
electricity bills and assistance to low income consumers.
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c) Yes, Collus PowerStream has estimated one-time regulatory costs associated
with this application, totaling $254,394 (Table 2) to be amortized over 4 years.
The regulatory cost total shown of $366,600, also includes ongoing costs which
are expensed as incurred.

d) Please reconcile the regulatory costs shown in Table 2 with the $81,000 figure
shown in Appendix 2-G in Account 5655.

One-Time (254,394 / 4 years) 63,598.50

On-Going 112,206.00
Less: One-Time Costs only partial claim in
2013 - not full year of rates (25,000.00)
Less: Operating resources associated with
staff posted to 5615 (70,000.00)

Total to account 5655 per year 80,804.50

Amount recorded in the budget for 5655 81,000.00

(195.50)
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4-Energy Probe-25

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1 & Appendix 2-G

a) Do the figures shown in Table 1 of Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1 and in
Appendix 2-G include final actual audited figures for 2012?

b) If the response to part (a) is no, please provide an updated Table 1 and
Appendix 2-G that incorporate final audited figures for 2012.

Response

a) Yes, the figures shown in Table 1 of Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1 and in Appendix
2-G include final actual audited figures for 2012.

b) The response to part (a) was yes, so no updated Table 1 and Appendix 2-G have
been provided.
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4-SEC-10

[Ex.4/1/1/p.2]
Please provide a copy of the Applicant’s collective agreement with the IBEW.

Response

A copy of the Agreement is provided below. The “Water Department” wage rates in
Schedule A have been redacted as they are not relevant to this proceeding.

COLLECTIVE AGREEMENT

Between

COLLUS Power Corp. and
Collingwood Public Utilities

of the

TOWN OF COLLINGWOOD

And

ITS' EMPLOYEES THROUGH
LOCAL #636 OF THE

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS

SEPTEMBER 1ST, 2010 TO AUGUST 31st, 2013
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This agreement entered into this 14th day of January 2011
Between

COLLUS Power Corp. and
Collingwood Public Utilities

hereinafter referred to as the “Corporation”

and

Local Union 636 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

hereinafter referred to as the “Union”

ARTICLE 1 - PREAMBLE AND PURPOSE

1.01 The general purpose of this agreement is to establish and maintain orderly
collective bargaining relations between the Corporation and its employees, to make
provision for prompt and equitable disposition of grievances and to establish and
maintain satisfactory working conditions, hours of work and wages for all
employees who are subject to the provision of the agreement.

1.02 Whenever the singular, masculine or feminine is used in this agreement, it shall be
considered as if the plural, feminine or masculine has been used where the context
of the party or parties so requires.

ARTICLE 2 - MANAGEMENT'S RIGHTS

2.01 The Union acknowledges that the Corporation has the exclusive right to manage
its business and direct the working force, make, amend and enforce such rules
and regulations as shall from the time be required consistent with the terms of this
agreement.

ARTICLE 3 - RECOGNITION

3.01 The Corporation hereby recognizes the Union as the sole collective bargaining
agent for all employees of the Corporation save persons above the rank of
foreman, office staff, students employed during the school vacation period, on a
co-operative training program or persons employed on a government sponsored
program and persons regularly employed for not more than twenty-four (24) hours
per week. The work that these workers perform shall involve only non-union
positions.
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3.02 The words "employee” or “employees” wherever used in this agreement shall mean
only the employees in the bargaining unit defined above unless the context
otherwise provides.

ARTICLE 4 - RELATIONSHIP

4.01 The employer shall advise the Union Steward or designate of all hiring and lay-offs.
The Steward or designate shall also be advised within five (5) working days of all
discharges, suspensions and letters of discipline except where the employee
concerned specifically directs the Corporation not to advise the Union.

ARTICLE 5 - CORPORATION SERVICE CREDIT

5.01 Credit for Corporation service shall accrue to regular employees whether or not
they are members of the bargaining unit. Corporation Service Credit shall be
defined as the length of continuous service an employee has established with the
Corporation from the most recent date of hire by the Corporation.

5.02 An employee shall lose all accumulated Corporation service credit and his/her
name shall be removed from Corporation records if he/she:

(a) Terminates voluntarily;

(b) is discharged and is not reinstated through the grievance and arbitration
procedures;

(c) retires;

(d) is laid off for a period of twelve (12) consecutive months or more;

(e) fails to return to work after lay-off within five (5) working days of recall, notice of
which has been mailed to the last address the employee has reported to the
Corporation;

(f) is permanently disabled and unable to work for the Corporation in a job
classification in which there is a job available after a period of two (2) years
have expired;

(g) is absent and on workers' compensation for a period of more than twenty-four
(24) months.

5.03 When an employee loses accumulated service credit and his/her name is
removed from the Corporation record, all employee benefits shall cease and a
break in service be deemed to have occurred. Exception to this is provided for in
Section 16.04.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 173 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

ARTICLE 6 - UNION SECURITY AND CHECK-OFF

6.01 During the term of this agreement, the Corporation agrees to deduct from the
wages of each employee a sum of money equal to the monthly membership dues
as established by Local #636, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and
remit same to the Financial Secretary of the Union before the end of each current
month. The Corporation shall also deduct the initiation fee from all new employees
once they have finished probation. The initiation fee shall be forwarded to the Local
Union 636, IBEW office along with their dues deduction as described in the Local
Union by-laws.

6.02 In consideration of this deduction and forwarding service by the Corporation, the
Union agrees to indemnify and save the Corporation harmless against any claim or
liability arising out of or resulting from the collection and forwarding of dues.

6.03 All future employees as a condition of employment shall become members of the
Union after completing a probationary period and shall pay normal monthly union
dues commencing at hire date.

6.04 At the same time income Tax T-4 slips are made available, the Employer shall type
on the amount of Union dues paid by each employee in the previous year.

ARTICLE 7 - STRIKES/LOCKOUTS

7.01 During the term of this agreement the Corporation agrees not to lock out its
employees, and the Union agrees that no cessation or slowdown of production
will occur. The Union agrees that it will not involve the Corporation in any dispute
between any other group of employees and their employer.

7.02 No employee shall be required to cross any legally authorized picket line while
carrying out duties for the Corporation until such time as the Business Rep and/or
Corporate representative has been contacted to ensure the safety of the employee.

ARTICLE 8 - EMPLOYEE CATEGORIES

8.01 Temporary - Temporary employees are persons hired for a period of up to four (4)
calendar months, except where the requirement is to replace an employee on
Pregnancy/Parental Leave for a period of six (6) months, in positions which are not
likely to become part of the Corporation's continuing organization. Temporary
employees shall not accumulate Corporation Service Credit nor shall they have
recourse to the grievance procedure, against layoff or discharge.

8.02 Probationary - Probationary employees are persons hired on trial to determine
their suitability for continuing employment in regular positions. An employee shall
be considered probationary for a six-(6) calendar month period. At the end of this
probationary period his/her date of hiring will be established as six calendar months
prior to the date he/she attains six-(6) calendar months' service. During this period
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of probation, he/she shall not be considered as having regular status and he/she
may be discharged without having recourse to the grievance procedure.

8.03 Regular - Regular employees are persons who have satisfactorily served a
probationary period and who are normally employed in full-time positions of a
continuing nature.

ARTICLE 9 - REDRESS PROCEDURE

9.01 All request and/or complaints shall be taken up with an employee's immediate
supervisor.

9.02 It is recognized by the Corporation and the Union that not every such request or
complaint is necessarily a grievance (as defined in Clause 10:01 hereof) entitled to
be handled under the grievance procedure as hereinafter provided.

ARTICLE 10 - GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

10.01 Grievance Definition

For the purpose of this agreement a dispute, claim or complaint which involves the
interpretation or application of this agreement shall be considered to be a fit matter
for grievance and shall be dealt with promptly and as specified below.

10.02 An employee who may request the assistance of his/her steward shall first submit
any grievance to his/her superior. In no circumstances may any alleged injustice be
considered if it occurred more than ten (10) working days before the date of
submission. The supervisor will inform the employee of his/her disposition of the
grievance within five (5) working days of the submission.

10.03 Failing a settlement to the employee's satisfaction, the Union may then within five
(5) working days of the reply in 10:02, submit a written statement of the grievance.
Management will within five (5) working days arrange a meeting to discuss the
grievance with the Union committee, which the regular employees may attend.
Management will inform the Union committee, in writing, of its disposition of the
grievance within five (5) working days of the meeting.

10.04 Failing a settlement to the employee's satisfaction, the Union may within ten (10)
working days of the reply in 10:03, notify the Corporation of its intention to submit
the grievance to arbitration and at the same time inform the Corporation of the
Union nominee to an arbitration board which will then be processed in accordance
with the Ontario Labour Relations Act.

10.05 No Board of Arbitration shall have the power to alter or change any of the
provisions of this agreement or to substitute any new provision for any existing
provision, or to provide a decision which is inconsistent with any term or provision of
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this agreement. With the agreement of both parties, the Board of Arbitration will be
composed of a single arbitrator.

10.06 Each party to this agreement will bear the expenses and fee of its arbitration and
the parties will share equally the expenses and fee of the Chairperson.

10.07 Where it is understood that all grievances as defined in Article 10:01 shall be
submitted by the employee involved, it is recognized that the union shall have the
right to file a grievance on matters within the confines of Article 10:01 which cannot
be grieved by any employee.

10.08 Both parties recognize that the purpose of probation is for the employer to properly
ascertain that the employee in question is in fact capable of performing the duties
for which he was hired. Accordingly, when during the probationary period, the
employer determines that such employee cannot perform the duties as hired for,
the employer may discharge the employee and such employee shall not have
recourse to the grievance and arbitration procedure.

The foregoing does not in any way prevent a probationary employee from lodging a
grievance for any other reason as defined by the terms of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 11 - HOURS OF WORK AND OVERTIME

11.01 This section provides the basis for establishing work schedules and for the
calculation and payment of overtime, but shall not be read or construed as a
guarantee of hours of work per day or week or a guarantee of days of work per
week.

11.02 The normal work week of the bargaining unit employees except rotating shift
employees shall be forty (40) hours per week consisting of five (5) days of eight (8)
hours each between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. from Monday to Friday
inclusive. The custodian will work forty (40) hours per week on mutually agreed
hours.

11.03 The normal work week of rotating shift employees shall average, on an annual
basis, forty-two (42) hours per week from Monday to Sunday inclusive. The
normal shift shall consist of eight (8) hours. Work schedules for rotating shift
employees shall be maintained three (3) months in advance. It is understood that
the two (2) hours beyond the normal forty (40) hour week shall be paid at double
time for the rotating shift employees.

11.04 It is acknowledged that from time to time it will be necessary for employees to
perform work outside the normal schedules at all hours of the day or night, and
management has the right to authorize such work as required.

11.05 Work performed in excess of the regularly scheduled hours of work shall be
deemed overtime and paid in accordance with the following schedule:

(a) double time to be paid for overtime work performed after normal scheduled
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hours.

(b) overtime shall wherever possible, be distributed equitably among those qualified
employees working in the same department.

(c) employees required to work overtime, other than in the case of an emergency,
will be given at least forty-eight (48) hours prior notice for all scheduled overtime
on the weekend or eight (8) hours notice for weekday scheduled overtime.

11.06 When an employee is called in for emergency work outside of his/her normal
working hours, he/she shall be provided with a minimum payment of two (2) hours
at the appropriate rate or the actual time worked at the appropriate premium rate,
whichever is the greater, except when a short call follows within one (1) hour of
the completion of a previous call in which case time shall be considered
continuous from the start of the previous call. There shall be no minimum
payment applicable to scheduled overtime worked as an extension of an
employee's normal daily working hours. There shall be no applicable minimum
payment applicable to call-outs when an employee commences work one hour
prior to starting time.

11.07 An employee may choose, in lieu of payment, to bank earned overtime up to a
maximum of forty (40) hours in each calendar year, at the appropriate overtime
rate.

(a) The employee shall indicate his/her choice at the time the overtime is
assigned.

(b) Banked overtime must be taken in lieu time off, at the employee’s current
regular rate of pay, at a time or times mutually agreed upon by the employee
and the appropriate supervisor.

(c) Lieu time not used by December 31st of each year will be paid out at the
employee’s regular rate as of that date.

11.08 Employees on overtime who have worked a minimum of six continuous hours and
the work that they are performing terminates between the hours of 1:30 am and
7:30 am shall be entitled to a minimum of 6 hours rest period. The 6-hour rest
period shall be paid for all hours of rest that may fall during the employee’s
regular shift based on the time that the work terminated. The employees shall be
required to return to work once the 6-hour rest period has been completed or at
the Supervisors discretion alternate arrangements can be made with the
employee to cover the balance of the normal shift.

ARTICLE 12 - ON-CALL

12.01 All qualified employees will be required to perform on-call duty which will be
distributed on an equitable basis among them. Management shall maintain an
advance schedule of on-call duty which shall be made available to the staff
concerned.
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12.02 The payment for on-call duty for qualified employees shall be in accordance with
the following:

Sept. 1, 10 Sept. 1, 11 Sept. 1, 12

Per Week $190.00 $195.00 $200.00
Per Paid Holiday $ 45.00 $ 45.00 $ 45.00

On-call shall commence at normal quitting time on Thursday and terminate at
normal starting time the following Thursday. In addition, payment for time worked,
during on-call hours, shall be as outlined in the overtime provisions of the
agreement.

12.03 If an employee scheduled to be on-call is absent due to illness, injury,
bereavement, or leave of absence, the qualified employees in the department will
be required to cover the on-call duty shift/s. Unless the qualified employees in the
department can mutually agree on the coverage, the on-call shift will be covered by
the employee with the least seniority.

ARTICLE 13 - VACATIONS

13.01 Vacation pay shall mean the normal basic earnings of the employee immediately
prior to the date on which vacation monies become payable. In any event and in
the cases of temporary and probationary employees, vacation payments will be
made in accordance with the Employment Standards Act.

13.02 Vacations will, as far as it is practical, be granted at the times most desired by the
employees. An employee to ensure consideration of his/her request and his/her
relative Corporation service credit standing, must notify management of his/her
preferred vacation period by April 1st in any given year. However, management
reserves the authority to designate vacation periods for all employees in a manner
consistent with efficient operation of the Corporation.

13.03 In the event, while on vacation, an employee is admitted to hospital as a result of a
serious illness or accident, the employee shall have the right to cease vacation and
use his/her sick leave credits. Any vacation so displaced shall be taken at a future
date mutually agreed upon between the employee and management. Upon return
to work the employee must submit a medical report prepared by a doctor of
medicine. The employer shall have the right to have the employee examined by a
doctor of medicine as designated by Management.

13.04 A maximum of two (2) consecutive weeks' vacation may be taken by an employee
at any one time between June 1st and September 30th. An employee may take, if
so entitled, three (3) consecutive weeks if the three (3) weeks are taken between
October 1st and March 31st.
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13.05 The vacation year shall be January 1st to December 31st. Normal vacations shall not
be accumulative and shall not be taken beyond December 31st of the year following
an employee's normal vacation year. All vacations not used by December 31st, will
be paid to the employee to a maximum of two (2) weeks pay. In order to be eligible
for this provision the employee must take a minimum of two (2) weeks vacation.

13.06 Employees shall be credited with their vacation entitlement on January 1st of each
year in accordance with the schedule. Progression on the schedule shall occur in
the calendar year in which the employee’s anniversary date falls and shall be pro-
rated from the employee’s anniversary date of employment to December 31st of
that year.

13.07 All full-time employees who have completed their probationary period shall be
entitled to take annual vacation with pay, effective January 1st of each calendar
year, in accordance with the following schedule:

Continuous Years of Service Vacation Entitlement
Less than 1 1 day for each month worked to a maximum of 10

days
More than 1 2 weeks (0.83 days per month)
More than 3 3 weeks (1.25 days per month)
More than 9 4 weeks (1.66 days per month)
More than 15 5 weeks (2.08 days per month)
More than 17 5 weeks + 1 day (2.17 days per month)
More than 19 5 weeks + 2 days (2.25 days per month)
More than 21 5 weeks + 3 days (2.33 days per month)
More than 23 5 weeks + 4 days (2.42 days per month)
More than 25 6 weeks (2.50 days per month)

13.08 For employees who are on an unpaid extended leave of absence (exceeding six
consecutive months) the holiday time to which they are entitled will be prorated
accordingly. The prorating will compare time at work to the whole year and that
percentage will be applied to the holiday time the employee is so entitled to.

13.09 For employees who are on either an unpaid leave of absence or a long term
disability for any twelve month period the employee will not be entitled to either
work boot or clothing allowance.

ARTICLE 14 - PAID HOLIDAYS

14.01 The following paid holidays shall be recognized by the Corporation and shall be
observed on such days as may be proclaimed by the Town of Collingwood:

New Year’s Day Victoria Day Thanksgiving Day
Family Day Canada Day Floater Day
Good Friday Civic Holiday Christmas Day
Easter Monday Labour Day Boxing Day
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and such other holidays which may be proclaimed by the Town of Collingwood.

14.02 The regular employees of the Corporation will be entitled to payment of normal
basic wages for such holidays provided they have worked or have been on leave of
absence with pay on the normal scheduled days of work which immediately
precede and follow such holidays.

14.03 Any employee shall be paid double time for all hours worked on recognized
holidays plus holiday pay or a day in lieu as mutually agreed between employee
and management.

14.04 If a holiday falls on a regular workday and is within a vacation period, the employee
will receive another day in lieu.

14.05 If a holiday falls on an employee's scheduled day off he/she will be granted another
day off or pay in lieu thereof, as mutually agreed between management and the
employee.

ARTICLE 15 - SICK LEAVE PAYMENT

15.01 The Corporation's sick pay plan for regular employees was created by the
Corporation to reduce the financial hardship that bona fide illness can create so far
as inability to work and the consequent loss of normal wages are concerned.

15.02 To qualify for payment of sick pay, an employee must:

(a) have an established credit for sick pay;
(b) ensure that his/her illness is reported to management as soon as possible;
(c) be suffering from a bona fide illness which prevents his/her useful employment

and is not compensable under the Worker’s Compensation Act;
(d) submit written verification of illness signed by a qualified doctor of medicine if

requested or if absent for three (3) days or more;
(e) submit to medical examination by a doctor of medicine designated by

management upon request;
(f) do everything possible to speed his/her recovery.

15.03 Payments under the Sick Leave Plan will be in accordance to its terms while the
employee is disabled until the earlier of:

(a) the employee returns to work; or
(b) the employee retires, either at the normal retirement age or opts to retire early;

or
(c) the employee exhausts his/her entitlements under the plan; or
(d) the employee qualifies for long term disability coverage; or
(e) the employee dies; or
(f) the employee resigns.
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15.04 A short term disability is defined as a period of disability resulting from illness or
injury as determined by a qualified doctor of medicine that prevents an employee
from attending to his/her regular work and extends for a period of not more than
eighteen (18) weeks or ninety (90) days of work. For a period greater than this, the
employee will utilize coverage under his/her Long Term Disability Plan.

15.05 Coverage of a short-term disability will be in accordance with the following
schedule:

Amount Payable:
Seniority Service 100% of Pay 75% of Pay

6 months but less than 1 year 1 week 17 weeks
1 year but less than 2 years 2 weeks 16 weeks
2 years but less than 3 years 3 weeks 15 weeks
3 years but less than 4 years 4 weeks 14 weeks
4 years but less than 5 years 5 weeks 13 weeks
5 years but less than 6 years 7 weeks 11 weeks
6 years but less than 7 years 10 weeks 8 weeks
7 years but less than 8 years 12 weeks 6 weeks
8 years but less than 9 years 15 weeks 3 weeks
9 years or more 18 weeks 0 weeks

Note: All regular employees of the Corporation, as of September 1, 1998, will be
granted 100% coverage regardless of his/her actual years of service.

15.06 For the purposes of this Plan, a week of pay for hourly paid employees shall be
their normal hours worked per week multiplied by the employee’s standard rate per
hour paid on a weekly basis, but shall not include any shift premium, overtime or
other increments.

15.07 Payments from the previous rated schedule will be made on the following basis:

(a) a non-occupational accidental injury; or

(b) absence due to illness with the provision that any absence of one (1) or more
than one (1) shift, either normal morning or normal afternoon shift, on a
scheduled work day, will constitute an occasion;

(1) from the first (1st) day of absence for the first three (3) occasions of absence in
a calendar year; and

(2) from the second (2nd) day of the fourth (4th) absence in a calendar year, and

(3) from the third (3rd) day of the fifth (5th) absence in the calendar year, and

(4) from the fourth (4th) day of the sixth (6th) and subsequent absences in a
calendar year.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 181 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

15.08 Payments will be made for a maximum of eighteen (18) weeks during any one
continuous period of disability. Successive absences due to the same illness or a
related cause will be considered as one continuous period of disability, unless
separated by a return to active employment for a period of two (2) months. A
disability due to a different cause will be considered a new period, even if the
disability occurs within a two (2) month period.

15.09 When an employee can demonstrate to the Employer that he/she can only attend
his/her physician as part of a regular treatment during the day, the absence shall
not constitute an occasion for the purposes of the plan. Wherever possible, the
employee shall try to arrange appointments at the beginning or end of their work
day.

15.10 A certificate from a qualified doctor of medicine will be required for each period of
absence lasting three (3) or more days or after the third (3rd) occasion of absence
in any one (1) year; if requested by the Employer. Employees who have been
absent from work due to accident or sickness for a period longer than five (5)
working days shall be required to produce a medical certificate stating that the
employee is fit to return to work.

ARTICLE 16 - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS PLAN

16.01 (a) The Corporation agrees to pay one hundred percent (100%) of the cost of the
current premiums of the Employer Health Tax (EHT) Hospitalization or its
equivalent for all regular employees until the age of seventy (70).

(b) The Corporation agrees to pay on behalf of all regular employees until the age of
seventy (70), one hundred percent (100%) of the cost of the current premiums of
the MEARIE Management Extended Health Care or its equivalent, a dispensing fee
cap of $10.00. Out-of-Country and travel assistance benefits are limited to 30 day
intervals once the employee reaches the age of sixty five (65).

(c) The Corporation agrees to pay on behalf of all regular employees, until the age of
seventy (70), 100% of the current cost of the eyeglass plan as follows:

September 1, 2010 - $350.00/24 months

16.02 The Corporation agrees to pay one hundred per cent (100%) of the current
premium cost of the group life insurance policy presently in force on behalf of all
regular and retired employees up to the age of sixty-five (65) at which time the
employee is transferred to the retiree life division.

16.03 The Corporation agrees to pay on behalf of all regular employees until the age of
seventy (70), one hundred per cent (100%) of the cost of current premiums to
provide a plan giving the equivalent benefits of the MEARIE Dental Care Plan "E"
or its equivalent, current year's Ontario Dental Association fee schedule. Subject
to the plans yearly maximum.
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16.04 When an employee is on long term disability the Corporation agrees to pay the
preceding benefits from Articles 16:01 a, b & c, 16:02 and 16:03, until the age of
sixty five (65) years.

16.05 The Corporation agrees to provide coverage of the existing Dental, Health and
Eyeglass Plans, if an employee retires prior to the age of 65, with a combined age
(minimum fifty-five (55) years) and service (minimum of twenty-five (25) years)
credit, to a total of at least 80 years. This will continue until the former employee
reaches the age of 65 years.

16.06 It is recognized that the employee benefits flowing from this document satisfy the
requirements of E.I. regulations covering rebates to employees. The employees
waive the right to the rebate on account of the Employer providing the
aforementioned benefit.

It is understood that all employees while on WSIB shall receive a top up allowance
to equalize 100% of their current rate of pay.

ARTICLE 17 - WORKERS' COMPENSATION

17.10 When an employee through his/her paid employment by the Corporation, suffers an
illness or injury which is compensable under the Workers' Compensation Act, The
employee will receive payment in accordance with the Act for a period of twenty-
four (24) months. The Corporation shall continue to pay of a period not to exceed
twenty-four (24) months, the benefit premiums under Article 16.

ARTICLE 18 - JOB POSTING AND SELECTION

18.01 When a vacancy occurs, or a new regular position is created within the bargaining
unit, the Corporation shall post a notice of the vacancy for a minimum of five (5)
working days. All qualified employees may make written application for the vacant
position.

18.02 The selection of applicants for vacancies or promotion shall be made only from
those applicants who are judged by the Corporation to be qualified to do the work
and will be based on:

(a) merit
(b) ability
(c) accumulated Corporation service

In the event that in the opinion of the Corporation, merit and ability are equal, the
Corporation service credit shall govern.

ARTICLE 19 - LAYOFF AND RECALL
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19.01 In the event of a lay-off, management agrees that employees be laid off in the
reverse order of their Corporation service credit provided that management can
retain a work force qualified to perform the work available. Employees shall be
recalled in the order of Corporation service credit provided they are qualified,
capable and have the ability to do the work available.

19.02 During the term of this Collective Agreement, no regular full-time Employee will be
laid off as a result of outsourced labour services.

ARTICLE 20 - MEALS

20.01 A suitable meal will be provided to an employee who has worked continuously for
two (2) hours beyond a regular scheduled work day and every four (4) hours
thereafter as long as the employee continues to work. Effective September 1,
2010, there will be a thirteen dollar ($13.00); September 1, 2011, fourteen dollar
($14.00); September 1, 2012, fifteen dollar ($15.00), maximum allowed for a meal
as long as a request for allowance be submitted with a receipt and only that total
will be paid.

For work outside the boundaries of the Town of Collingwood the following shall
apply:

If an employee arrives at the COLLUS Power Headquarters in Collingwood and is
given instructions that he or she will be working outside the boundaries of the Town
of Collingwood (i.e. Stayner, Creemore or Thornbury) over the normal lunch period
the Company agrees to pay a meal allowance as outlined above.

However, if an employee is told in advance (minimum day before) that he or she will
be working outside the boundaries of the Town of Collingwood (i.e. Stayner,
Creemore or Thornbury) over the normal lunch period, and then the meal will be the
responsibility of the employee.

20.02 Meal period for such meals shall be a one-half (1/2)-hour duration and such time
shall not be paid.

ARTICLE 21 - TOOLS AND EQUIPMENT

21.01 The Corporation shall supply all tools necessary to carry out the work involved in
maintaining service. An employee must return worn-out or broken articles in order
to receive replacement. An employee may be required to pay for lost tools.

ARTICLE 22 - CLOTHING

22.01 The Corporation shall supply the following articles to the employees who in the
Corporation’s opinion require such items on a need be basis. The initial outlay is as
follows;
- rain gear, safety glasses, rubber boots, leather gloves and vests
- three (3) orange fire retardant and reflective Tee-shirts
- three (3) orange fire retardant and reflective long sleeve shirts
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- three (3) orange fire retardant and reflective sweatshirts
- three (3) pants (blue fire retardant and reflective)
- one (1) orange fire retardant and reflective bomber jacket or winter parka
- two (2) orange fire retardant and reflective summer coveralls
- two (2) orange fire retardant and reflective winter coveralls

Employees in the Filtration Plant, Customer Service, Metering, Stores, and the
Custodian will be issued the above listed clothing in blue fire retardant and
reflective. Worn out or damaged articles must be turned back in to receive new at
the discretion of the Supervisor.

22.01 (a) All employees that are issued fire retardant uniforms must wear issued uniforms
during all work hours.

22.02 Regular employees required by the Construction Safety Branch of the Ministry of
Labour to wear safety boots on the job will be reimbursed the following yearly
amounts after September 1st of each year upon surrender of receipts for the
purchase of the safety boots.

2010 - $250.00
2011 - $250.00
2012 - $250.00

ARTICLE 23 - COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM

23.01 Employees required for on call will be given suitable wireless communications at
the Corporation's expense.

ARTICLE 24 - LEAVE OF ABSENCE

24.01 Under certain conditions management may authorize the absence of an employee
from work. Normally, no payment of wages will be made for the period involved.

24.02 Leaves of absence require the written permission of management and applications
for leave of absence must be submitted in writing one (1) calendar month in
advance to ensure consideration.

24.03 Unauthorized absence from work will constitute voluntary termination of
employment except in cases where management considers the circumstances
emerging are beyond the employee's control and the employee has notified
management of the circumstances as soon as possible.

24.04 All unused vacation and lieu time must be used before a request for a leave of
absence is considered.

24.05 An employee who is elected or appointed as a delegate to a union convention or
conference will be granted leave of absence for a period up to eight (8) weeks.
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The employee will not receive pay while absent, and the Corporation will not be
expected to pay his relief any more money than the delegate would have earned
during the leave of absence period had he been on duty. Such leave of absence will
be granted only once during the calendar year.

The seniority of such employee shall continue and accumulate during such leave of
absence. The Union shall reimburse the Corporation for the employee's benefit
costs during the leave.

Any leave of absence granted will be in writing and no such leave will affect any
employee's seniority rights when used for the purpose granted. If an employee
works elsewhere while on leave of absence he will lose all seniority unless he has
written permission from the Corporation to do such work. An appointment to a paid
committee of the Union will not be construed as working while on leave of absence.

ARTICLE 25 - BEREAVEMENT LEAVE

25.01 In the event of the death of a member of the immediate family (Husband, Wife, Son
or Daughter, and Parents) of a regular employee, the employee may be granted a
leave of absence with pay up to four (4) working days in order that he/she may
arrange for and attend the funeral. Only that portion of the said four (4) days that
would otherwise have been regular time worked will be paid. An entitlement of three
(3) working days shall be given to include, parent-in-law, brother, sister,
grandparent, grandparent-in-law, brother-in-law and sister-in-law.

25.02 In the event of the death of a relative other than a member of the immediate family,
the employee may be granted one (1) day's leave of absence with pay in order that
he may attend the funeral.

ARTICLE 26 - WORK AND SAFETY RULES

26.01 The Corporation and union agree to use the approved Electrical Utilities Safety
Association (EUSA) rulebook as the basis for establishing work and safety rules.
The two parties also agree to maintain an environment that is within the limits of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act.

26.02 All employees shall realize that Safety and the maintenance of a safe and healthy
work environment is mandated by the Occupational Health and Safety Act and is
considered by the Corporation as a “condition of employment”.

ARTICLE 27 - REPRESENTATION

27.01 The union shall provide the Corporation with a list of union officials to be revised
from time to time as changes occur. The Corporation shall provide the union with a
list of supervisors to whom grievances and other relevant matters may be
submitted.

27.02 The Corporation will recognize a committee of two (2) employees plus one (1)
union representative in negotiations and the second step of the grievance
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procedure. The Corporation will deal with the said committee on all matters which
are properly the subject of negotiation of an agreement, an amendment thereto, a
renewal thereof, in a grievance therein. The union recognizes that union officials
have regular duties to perform for the Corporation and subject to this recognition
the Corporation agrees to maintain standard rate of pay for time spent by union
officials on grievance matters during normal working hours as defined in Articles
10:02 and 10:03 of this agreement but not including arbitration.

ARTICLE 28 - ADVERSE WEATHER

28.01 The manager or his/her delegate concerned shall be the sole judge of what
constitutes adverse weather conditions. The manager or his/her delegate shall be
cognizant of the work that should not be performed in certain weather conditions.

28.02 During such period management will endeavour to provide alternate work.

28.03 An employee who does not show up for work when the Corporation is open, must
use vacation time, or make up the time for the duration of the missed working
hours.

ARTICLE 29 - BULLETIN BOARDS

29.01 The Corporation will provide bulletin board space in an area designated by the
Corporation for the purpose of posting notices. All notices before they are posted,
must be approved by the manager or his/her delegate.

ARTICLE 30 - DISTRIBUTION OF AGREEMENT

30.01 The responsibility for printing and distributing this agreement shall rest with the
Corporation.

30.02 The Corporation agrees to ensure that the union receives sufficient copies of the
agreement for distribution to the employees of this bargaining unit.

ARTICLE 31 - WAGES

31.01 Employees will receive rates of pay in accordance with Schedule "A". The
classifications and rates are listed therein for purposes of payment of wages only.

31.02 WAGE INCREASE – As per Schedule “A”

ARTICLE 32 - RELIEVING IN HIGHER GRADE

32.01 An employee temporarily assigned to a position with a higher hourly wage for a
period of four (4) hours or more will be paid at 110% of their hourly rate for the
entire period of relief. Relieving in a higher grade shall be made only from those
applicants who are judged by Management to be qualified to do the work and will
be based on:

(a) merit
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(b) ability
(c) accumulated service credit

In the event that in the opinion of Management, merit and ability are equal, the
accumulated service credit shall govern.

ARTICLE 33 - DURATION

33.01 This agreement shall remain in affect for a period of three (3) years from September
1st, 2010 to August 31st, 2013, and shall continue in force from year to year
thereafter, unless not more than three (3) months and not less than thirty (30) days
before the date of its termination, the union notifies management in writing of its'
desire to amend this agreement.

ARTICLE 34 - JURY DUTY

34.01 The Corporation will pay normal straight time pay to those employees who must
participate as a juror or subpoenaed witness in a court case within the province of
Ontario. This is provided if the employee signs over to the Corporation, any
remuneration received for such duties, excluding: travelling, meals, or other
expenses.

ARTICLE 35 - TRAINING

35.01 The Union and Corporation/Management both recognize the importance of Training
therefore it is the responsibility of both parties to maintain a highly trained working
staff.

ARTICLE 36 - RESIDENCY

36.01 As a condition of their continuing employment, all new employees who shall be
on-call, must live within twenty-five (25) minutes (automobile travel time under
favourable driving conditions) from the COLLUS Service Centre, 43 Stewart
Road, Collingwood. New employees must establish such residency not later than
three (3) months after completion of their probationary period.

ARTICLE 37 - PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT

37.01 It is the intent of the Parties in entering into this Agreement to find a positive way
of achieving harmonious and mutually supportive relationships among the
Companies, the Employees and the Union, which will keep the Utility in a strong,
competitive market position.

The Parties recognize that in addition to competitive wages, safe working
conditions, and fair treatment, it is important that we present our best image to the
public at all times. The employees, the Company and the Union must treat each
other with respect and to show our Citizens and our Shareholder the Team Spirit
and positive attitudes that will be an essential factor in the success of the
company.
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Therefore, the Parties are entering into this Agreement as partners, rather than
adversaries.

ARTICLE 38 – DRIVERS LICENCE

38.01 The Corporation agrees to pay for the cost of the licence that any employee
needs in the performance of his/her duties other than standard class “G” driver’s
licences.

SIGNED:

for the Union: for the Corporation:

Dated at, Collingwood Ontario,

this day of , 2011
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SCHEDULE "A"

Category Sept. 1, 2010 Sept. 1, 2011 Sept.1, 2012
Hydro Department

Journey Linesperson Lead-Hand (110%) $37.31 $38.43 $39.58
Journey Linesperson (100%) $33.92 $34.93 $35.98
Linesperson - Fourth Year $32.36 $33.33 $34.33

- Third Year $29.22 $30.10 $31.00
- Second Year $26.11 $26.89 $27.70
- First Year $22.97 $23.66 $24.37

Journeyperson Technician Lead-Hand (110%) $37.31 $38.43 $39.58
Journeyperson Meter Technician $33.92 $34.93 $35.98
Meter Technician - Third Year $32.36 $33.33 $34.33

- Second Year $29.22 $30.10 $31.00
- First Year $26.11 $26.89 $27.70

Inspector/Locator $30.97 $31.89 $32.85
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4-SEC-11
[Ex.4/1/4/p.4]
Please explain how 28.5 % increase in the Community Relations budget can be
“primarily due to inflationary based salary increases”.

Response

The correct reference appears to be Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Page 4 of 10.

The explanation for the increase in community relations on page 4 states, “The total
growth in costs in the Community Relations area has been $31K or 28.5%. The program
increases in the Community Relations area related primarily to inflationary based salary
increases.”

While 28.5% sounds like a large difference, the actual dollar value change is only $31k.
A history of community relations expenditures is provided below, but it does have some
real variation from year-to-year. Upon further investigation the notes on the table were
added to explain.

The following table provides more useful comparison, with these categories combined.
Some deviation in wage postings is apparent. In 2009, the billing supervisor went on a
sudden disability leave and was never able to return. The billing supervision allocation
appears to have never been adjusted for employees and contract workers filling in. This
corrects in 2011. An outside service was required in 2010 to assist with the fill-in for the
disabled employee and the cost for the support was significant.

If you look at these categories as a whole, it is apparent that the 2013 revenue
requirement request is actually $27,482 less than 2009 OEB approved. It is also
apparent that the June 30th results are tracking almost exactly to the December 2013
forecast.
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Looking at the Miscellaneous Customer Service & Information expense account on its
own makes meaningful analysis difficult. But this analysis does give some more
meaningful insight.
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4-Energy Probe-26

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 2

a) Have any of synergies and cost reductions noted as a result of the
PowerStream acquisition of 50% of the shares of Collingwood Utility
Services Corp. been reflected in the 2013 revenue requirement? If not, why
not? If yes, please provide an estimate of the impact.

b) Does Collus PowerStream have an estimate of the savings in years beyond
2013? If yes, please provide the details.

c) What costs have been incurred in 2012 and/or in 2013 as a result of the
acquisition by PowerStream of 50% of the shares of Collingwood Utility
Services Corp. as they relate to the regulated distributor (such as the name
change, changes to letterhead, changes to bills, etc.)?

d) If any of the costs identified in part (b) above are included in the Collus
PowerStream OM&A in 2012 or 2013, please quantify the amounts included
in each year and provide a breakdown of the expenses.

Response

a) No synergies or cost reductions as a result of the PowerStream acquisition have
been reflected in the 2013 revenue requirement. Since the PowerStream deal did
not close until March 1, 2013, it would not be reasonable that 2013 would include
any expectations of efficiency gains. It is too premature to determine what those
savings will be and we cannot provide an estimate of the impact at this time.

b) No, Collus PowerStream does not currently have an estimate of the savings in
years beyond 2013.

Initially we will target goals in areas which are easily achievable and can be
undertaken quickly and with little resistance. We will go after the low hanging
fruit first because those initiatives, by definition, are the ones that are easiest to
do and will have the biggest impact on efficiency and productivity.

Some previously entered agreements and contracts with other outside service
providers have legal termination restrictions that will delay our ability to utilize
PowerStream’s services for three to five years in some cases. Such areas will
take a longer amount of time to resolve and plan out.

c) There has been very little spent on the rebranding of Collus Power to Collus
PowerStream. There were no additional costs for things such as envelopes or
letterhead since we used up all of the existing stock we had before using any



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 194 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

new. The bill was simply changing the logo in the computer and there was no
additional cost. We changed the logo on less than a dozen vehicles and one sign
on our front entrance.

Vehicle Logo Changes and Front Entrance Sign $3,153

d) 2012 - Vehicle Logo Changes and Front Entrance Sign $3,153
2013 - None
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4-SEC-12
[Ex.4/1/2/p/2]
Please quantify and detail the anticipated savings in the Test Year as a result of the 50%
acquisition by PowerStream Inc.

Response

As noted in our application, the potential savings are not quantifiable at this time. We
can however note that staff has been diligently working on identifying areas in which our
new relationship can provide future mitigation of upward pressure on distribution rates
and in areas in which we can provide better customer service. Areas that have been
investigated are: procurement of large vehicles, utilization of PowerStream‘s Control
Centre, coordination of conservation and demand management programs, regulatory
issues, human resources policy and practises, governance policies, smart grid, to note
just a few.
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4-SEC-13
[Ex.4/2/1/p.1-2]
Please provide a copy of the results of the 12th Annual Electricity Utility Customer Survey
and the 2013 UtilityPulse survey.

Response

A copy of the 2013 Utility Pulse Survey is attached.

We do not have a copy of the “12th Annual Electricity Utility Customer Survey” and are
not familiar with this survey.
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4.0 - VECC- 22

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pg.8

a) Please explain why meter reading costs have increased since 2009 and

notwithstanding the introduction of smart meters?

b) Please compare and contrast the $85k spent on meter reading in 2009 with

the $192K forecast spending in 2013.

c) Please provide the cost of the last full year of contract meter reading services

(i.e. those services discontinued in 2012).

Response

a) Please refer to 4.0-Staff-24

b) Please refer to 4.0-Staff-24

c) The last full year of contract metering services was in 2010. Please see the chart

below, which indicates an annual contract metering expense of about $90k per

year.
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4.0 - VECC- 23

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, pg.8

a) Please provide a breakdown of Account 5315 (Customer Billing), which

compares and explains the difference between the 2009 costs of $489k and

the 2013 forecast costs of $534k.

b) Does COLLUS expect to continue to prepare its customer bills separately from

PowerStream under the new joint ownership arrangements?

Response

a)

b) Collus PowerStream presently continues to prepare its customer bills separately.

However, joint effort is on-going to determine areas where we can share

resources. Such discussion is still in the preliminary stages. Considering Collus

PowerStream is locked into contracts for software and support and PowerStream

is currently working on the implementation of their own new billing software

system, the outlook is a long range goal at this point.
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4.0 - VECC- 24

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 2, pg. 2

a) Did COLLUS or PowerStream Inc. prepare any analysis in respect to the

potential cost savings that might be had as part of the acquisition transaction?

If yes, please provide that analysis.

Response

a) Intuitively, one would expect potential savings and the adoption of best practices
with a transaction such as our new relationship with PowerStream. Collus Power
did not however prepare a detailed analysis of the savings since they will only be
truly known with time. We have no knowledge if PowerStream completed an
analysis.
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4.0 - VECC- 25

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 2

a) Please provide association fees paid to the EDA for each of the years 2009

through 2013 (forecast).

b) Separately provide and describe the cost of all other association

memberships.

Response

a) The association fees paid (excluding tax) to the EDA for the years 2009 through

to 2013 (actual) are as follows:

2009 - $25,000
2010 - $26,100
2011 - $26,950
2012 - $28,450
2013 - $29,800

b) Below we have separately provided with a description all other major association

memberships. The costs represent the 2013 annual membership fees only.

Associations Name Description Cost

Cornerstone Hydro
Electric Concepts Inc.
(CHEC)

An association of local distribution companies (LDCs)
modeled after a cooperative to combine resources and
competencies to best meet the requirements of the changing
electrical industry and provide a high standard of locally
supplied customer service.

$ 45,000

Electrical Safety
Authority (ESA)

Established with the mandate to enhance public electrical
safety in Ontario. ESA is a delegated administrative authority,
an independent, not-for-profit corporation acting on behalf of
the Government of Ontario with specific responsibilities for
electrical safety.

7,012

Utility Standards
Forum (UCF)

Provides members with a consistent, cost effective and ESA
approved set of standards; a key component to the
membership's operations. USF also provides the mechanism
for maintaining a strong member and industry network, with
focus on creating best practices through collaboration and
reduced duplication of efforts when meeting regulatory
requirements.

8,750
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Utility Collaborative
Service Inc. (UCS)

An Ontario based organization of provincial Local Distribution
Companies (LDCs) created to provide members with reliable
cost-competitive long term software and service solutions in
an increasingly complex and resource intensive marketplace.
The members support and work co-operatively on
standardization of their systems leading to major cost savings
for each other. The LDCs recognized that by working
together they can negotiate preferential agreements with
vendors and can see cost savings through shared resources.

-
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4.0 - VECC- 26

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 2

a) Please provide the annual membership fees for each of CHEC, UCS and

USF.

b) Does COLLUS expect to drop or combine membership in any of these

organizations as part of the PowerStream group?

Response

a) The annual membership fees for CHEC and USF are provided in the table seen in

4.0 – VECC – 25 b). There is no annual membership fee for UCS. The fees paid

to UCS are monthly based on services utilized.

b) The board of directors is currently investigating the costs and benefits in all

organizations we have memberships with. Some of these memberships have

termination clauses that need to be considered.
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4.0 - VECC- 27

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1 / Schedule 2, pg. 3

a) On page 5 of E4/T2/S1 COLLUS notes that ongoing Smart Meter

maintenance costs are forecasted at $240K with is a $150K increase from

2009 approved levels. At page 3 of Schedule 2 it shows $240k as the smart

meter cost driver. Please clarify if the net incremental costs since 2009 for

smart meters are $150k or $240k.

Response

a) The net incremental costs for just smart meters related to meter reading and

customer billing operations is $240,000. The decrease in contract manual

reading expense is $73,000. The net difference is $167,000. See chart below for

clarification.
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4.0 - VECC- 28

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 2

a) Please provide incremental costs incurred in 2013 that were for regulatory

responsibilities not incurred in 2009 (for example, Net CDM, Green Energy,

Asset Management etc.). Please also provide the incremental FTEs since

2009 that have been hired to meet these incremental regulatory requirements.

Response

a) Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 2 does not exist.

As far as CDM in 2013, PowerStream and Collus PowerStream have signed a

contract and a new staff person was hired at PowerStream to handle our CDM.

However, this comes out of the PAB funding and does not impact the revenue

requirement.

We have not hired internally any FTEs since 2009 related to regulatory

responsibilities. Our regulatory manager retired at the end of 2010 and his

replacement overlapped for eight months before he left, but this was more for

succession planning. Some of the retired regulatory manager’s duties were

reallocated to our SCADA operations person, specifically MicroFIT and the Green

Energy Plan. The SCADA operations person had reduced work load from the

water company and was able to perform these additional duties. We do not have

accounting records that track such incremental costs.

Asset management requirements will begin in 2013, we plan to handle the extra

responsibility with the staff already on hand. Additional software, training, and

support costs will be required to have this system operational.
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4.0 - VECC- 29

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4

a) Please provide the productivity offset and stretch factors that were used by the

Board during the previous IRM period.

Response

a) As per Board letter dated March 10, 2010 Re: Board Determination of Stretch

Factor Rankings for 2010 3rd Generation Incentive Regulation Applications (IRM3)

EB-2009-0392, Collus PowerStream was placed in Group 2, whose stretch factor

was 0.4%.

Collus PowerStream filed IRM3 EB-2009-0220, for 2010 rates, with a stretch

factor of 0.4% and productivity offset of 0.72%.

Collus PowerStream filed IRM3 EB-2010-0076, for 2011 rates, with a stretch

factor of 0.4% and productivity offset of 0.72%.

Collus PowerStream filed IRM3 EB-2011-0164, for 2012 rates, with a stretch

factor of 0.4% and productivity offset of 0.72%.
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4.0 - VECC- 30

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 4

a) Please provide the training and staff development budgets in each year 2009

through 2013.

Response

a) We have never maintained training and staff development budgets historically.

However, in the finance department we started to track PD for 2013 in an attempt

to carve out that portion of the accounting, billing, collecting, and customer

service staff budget. This is an area every department should look to develop

further, and we will target this as a goal.
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4.0-VECC – 31

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4, pg.4

a) Please provide the total costs in 2012 that were related to the PowerStream

transaction (e.g. audit and regulatory costs) including any buyout or early

retirements (please show internal and external costs separately).

Response

a) Please refer to 4-Energy Probe-26 & 29
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4.0-VECC – 32

Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4, pg.4

a) Please provide a list of each of the positions for the 4.84 FTEs that have been

added from 2009 actuals. Please provide the total amount of salary and

benefits related to these FTEs.

Response

a) Reference: Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 4, pg.4 does not exist.

On Exhibit 4, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Pg.4 there is a table 1 entitled OM&A per

Customer and FTE. This indicates the 2009 board approved FTE as 21.60 and

the 2013 Test year as 22.92. This is a difference of 1.32 rather than 4.84.

Please also see 4.0-Staff-25 part b.
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4.0-Staff-24

Ref: E4/T1/S1, p. 5 and E2/T3/S2, Asset Management Plan – Smart Meter
Maintenance Costs and E4/T4/S1, Table 3 – Meter Reading Expenses

On page 5 of E4/T2/S1 Collus PowerStream notes that ongoing Smart Meter
maintenance costs are forecasted at $240K with is a $150K increase from 2009
approved levels. On page 29 of the Asset Management Plan, Collus PowerStream
describes a failure and replacement rate of 5.22% of the total population of installed
smart meters.

Table 3 of E4/T4/S1 shows a meter reading expense of $192,000 in the 2013 test year,
which is an increase of 126% over 2009 Board approved and a 316% increase over
2011actuls.

a) Please provide more information on the proposed ongoing Smart Meter
maintenance cost.

b) Please elaborate if and when Collus PowerStream anticipates a decrease in the
maintenance costs as Smart Meters are being replaced in response to the failure
rate of the existing smart meter population.

c) Please explain if the Smart Meter maintenance cost is part of the increase in
account 5310 - Meter Reading Expense. If not, please explain the increase in
meter reading expenses.

d) Please state if Collus PowerStream has been able to realize any efficiency cost
savings in meter reading costs due to the installation of smart meters. If not,
please explain why not.

Response

a) The Ontario government introduced legislation on Nov. 3, 2005 to start the
process of getting smart meters into every home and small business in the
province by 2010. Collus PowerStream has complied with this mandate.

In Collus PowerSteam’s Smart Meter Application filed with the OEB on January
16, 2012 and approved in the June 21, 2012 decision and order EB 2012-0017,
there were $252,000 annual on-going smart meter operation costs forecasted.
The costs consist of the following $20,000 monthly amounts plus a $12,000
annual AMI security audit.
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Monthly Annually

5310-0-4 Smart Meter Operations – Meter Reading $15,000.00 $180,000.00

5315-0-4 Smart Meter Operations - Customer Billing 5,000.00 60,000.00

$20,000.00 $240,000.00

These expenses result from the following smart meter operation requirements:
 Sensus Tower Gateway Base Station (TGB)
 Kinetiq/Savage Operational Data Storage (ODS)
 Point-to-Point Broadband
 Bell Wurldtech Sensus AMI security audit
 ITM AS2 License
 Web presentment
 Util-Assist Sync Operator
 ODS security audit
 Customer education
 DSC operator services

Communication, data integrity, IT security, along with computing system reliability,
safety and maintainability, are critical attributes for smart meter implementation
and operation. These smart meter expenses are a requirement to operate the
system and provide overall risk management for the infrastructure.

For improved clarity E4/T2/S1 should state ongoing smart meter “operation costs”
rather than “maintenance costs”. These accounts are not related to the
percentage failure and replacement rate.

b) Based on the current meter and radio firmware technology a decrease in the
maintenance costs as a result of meter failures is not anticipated. Current “smart
Meter” technology consists of a meter and communications technology and are
more a computer than a meter. To date the majority of meter failures have
occurred due to firmware or radio communications issues and this is not expected
to change. The actual metrology portion is a small portion of a “smart Meter” and
in Collus PowerStream’s experience failure of this portion of the meter is rare.

c) Smart meter repairs and maintenance costs are not part of the increase in
account 5310 – Meter Reading Expense. Costs for repairs and maintenance to
smart meters are included in account 5175 Maintenance of Meters. Please see
part d for reasons why smart meter reading expense has increased.

d) Collus PowerStream has not been able to realize any efficiency cost savings in
meter reading costs due to the installation of smart meters. Meter Reading
expenses under the old manual meters averaged about $90,000 between 2005
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and 2008 before implementation of smart meters started. Our meter reading
expense is forecasted for 2013 as $192,000, which is $180,000 annually for smart
meters plus $12,000 for any required manual reads.

Significant increased operating costs have been realized with smart meters due to
the complexity of the technology and data system. But, the long-term benefits of
this technology and advancement are important to the future of the province’s
electrical infrastructure.
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4.0-Staff-20

Ref: E4/T4/S1, pp. 1-4, Tables 1, 2, 3, and 5
Please provide year-to-date OM&A expenses at the same level of detail as tables 1
through 5.

Response

Table 1
June 2013 YTD

Operation Expense

5005-0000-00 Opr Supervisn & Engnring 111,211
5010-0000-00 Opr Load Dispatching/SCADA 34,113
5012-0000-00 Opr Stn Buildgs & Fixtures Exp 15,231
5020-0000-00 Opr OH Dist Lines/Fdr - Labour 28,987
5025-0000-00 Opr OH Dist Lines/Fdr - Expnse 17,646
5030-0000-00 Opr OH Subtrans Feeder 0
5035-0000-00 Opr OH Dist Transformers 13,777
5040-0000-00 Opr UG Dist Lines/Fdr - Labour 2,451
5045-0000-00 Opr UG Dist Lines/Fdr - Expnse 0
5055-0000-00 Opr UG Dist Transformers 8,083
5065-0000-00 Opr Meter Expense 501
5085-0000-00 Opr Misc Distribution Exp 19,217
5096-0000-00 Rent - Stores & Operations Centre 86,400

Total Operation Expense 337,617

Table 2

Maintenance Expense

5105-0000-00 Mtce Supervision & Engineering 69,409
5110-0000-00 Mtce of Station Buildings 5,467
5114-0000-00 Mtce Substn Equipment 0
5120-0000-00 Mtce Poles, Towers & Fixtures 81,965
5125-0000-00 Mtce OH Conductor & Devices 150,674
5130-0000-00 Mtce of OH Services 72,977
5135-0000-00 Mtce OH Dist Right of Way 20,025
5150-0000-00 Mtce UG Conductor & Devices 54,814
5155-0000-00 Mtce of UG Services 100,348
5160-0000-00 Mtce Line Transformers 46,897
5175-0000-00 Mtce of Meters 131,070
5190-0000-00 Mtce W/Htr Controls-Labour 0

Total Maintenance Expense 733,646

Total Operation & Maintenance Expense 1,071,265
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Table 3 June 2013 YTD

Billing and collecting:

5305-0000-00 Billing Supervision 37,400

5310-0000-00 Meter Reading Expense 1,340

5310-0000-04 Meter Read - Smart Meter Operations 75,231

5315-0000-00 Customer Billing 169,158

5315-0000-04 Cust Billing - Smart Meter Operations 16,744

5315-0001-00 Customer Billing -Retailer Exp 7,119

5315-0002-00 EBT& EMERA Expense 39,276

5315-0003-00 Customer Final Bill Refunds 0

5315-0004-00 Bank Charges 3,802

5320-0000-00 Collecting 51,577

5320-0001-00 Collecting - Insurance - Business Credit 13,293

5325-0000-00 Collecting Cash Over & Short (54)

5335-0000-00 Bad Debt Expense 5,967

Total Billing & Collecting 420,853

Table 4
Community Relations

5415-0000-00 Energy Conservation 0

5425-0000-00 Misc Cust Ser&Inform Expenses 70,805

Total Community Relations 70,805

Table 5
General & Administration:
5605-0000-00 Executive Salaries & Expenses 320,396
5610-0000-00 Management Salaries & Expenses
5615-0000-00 General Admin Salaries & Expenses
5630-0000-00 Outside Services Employed 100,952
5635-0000-00 Property Insurance 14,444
5640-0000-00 Injuries and Damages 28,167
5655-0000-00 Regulatory Expenses 55,408
5660-0000-00 General Advertising Expenses 1,970
5665-0000-00 Miscellaneous General Expenses 45,425
5670-0000-00 Rent 21,600
5672-0000-00 Computer Lease Expense 10,896
5675-0000-00 Maintenance of General Plant 14,260
5680-0000-00 Electrical Safety Author Fees 3,557
5681-0000-00 OEB Special Purpose Charge Expense 0
6105-0000-00 Taxes Other Than Income Taxes 43
6205-0000-00 Donations & LEAP 13,319

Total General & Administration 630,437
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4.0-Staff-23

Ref: E4/T4/S1, p.1 and E4/T4/S4, p. 7 – Operations Expenditures – Other Rent

On page 7 of E4/T4/S4, Collus PowerStream notes that Operations expenses have
increased by $315,000 or 108% over the 2009 Board-approved levels. Board staff notes
that on the summary table 1, E4/T4/S1, p. 1 Collus PowerStream has included a cost of
$172,800 in account 5096 Other Rent and a $132,00 in account 5005 – Operation
Supervision and Engineering.

a) Please provide a detailed explanation for the 90% or $62,610 increase in account
5005 Operation Supervision and Engineering in the 2013 test year over 2009
actuals.

b) Please explain the cost of $172,800 booked in account 5096 Other Rent in more
detail.

Response

a) Operations Supervision and Engineering has increased due to succession
planning hiring requirements. The superintendent retired in the spring of 2012.
His replacement was filled internally and an operations assistant was added to
help with the increasing workload of a larger system. The allocation of
supervision and engineering expenditures also fluctuates based on the amounts
that are allowable as direct capital costs, especially under more restrictive IFRS
rules.

b) Previously rent was allocated to the burden for warehouse and garage. The
burden would then be allocated to various operations and maintenance expenses
or capital projects currently in progress. The costs were capitalized to the extent
that materials were issued to, and vehicles and equipment were used on capital
work orders.

The capitalization policy has been modified to be IFRS compliant. Account 5096
is now being used for warehouse and garage rent and no longer posted to the
burden accounts. This increases operations and maintenance expense since
there is no longer any portion that is allowable to be capitalized. Since rent is an
overhead that is not directly attributable to capital projects, it may no longer have
any capitalized component.
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4-SEC-14
[Ex.4/4/1/p.1-4]
Please update Tables 1-5 to include 2013 year-to-date actuals.

Response

Please refer to 4.0-Staff-20



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 273 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

4-Energy Probe-27

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 2

a) Please explain the cost driver for Operations in Table 1(a) that talks about
the focus shift from water to power business.

b) Please explain the cost driver for Administrative & General in Table 1(a) that
states the movement to new depreciation approach - work associated with
analysis for new system inputs. Why would this not be considered a one-
time cost?

c) Under the Total area, the explanation includes a statement of inflation
running at approximately 2-3%. Please provide a table that shows the
percentage increases in inflation as measured by the GDP IPI FDD, the
unionized staff wage increases and the non-union staff wage increases for
each of 2009 through 2012 on an actual basis and the forecasts for 2013.

Response
a) The cost driver for Operations in Table 1(a) provides one explanation in the list

that indicates there was an increase in costs because of a focus shift from the
water business to the power business. This specifically relates to our SCADA
employee. Please refer to 4-Energy Probe-29 PART i) which expands in detail
the changing allocations of this employee.

b) The explanation, “Movement to new depreciation approach – work associated
with analysis for new system input” relates to the change in useful life of assets
based on the kinetrics study and the move to MCGAAP which requires
componentization, tracking, and disposal of PP&E at a much more sophisticated
level. Training, consultants, software, software support, and overtime will be
required to implement an acceptable tracking system in 2013 to meet accounting
standards.

c) Under the Total area, the explanations include a statement of inflation running at
approximately 2-3%. The table below shows the actual percentage increase in
inflation as measured by the GDP IPI FDD taken from Statistics Canada. The
unionized and non-union staff wage increases for each year on actual bases have
been provided. We are currently in union negotiations and therefore 2013
forecasted numbers could not be provided.

The GDP/IPI index represents specifically the Utility Industry. The Utility sector
comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating electric, gas and water
utilities. These establishments generate, transmit, control and distribute electric
power; distribute natural gas; treat and distribute water; operate sewer systems
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and sewage treatment facilities; and provide related services, generally through a
permanent infrastructure of lines, pipes and treatment and processing facilities.

The total Final Domestic Demand (FDD) is defined as the sum of final
consumption, investment and stock building expenditures by the private and
general government sectors in real terms.

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN INFLATION

YRS CPI GDP/IPI FDD UNION WAGE
NON-UNION

WAGE
2009 0.40 (2.60) 1.63 3.25% 3.00%

2010 2.50 1.30 1.73 0.40 Adj + 2.5% 3.00%

2011 3.10 4.30 1.80 3.00% 2.50%

2012 1.40 2.40 1.87 3.00% 2.50%

2013 1.30 3.50 1.88 In Negotiations 2.50%
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4-SEC-15
[Ex.4/4/2/p.3]
Please provide a year-over-year OM&A Cost Driver Table for 2009-2013.

Response
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OPERATIONS
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1. Operations Supervision & Engineering has an increase in 2011 related to less ability
to capitalize wages and burdens for this particular year. The 2012 increase is mainly
due to the hiring of an assistant to the superintendent.

2. The fluctuation in the SCADA expense is the result of this particular employees time
alternating between various tasks as required and different company cost allocations.
4-Energy Probe-29 part i provides an in-depth analysis of the changes in wage
allocations.

3. The substation operation and maintenance program has been expanded on an on-
going basis for needed repairs and operational needs.

4. The operations overhead distribution transformers have some larger increases in
2009 and 2010 and then come down again in 2011 and 2012. The elimination of
pole trans that are prone to failure is a key driver for this expense account.

5. The miscellaneous distribution account declined in 2011 and 2012 because
insurance is no longer being allocated here, but rather now to 5635 and 5640
Insurance accounts in G&A. 2013 increases slightly to accommodate some of the
training expenses that will no longer be allowed to be burdened and capitalized under
MCGAAP.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 278 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

6. The rent account was never used historically until 2013, when MCGAAP prevents the
burdening of rent that could end up capitalized. Going forward this account will track
rent for stores and garage outside of the burden process. In 2009 there is an
approved OEB budget amount of $30,000. Since this account was never in use until
2013, it is unclear what previous management’s thoughts were on the required $30k
budget for this account. It appears likely that upon review of the general and
administration expenses, where rent was missing in the 2009 OEB approved that the
wrong rent line was selected in Operations instead of G&A.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 279 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

MAINTENANCE

1. The maintenance and supervision has higher amounts in 2011 and 2012 because
two supervisors were needed for a period of time to plan for the superintendent
retiring. Partway through 2012 the superintendent retired and one of these positions
was promoted. In 2013 a decline is seen as a result of the position change as well.

2. The substation operation and maintenance program has been expanded on an on-
going basis for needed repairs and operational needs.

3. In 2013 a decision has been made to change to a 4 year cycle from a 3 year cycle to
help ameliorate rate impacts on customers. This deferral is not seen as a risk to
reliability or safety due to the accomplishments in this area in 2009 through 2012.
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4. Maintenance of meters is lower in the 2009 to 2010 variance because so much work
was being done on the new smart meter installation. It allowed for very little
maintenance activity.

5. General comment: some fluctuation in account allocation is evident with the
retirement of the superintendent and just general inconsistency in account selection
of expenses. Going forward information has been provided so that expenses and
time is more accurately tracked and posted on a consistent basis.

BILLING & COLLECTION

1. In 2009, the billing supervisor went on a sudden disability leave and was never able
to return. The billing supervision allocation appears to have never been adjusted for
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employees and contract workers filling in. This corrects in 2011. An outside service
was required in 2010 to assist with the fill-in for the disabled employee and the cost
for the support was significant. Please see 4-SEC-11 which provides more details
and expands on the fluctuating seen in general in this category for 5305, 5315, 5320.

2. Meter reading expense declines with the implementation of smart meters in 2009.

3. Meter reading – Smart Meter Operations is a new account with the implementation of
new smart meters. It increases in 2012 with the accumulated deferral account
allocated fully to the expense in the year. 2013 declines because the prior year
includes more than one year of operations expense in the allocation of the deferral.

4. Same as 3 above.

5. The EBT & EMERA expense does not appear to have been budgeted in the OEB
2009 approved year.

6. The average bad debt expense is $80,000 over the 5 years. The OEB approved in
2009 is $70k and the 2013 forecast is $84,000 which is reasonable.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS

1. Looking at the Miscellaneous Customer Service & Information expense account on
its own makes meaningful analysis difficult. The analysis in 4-SEC-11 provides a
detailed analysis of the variance. The issue seems to be with the allocation of wages
within this category and other billing and collecting accounts that include wages.
There was shuffling around of job positions with one staff person in billing going on a
sudden disability leave. But the overall analysis in 4-SEC-11 provides a much more
consistent view.
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GENERAL & ADMINISTRATION

1. In 2012 there was significant overtime and extra effort by staff and the board put into
tasks required for the PowerStream sale of shares. There was also a retirement
allowance paid in 2012. Some change in the allocation between outside services
and the actual wages accounts charged from the Solutions Company is also evident.
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2. Higher accounting fees in 2012 were required to deal with the absence of the CFO
and assist with duties required for the PowerStream sales of shares. These
accounting costs are not share transaction costs. Additional legal was also required
for the review of the new Infrastructure Ontario loan.

3. As per note 5 in the Operations section, the miscellaneous distribution account
declined in 2011 and 2012 because insurance is no longer being allocated there, but
rather now to 5635 and 5640 Insurance accounts in G&A.

4. New accounts set up to track changes in the employee future benefits in accordance
with OEB handbook direction.

5. Increasing regulatory expenses the result of ongoing increases in fees and
requirements by the OEB as well as the significant expense incurred for the
application which will be written off over 4 years.

6. Prior to 2012 membership expenses were mainly recorded in General and
Administrative costs (accounts 5610 and 5615). Starting in 2012 these items are
being recorded in G&A account 5665 - Miscellaneous General Expenses, consistent
with the Accounting Procedures Handbook.

7. In 2009 there is an approved OEB budget amount of $30,000 rent in Operations, but
there is no actual expense. See note 5 operation section above. It appears likely
that upon review of the general and administration expenses, where rent was missing
in the 2009 OEB approved that the wrong rent line was selected in Operations
instead of G&A.

8. Maintenance charges from Collingwood Public Utilities Service Board (Water
Company) in 2011 peak for property and building maintenance work and the
allocation of a unionized employee in water performing the duties that are now
conducted at a lower cost by an outside cleaning contractor.
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4-Energy Probe-28

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 3

a) What is the relationship between the $72,000 noted on line 7 and the
$172,800 shown in Table 1?

b) Please provide more detail on the rent charged directly to OM&A. In
particular, what is being rented and from whom is it being rented?

Response

a) The $72,000 noted on line 7 of E4/T4/S3 represents an estimate of the amount of
rent, sick, vacation and training that previously would have been capitalized from
the burden accounts prior to the change to MCGAAP. The $172,800 shown in
Table 1 is the total rent that was previously burdened to operations, stores and
vehicle. When the burdens were allocated most would end up in O&M accounts,
but some would end up in capital. The following table which is from Appendix 2-J
outlines the breakdown for the $72,000 estimate as follows:

The following table shows how rent was posted before and after the change to MCGAAP:
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b) Collus PowerStream rents the land and building it uses for operations and
administration from Collingwood Public Utilities Service Board at a cost of
$216,000 annually. The administration building, land, stores, and vehicle garage
are part of this rent. The shared services agreement recently completed by
Howard Gorman and included in the interrogatory responses, includes the cost
allocation to support the amount charged for building rent.
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4-SEC-16
[Ex.4/4/3/p.1]
Please explain the changes in the allocated rent for Storages and Vehicles.

Response

Please refer to 4.0-Staff-23
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4-Energy Probe-29

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 4

a) Please explain why Collus PowerStream incurred any costs in 2012 related
to the 50% share transaction with PowerStream and the parent company of
Collus PowerStream.

b) Please provide the total costs included in the 2012 OM&A of $4,843,305
associated with the 50% share transaction with PowerStream. Please also
provide a breakdown of these costs.

c) Would the costs associated with the 50% share transaction with
PowerStream be considered a one-time cost to Collus PowerStream? If not,
please explain why not.

d) Please provide the cost in 2012 associated with the buy out/early retirement
for a former senior employee. Has Collus PowerStream had any similar
costs in 2009 through 2011? If yes, please quantify by year. Are any similar
costs forecast for 2013? If yes, please quantify.

e) If not included in the response to part (b) above, please provide the 2012
costs paid to Solutions for additional services they provided on the
transaction.

f) If not included in the response to part (b) above, please provide the
additional 2012 costs associated with the audit associated with the share
acquisition.

g) Does Collus PowerStream expect to issue any new debt in 2013? If no,
please provide the additional legal cost incurred in 2012 associated with the
review of the Infrastructure Ontario loan.

h) Please indicate the level of legal costs incurred in 2012 associated with the
PowerStream share transaction if these costs are not included in the
response to part (b) above.

i) Please explain the increase forecast for 2013 for load dispatching costs that
result from an employee's time now being more fully allocated to work in
Collus PowerStream rather than the water affiliate as a direct result of a
change in his activities. In particular, please explain how this function was
performed before and after the change in activities and why there is an
increase in the costs.
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Response

a) Collus PowerStream incurred no “Sales Transaction Costs” in 2012 related to the
50% share transaction with PowerStream and the parent company of Collus
PowerStream because they were re-billed to the shareholder, The Town of
Collingwood, and reimbursed by them. However, in 2012, Collus PowerStream
did pay some additional general and administrative costs that were not “Sales
Transaction Costs”, but were incurred as a result of the transaction. These
additional costs have been provided in 1-Energy probe-2.

b) The total costs included in the 2012 OM&A of $4,843,305 associated with the
50% share transaction with PowerStream have been provided in 1-Energy probe-
2.

c) The costs associated with the 50% share transaction with PowerStream would be
considered a one-time cost to the Town of Collingwood, not Collus PowerStream
because they were paid by the Town.

The additional general and administrative costs (see 1-Energy Probe-2) that were
not “Sales Transaction Costs”, but were incurred as a result of the transaction are
mostly one-time costs. The Infrastructure Ontario legal fees for new debt will
continue as a result of on-going capital financing requirements and maintenance
of the 60-40 debt to equity structure in the amount of about $12,000. The
additional audit will not be required, but June 30th interim financial statements are
now required for Infrastructure Ontario for the new debt covenants and this was
not previously required. Part of the July 31, 2012 audit was also used to satisfy
year-end audit requirement work as well. Going forward dividends to the
shareholder will be declared which were never done in the past and related legal
and accounting fees will be payable. A reasonable estimate would be that $20-
25k of the extra 2012 audit and accounting fees are going to make up part of the
on-going expense requirements of the corporation in future years.

d) Collus PowerStream will not disclose the cost in 2012 associated with the buy
out/early retirement for a former senior employee as this constitutes confidential
personal information. Collus PowerStream has not had any similar costs in 2009
through 2011. No similar costs are forecasted for 2013. No buy/out retirements
were initiated by the PowerStream deal.

e) There are no 2012 costs paid to Solutions for additional services they provided on
the transaction.

The only indirect additional expenses paid to Solutions would be for unused
vacation time for executive members and bonuses for extra work performed by
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shared employees related to the sales transaction. Please refer to exhibit 4/tab
4/schedule 5 Compensation table for further information.

f) Part (b) above, includes a reference to 1-Energy Probe-2 which provides the
additional 2012 costs associated with the audit associated with the share
acquisition.

g) Yes, Collus PowerStream expects to issue new debt in 2013.

h) All legal costs were paid by the Town of Collingwood in 2012 associated with the
PowerStream share transaction. The only legal costs incurred by Collus
PowerStream were for the review of the new Infrastructure Ontario loan as
included in 1-Energy Probe-2.

i) The increase forecast for 2013 for load dispatching costs result from an
employee's time now being more fully allocated to work in Collus PowerStream
rather than the water affiliate as a direct result of a change in his activities. The
water affiliate required additional services to set up their own SCADA system and
this employee assisted with the IT infrastructure installation process which is now
complete. The water staff now maintains their own SCADA system independently.
Also, two new IT employees have been hired in Collus PowerStream Solutions to
deal with the ever growing IT needs of the Water Company, The Town, and
Collus PowerStream. So this particular SCADA employee has much less IT
involvement for other companies.

Another explanation for the increase is that account 1532 Renewable Connection
OM&A deferral account had the following amounts tracked for the SCADA
employee’s work on renewable connection, which has not had any further
allocation to the deferral account after May 2012.

2010 25,768.04
2011 27,783.14
2012 17,236.12

70,787.30

This employee also handles some of the operation building maintenance issues.
As the employee’s tasks change the accounts to which his salary is allocated also
change. In a small utility the flexibility to wear many hats is important. Going
forward this SCADA employee will be redirecting more of his time to the Collus
PowerStream SCADA system and working in conjunction with PowerStream on
planned projects such as, Master Station and Control Room Interoperability. His
focus on his primary SCADA job is necessary and therefore the ability to split his
time to many areas has been limited.
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4.0-Staff-25

Ref: E4/T4/S5, p.3 Table1 and E4/T4/S5, p.4 Table 2 and E4/T5/S1, p.1 – Total
Compensation

For the 2013 Test Year Table 1 shows a total compensation amount of $2,459,679 and
a total compensation charged to OM&A of $2,253,759. Table 2 – Changes in Salaries
and Wages 2009 to 2013 shows total Salary and Wages of $2,035,604.

a) Please reconcile the two tables.

On page 1 of E4/T5/S1 Collus PowerStream states that PowerStream’ Inc’s purchase of
50% interest in Collingwood Utility Service Corp. (CUSC, “allows for the efficiencies of
scale and provides cumulative benefits and savings” as well as “benefits are: provision
of strategic and specialized resources such as back office support in finance and
regulatory processes”.

b) Please provide further detailed explanation for the 86% increase in non-union
and part-time salaries in 2013 over 2009 actual.

i. Please discuss the impact of PowerStreams purchase of 50% interest
in Collingwood Utility Service Corp. (CUSC) on wages, in particular for
non-union and part-time staff.

ii. Please discuss any efficiency gains in the test year. Please provide a
forecast of expected efficiency gains for the subsequent years.

iii. If there are no gains, please explain why.

Response

a) E4/T4/S5, Table 1, page 3 shows the following in the third section down
entitled “Total Salaries and Wages”:

Executive &
Management 429,991.00
Non-Union + Part Time 715,626.00
Union 889,987.00

2,035,604.00

These amounts exactly agree to E4/T4/S5, table 2, page 4. Table two
provides a summary of changes in the total salaries and wages. This does not
include benefits, accrued pension, and post-retirement benefits.

b) The actual increase in total non-union and part-time staff is only $194,997 or
22% before allocations to affiliate corporations through Collus PowerStream
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Solutions. Work load for the Town of Collingwood and Collingwood Public
Utilities Service Board (Water Company) fluctuates based on the direct
activities of employees. A greater allocation in recent years to Collus
PowerStream is a result of increasing demands related to smart meters, more
complex billing and collecting regulations, time-of-use billing, a new customer
billing software, the complexity of the number of electricity rate classes,
increased regulatory requirements, 2012 cost of service application,
conservation and demand, IFRS, changes to capital asset policies and
modifications of their useful lives, and the growth in the community and the
infrastructure. The reason for the increase from 2009 to 2013 is summarized
in the table below:

2009 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

LRY -
Board

Approved

LRY -
Actual

Historical
Year 2

Historical
Year 1

Bridge Year Test Year

Total Non-Union+Part-time
Collus PowerStream & Collus
PowerStream Solutions 895,600 899,014 926,602 983,556 1,090,597

Less Shared Employees from
Solutions Charged to Affiliates (510,492) (489,963) (509,631) (446,801) (374,971)

Total Non-Union+Part-time as
per Table 1 Compensation 385,108 409,052 416,971 536,755 715,626

Increase $ $330,518

Increase % 86%

Increase attributable to allocation difference 41% $135,521

Increase attributable to wage increases (approx) 15% $48,670

Increase attributable to new hires / succession planning 44% $146,327

100% $330,518

Over the last five years only one entry level Customer Service Representative
was hired and one operations support person to assist the Superintendent. All
other positions in this category have remained the same.

Notably, from 2010 to 2012 we had staff turnover of six key employees in just
these few years. The CFO, Controller, Superintendent, Regulatory Manager, and
Billing Clerk retired and the Senior Billing Clerk went off on a sudden disability
leave. Some of these positions are executive level, but all of them put extra strain
on the workload of the entire staff and required an overlap of employees for
succession planning that impacts the non-union category.

i. The impact of PowerStream’s purchase of 50% interest in Collingwood

Utility Service Corp. (CUSC) has had no impact on wages in general or on

wages related to non-union and part-time staff at this point in time.
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ii. There are no efficiency gains in the test year. Strategic and specialized

resources such as back office support in finance and regulatory processes

relate more to the replacement of outside regulatory consultants and

service providers. The company has no intention of reducing staff levels

through the termination of employment. The expectation of efficiency

gains related to staff in subsequent years may eventually occur through the

normal retirement process.

iii. E4/T1/S2 page two states, “Although savings are not quantifiable at this

time Collus PowerStream believes that the partnership will assist in future

mitigation of upward pressure on distribution rates.” The PowerStream

deal was dated July 31st, 2012 with final closing not until March 1, 2013.

Therefore, it would not be reasonable to have any expectations that

efficiency gains could be realized this quickly. It is too premature to

determine what those savings will be. Also, please refer to the response

for interrogatory 1-Energy Probe-4 and 4-Energy Probe-26.
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4-Energy Probe-30

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 5

The evidence on page 2 indicates unionized increases of 2.5%, 3.0% and 3.0%, but
lists four years (2010 through 2013). Please show the increases applicable to
each of 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013.

Response:

2010 2011 2012 2013
.40 Adjustment

+ 2.5%
3% 3% In negotiations
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4-Energy Probe-31

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 5

a) Does Table 1 reflect actual final data for 2012? If not, please update Table 1
to reflect actual data for 2012.

b) Please provide a table for 2009 through 2013 that shows the total incentive
paid each year, the total potential incentive available each year and the
corresponding ratio of incentive payments to maximum incentives
available.

c) Please provide the type of performance targets that are used to evaluate the
amount of incentive payment available to each of the four categories of
employees shown under Variable Compensation in Appendix B.

Response

a) Yes, table 1 reflects actual final data for 2012.

b) Total incentive pay compared to potential available and the corresponding ratio:
2009 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

LRY -
Board

Approved

LRY -
Actual

Historical
Year 2

Historical
Year 1

Bridge
Year

Test Year

Compensation - Yearly Incentive Pay

Executive & Management - 16,500 21,634 20,350 74,525 32,662

Non-Union+Part-time - 2,750 3,465 2,475 3,850 3,754

Union - - - - - -

Total - 19,250 25,099 22,825 78,375 36,416

Potential Incentive 48,400 50,600 42,350 97,350 53,900

Ratio 39.77% 49.60% 53.90% 80.51% 67.56%

*2012 increase result of extra workload related to the PowerStream closing. 2013 returns to normalized levels.

c) Annual incentive bonuses are meant to be motivational. They are designed to

reward employees for fulfilling their responsibilities and for delivering superior

results. Bonus targets and their associated payouts reflect:

 a range of expected levels of performance (minimum to maximum)

 various levels of difficulty of specific tasks
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 the likelihood of achievement

 the timeliness of completion

 shareholder satisfaction

 customer satisfaction

 the economic health of the company

Performance targets that are used.
 Individual performance targets established annually.

 Incentive/Bonus Payment Structure:

 President & CEO – up to 10% of salary

 Executive Management – up to 8% of salary

Management – up to 3% of salary

Others – up to 1.5% of salary
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4-SEC-17
[Ex.4/4/5/Appendix B]
Please detail the Incentive/Bonus Payment system.

Response

Please refer to 4-Energy Probe -31
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4-Energy Probe-32

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 7 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 &
RRWF

The depreciation expense for 2013 found in Table 2 of Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 7

matches that found in Table 7 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1.

a) Please explain the difference in the depreciation expense of $946,065 found
in Table 7 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 and the expense of $948,979 found
in the RRWF.

b) Please explain why in Table 7 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1, an amount of
$35,241 is added to the depreciation expense for stranded meters, when
stranded meters have been removed from rate base at the end of 2012.

Response

a) The $2,914 difference in the depreciation expense of $946,065 found in Table 7 of Exhibit
2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 and the expense of $948,979 found in the RRWF has been explained
in the table below:

E2/T2/S1 RRWF

Table 7

Accumulated Amortization Addition 1,102,871.00 1,102,871.00

Less Burdened Vehicle Amortization (192,047.00) (192,047.00)

Add Stranded Meter Amortization 35,241.00

Add Amortization of Intangible assets 8,155.00

Add Derecognition Expense 30,000.00

946,065.00 948,979.00

b) In Table 7 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1, an amount of $35,241 is added to the
depreciation expense for stranded meters because even though stranded meters have been
removed from PP&E at the end of 2012, the amortization continues on the stranded meters
sitting in regulatory assets until September 1, 2013 when new rates become effective.
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4-SEC-18
[Ex.4/4/7/p.2]
Where applicable, please explain the Applicant’s variance from the Asset Depreciation
Study conducted by Kinectrics.

Response

Please refer to 2.0-VECC-10
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4.0-Staff-26

Ref: E4/T4/S8, Appendix A 2012 Income Tax Return: Schedule 1-Net Income(loss)
for Income Tax Purposes; E4/T4/S8, Appendix B, Income Tax/PILS Work form (WF)
for 2013 Filers: Adjusted Taxable Income-Bridge Year Tab

Board staff notes the differences between the amounts in the PILS WF, Adjusted Table
Income Bridge Year, and Schedule 1 of the 2012 income tax return for the following
items: net income before PILs, and the amortization of tangible assets and the reserve
balance from the financial statements, at the end of the year for 2012 was performed
Board staff notes the differences in the table below.

2012 Bridge Year

Net Income
Before PILS

Amortization of
Tangible Assets

Reserves from the Financial
Statements-bal. at the end of the
year

PILS WF: Adjusted
Taxable Income

680,119 1,888,095 365,620

2012 Income Tax
Return- Sch.1

$468,411 $1,053,169 $336,468

Difference 211,708 834,926 29,152

a) Please explain and reconcile the differences.
b) Please confirm if the data used in the PILS WF for Adjusted Taxable Income

conforms to the figures in the Income Tax Return for the bridge year. If not,
please make the necessary adjustments.

Response:

a) Net Income before PILs:

The amount of $468,411 shown in the table above is the net income before
adjustments on schedule 1 of the 2011 tax return. The corresponding amount
from the 2012 tax return is $145,964.

Please note that there are two sets of tax returns in E4/T4/S8 Appendix A, first is
the tax return for the year ending December 31, 2011, followed by the tax return
for the year ended December 31, 2012.

The amount of $680,119 is the after-tax Board allowed rate of return on the 2012
calculated rate base amount. Collus used this amount in the PILs WF so that
2012 PILs calculation is consistent with and comparable to the test year
calculation.
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The most comparable number on the 2012 tax return is the $145,964 net income
from the financial statements plus the add back of the accounting tax provisions
of ($19,068) current taxes and $179,288 deferred taxes for a net income before
taxes of $306,184. The difference of $373,935 ($680,119-$306,184) simply
indicates that Collus earned less than the allowed rate of return in 2012.

Amortization of Tangible Assets:

The amount of $1,053,169 shown in the table above is the amortization of
tangible assets before adjustments on schedule 1 of the 2011 tax return. The
corresponding amount from the 2012 tax return is $1,739,853.

The amount of $1,888,095 is the total amount of depreciation calculated for 2012.
Please see the response to 2.0-Staff-6 for further details on the amounts of
$1,888,095 and $1,739,853, and the difference of $148,242.

The amount of $1,793,852 represents the depreciation of $1,888,095, used in the
PILs WF, reduced by the depreciation on transportation equipment of $179,188
and the addition of $22,791 for depreciation on stranded meters recorded in
account 1556 plus amortization of intangible assets of $8,155. In the PILs WF,
Collus has added back the full depreciation booked of $1,888,095, irrespective of
the fact that some of the expense was shown in other lines than depreciation
expense and believes that this is correct. In the tax return only the depreciation
expense shown on the depreciation line has been added back. For tax purposes
all depreciation should be added back then CCA deducted.

Reserves from the Financial Statements-bal. at the end of the year:

The reserve from the financial statements is the Accrued Benefit Obligation (ABO)
for post-retirement benefits. The amount of $365,620 was an estimate based on
the 2011 year end amount of $336,820 plus an average annual increase of
$28,800 from 2009 to 2011. This estimate was used prior to the availability of the
2012 financial statements and tax returns. Updating this based on the information
in the 2012 statements and returns was missed. The updated ABO financial
statement reserve information is summarized in Table Staff-26-1:

Table Staff-26-1: ABO Financial Statement Reserve Information

Year end Amount

2009 $ 281,085

2010 $ 308,029

2011 $ 336,820

2012 $ 336,468
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2009 to 2012 Change $ 55,383

Years $ 3

Average annual change $ 18,461

Projected 2013 $ 354,929

This updated information results in new opening and estimated closing balances
for the Financial Statement Reserves in the 2013 Test Year PILs calculation as
discussed further in part (b).

b) As explained in part (a) above there are some differences between the amounts
used in the 2012 PILS WF and the 2012 tax returns. Collus used the same
Schedule 8 Capital Cost Amounts and Schedule 10 Cumulative Eligible Capital
amounts from the 2012 tax return in the PILs WF.

The only difference that impacts the 2013 Test Year PILs calculation is the
change in the Financial Statement Reserves discussed in part (a) above.

As requested, Collus has updated the PILs WF using the amounts from the 2012
tax return and updating 2013 for the updated financial statement reserve amounts
from part (a).

This has resulted in a change in the 2013 Test year income taxes/PILs from
$73,876 to $71,979. The change in taxable income and resulting tax decrease is
due to the change in the schedule 13 reserve amounts.
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4-Energy Probe-33

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 4, Schedule 8

Please confirm that Collus PowerStream does not have any employees that qualify
for the Ontario Apprenticeship tax credit, federal job training tax credit, or the
Ontario Co-op Education tax credit. If this cannot be confirmed, please provide
the number of employees that qualify for each credit in 2013.

Response

Yes, we confirm that Collus PowerStream does not have any employees that qualify for
the Ontario Apprenticeship tax credit, federal job training tax credit, or the Ontario Co-op
Education tax credit.
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4-Energy Probe-34

Ref: Exhibit 4, Tab 6, Schedule 1

Has Collus PowerStream included any costs associated with the Board of
Directors of any of the corporations shown in the diagram on page 1? If yes,
please quantify and explain the basis upon which those costs are allocated to the
associated companies.

Response

No, Collus PowerStream has not included any costs associated with the Board of
Directors of any of the corporations shown in the diagram on page 1.
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EXHIBIT 5 - COST OF CAPITAL AND RATE OF RETURN

5-Energy Probe-35

Ref: Exhibit 5, Tab 1, Schedule 1

a) Please confirm that the Board's Cost of Capital Parameter Updates for 2013
Cost of Service Applications letter issued on February 14, 2013 is applicable
for the 2013 COS application of Collus PowerStream.

b) Please indicate why Collus PowerStream "will update for the most current
approved cost of capital parameters" prior to the finalization of the Tariff of
Rates and Charges?

c) Please explain the difference in the long-term debt rate for 2013 shown in
Table 1 of 4.12% and the figure of 4.05% shown in Tables 2 and 3.

Response:

a) Yes we can confirm that the Boards Cost of Capital Parameters for 2013 cost of
Service Applications issued on February 14, 2013 were used in the 2013 Collus
PowerStream application.

b) Collus PowerStream will update for the most current cost of capital parameters at
the time of the Board Decision. It is a filing requirement that such a statement be
included in the evidence (Reference Chapter 2, Section 2.8 of the OEB Filing
Requirements).

c) C - Table 1 is the Long Term Cost of Debt as prescribed per the OEB's Cost of
Capital Parameters (used for non-arm’s length debt such as the Promissory Note
with the Town of Collingwood), Tables 2 and 3 are the Weighted Average Debt
rate which includes two government loan debt instruments with "real" interest
rates. The calculation is shown on Table 2 in E5/T1/S1 pg. 2.
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5-Energy Probe-36

Ref: Exhibit 5, Tab 1, Schedule 1, Appendix A

a) Please confirm that Collus PowerStream has the right to repay the
promissory note from the Town of Collingwood (principal and accrued
interest) at any time.

b) Has Collus PowerStream investigated replacing the Town of Collingwood
promissory note with a lower cost loan from a third party? If not, why not?
If yes, please provide details of available replacement financing and indicate
why Collus PowerStream has not opted to replace the promissory note.

Response

a) Yes, Collus PowerStream has the right to repay the promissory note from the
Town of Collingwood (principal and accrued interest) at any time without notice or
bonus.

b) Yes, Collus PowerStream is currently investigating replacing the Town of
Collingwood promissory note with a lower cost loan from a third party.

The original Town of Collingwood loan was 7.25% which based on the “Share
Purchase Agreement” reduced to 5.58% on January 1, 2013 and reduces again
January 1, 2014 to an interest rate as is deemed compliant with the OEB
regulations. The deemed long-term debt rate is 4.03% per the November 15th,
2012 “Cost of Capital Parameter Updates for 2013 Cost of Service Applications
for Rates Effective January 1, 2013”.

Currently, $1.7m in undrawn funds are available from Infrastructure Ontario to be
repurposed to repay the Town of Collingwood promissory note. The current
lending rates for Infrastructure Ontario are listed below. Collus PowerStream’s
board of directors is currently in the process of investigating the option to replace
the promissory note.
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5-SEC-19
[Ex.5/1/1/p.1]
Please provide the Applicant’s actual ROE for each year between 2009-2012.

Response:

Table SEC-19-1 below provides the actual ROE for 2009 to 2012.

Table SEC-19-1: Actual ROE 2009 to 2012

Return on Equity (ROE) 2009 2010 2011 2012

Net income (see A below) $ 480,405 $ 707,000 $ 456,354 $ 325,236

Equity (see B below) $ 6,161,311 $ 6,653,868 $ 7,235,133 $ 7,457,449

ROE = A/B 7.80% 10.63% 6.31% 4.36%

(A) Net Income after Tax 2009 2010 2011 2012

Revenues

Distribution Revenue $ 5,126,519 $ 5,437,389 $ 5,592,609 $ 5,456,009

Smart Meter revenue $ - $ - $ - $ 1,402,131

Other revenue $ 488,295 $ 556,865 $ 423,378 $ 465,569

Total Revenue $ 5,614,814 $ 5,994,254 $ 6,015,987 $ 7,323,709

Expenses

OM&A $ 3,850,193 $ 3,995,851 $ 4,073,086 $ 4,843,305

Depreciation and Amortization $ 1,004,161 $ 967,205 $ 1,053,169 $ 1,739,853

Interest $ 179,149 $ 249,634 $ 285,649 $ 434,367

Taxes - current $ 100,906 $ 74,564 $ 147,729 $ (19,052)

Total Expenses $ 5,134,409 $ 5,287,254 $ 5,559,633 $ 6,998,473

Net Income (A) $ 480,405 $ 707,000 $ 456,354 $ 325,236

(B) Equity

Rate base $ 15,403,277 $ 16,634,671 $ 18,087,832 $ 18,643,622

Equity = 40% of Rate base $ 6,161,311 $ 6,653,868 $ 7,235,133 $ 7,457,449
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5-SEC-20
[Ex.5/1/1/p.2] Please provide a copy of all outstanding debt instruments not already
included in the evidence.

Response

Collus PowerStream has no outstanding debt instruments not included in the evidence.
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5.0 - VECC- 34

Reference: Exhibit 5, Tab 1

a) Please provide the actual and deemed rates of return on equity and capital for

each of the years 2009 through 2012.

Response:

a) Table VECC 34-1 contains a calculation of the actual and deemed rates of return on
equity and capital for the years 2009 through 2012. The deemed rates are taken from
Collus PowerStream’s approved 2009 Cost of Service rate application (EB-2008-
0226).

Table VECC 34-1: Return on Equity and Capital 2009 to 2012

Return on Equity (ROE) 2009 2010 2011 2012

Net income (from A) $ 480,405 $ 707,000 $ 456,354 $ 325,236

Shareholder Equity (from C) $ 10,158,882 $ 10,582,602 $ 11,016,175 $ 9,141,377

Actual Return on Equity (= A÷C) 4.73% 6.68% 4.14% 3.56%

Deemed ROE 2009 COS 8.01% 8.01% 8.01% 8.01%

Return on Capital 2009 2010 2011 2012

Average Debt (D below) $ 1,737,721 $ 3,160,170 $ 4,510,170 $ 7,441,300

Average Shareholder Equity (C below) $ 10,158,882 $ 10,582,602 $ 11,016,175 $ 9,141,377

(1) Average Capital (Debt + Equity) $ 11,896,603 $ 13,742,772 $ 15,526,345 $ 16,582,677

Actual Interest (below) $ 179,149 $ 249,634 $ 285,649 $ 434,367

Net income after Tax (A below) $ 480,405 $ 707,000 $ 456,354 $ 325,236

(2) Return on Capital (Interest + Income) $ 659,554 $ 956,634 $ 742,003 $ 759,603

Actual return on capital % ( = (2)÷(1)) 5.54% 6.96% 4.78% 4.58%

Deemed Cost of Capital 2009 COS 7.01% 7.01% 7.01% 7.01%
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Table VECC 34-1 continued:

(A) Net Income after Tax 2009 2010 2011 2012

Revenues

Distribution Revenue $ 5,126,519 $ 5,437,389 $ 5,592,609 $ 5,456,009

Smart Meter revenue $ - $ - $ - $ 1,402,131

Other revenue $ 488,295 $ 556,865 $ 423,378 $ 465,569

Total Revenue $ 5,614,814 $ 5,994,254 $ 6,015,987 $ 7,323,709

Expenses

OM&A $ 3,850,193 $ 3,995,851 $ 4,073,086 $ 4,843,305

Depreciation and Amortization $ 1,004,161 $ 967,205 $ 1,053,169 $ 1,739,853

Interest $ 179,149 $ 249,634 $ 285,649 $ 434,367

Taxes - current $ 100,906 $ 74,564 $ 147,729 $ (19,052)

Total Expenses $ 5,134,409 $ 5,287,254 $ 5,559,633 $ 6,998,473

Net Income (A) $ 480,405 $ 707,000 $ 456,354 $ 325,236

(B) Deemed Equity 2009 2010 2011 2012

Rate base $ 15,403,277 $ 16,634,671 $ 18,087,832 $ 18,643,622

Equity = 40% of Rate base $ 6,161,311 $ 6,653,868 $ 7,235,133 $ 7,457,449

(C) Shareholder Equity (Financials) 2009 2010 2011 2012

Opening $ 9,934,531 $ 10,383,233 $ 10,781,970 $ 11,250,380

Closing $ 10,383,233 $ 10,781,970 $ 11,250,380 $ 7,032,373

Average $ 10,158,882 $ 10,582,602 $ 11,016,175 $ 9,141,377

(D) Debt 2009 2010 2011 2012

Opening $ 2,827,523 $ 1,710,170 $ 4,610,170 $ 4,410,170

Closing $ 1,710,170 $ 4,610,170 $ 4,410,170 $ 10,472,430

Average $ 1,737,721 $ 3,160,170 $ 4,510,170 $ 7,441,300
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EXHIBIT 7 – COST ALLOCATION

7.0-Staff-27

Ref: E4/T4/S7, p. 4; CA Model, worksheet I-3, cell E430 (Account 5705) – Allocation
of Amortization

Depreciation is described in Exhibit 4 totaling $1,102,871. In worksheet I-3, the amount
of $30,000 is entered at cell E430, which as a result is allocated as a component of
account 5705 ‘Amortization Expense – PP&E’. With this amount, the allocated total is
$940,824.

a) Please state which is the correct cost to be used in the revenue requirement and
for allocation to classes.

b) Please explain what the $30,000 component refers to, providing a reference if
applicable to where the cost is described in the application.

c) Please confirm that the $30,000 amount is not attributable to account 1575 or
1576.

Response

a) The correct amount to be allocated to the customer classes is $$940,824. This
represents the net depreciation expense after re-allocation of vehicle depreciation
of $192,047 to other cost categories plus the addition of $30,000 in derecognition
costs.

b) The $30,000 component on E4/T4/S7 is a depreciation adjustment for
derecognition expense. It has been determined by the following calculation and
rounded down to $30,000. Reference to derecognition or disposal can be found
at E6/T1/S1 page 6 of 11, Table 7. Another reference to it can be found at
E2/T2/S1 page 5 of 5, Table 7.

c) Collus PowerStream confirms the $30,000 is not attributable to account 1575 or
1576, as the change in accounting is concurrent with the rebasing of rates.
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7.0-Staff-28

Ref: E7/T1/S1, Table 5; Appendix 2-P; CA Model worksheet O-1 – Revenue to Cost
Ratios

The total revenue requirement matches in these two references, at $6,981,397, but the
amounts allocated to the respective classes do not match. In particular, the General Service
> 50 kW class revenue requirement in Table A of Appendix 2-P is $1,181,819 whereas the
class revenue requirement in the CA model is $957,151. A result is that the status quo
revenue to cost ratio of that class in Table C of Appendix 2-P is 94.23%, whereas in the CA
model it is 115.80%

a) Please confirm that the status quo ratios in Exhibit 7 and the CA model should be
used, and that Appendix 2-P should be disregarded as filed.

b) If the statement in part a) cannot be confirmed, please file a revised CA model and a
revised Table 5 in Exhibit 7.

c) If the status quo ratios in Exhibit 7 and the cost allocation model are correct, please
provide an updated version of Appendix 2-P.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream confirms the information included in the submitted application
document is correct where the class revenue requirement for the > 50 kW class is
$957,151 and the proposed revenue to cost ratio of that class is 115.80%.

b) N/A
c) The correct version of Appendix 2-P was provided in Exhibit 7 or the submitted

application, however, an incorrect Excel version was filed.

Appendix 2-P

Cost Allocation
Please complete the following four
tables.

a) Allocated Costs

Classes

Costs Allocated
from Previous

Study
(COLLUS

Power 2009)

%

Costs Allocated in
Test Year (2013)

Study
(Column 7A)

%

Residential $ 3,545,358 67.06% $ 4,514,411 64.66%

GS < 50 kW $ 798,452 15.10% $ 1,305,367 18.70%

GS > 50 kW $ 342,951 6.49% $ 957,151 13.71%

Large User $ 546,816 10.34% $ - 0.00%

Street Lighting $ 38,137 0.72% $ 200,030 2.87%

Sentinel Lighting $ - 0.00% $ - 0.00%
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Unmetered Scattered Load (USL) $ 14,997 0.28% $ 4,438 0.06%

Total $ 5,286,711 100.00% $ 6,981,397 100.00%

Notes

Customer Classification

Host Distributors: Provide information on embedded distributor(s) as a separate class, even if your proposal is to bill
the embedded distributor(s) as (a) General Service customer(s).

If proposed rate classes differ from those in place in the previous Cost Allocation study, modify the rate classes to
match the current application as closely as possible.

Class Revenue Requirements
If using the Board-issued model, enter data from Worksheet O-1, row 40 in the 2012 model.

For the Embedded Distributor(s), the Service Revenue Requirement does not include Account 4750 - Low Voltage
(LV) Costs

Exclude costs in deferral and variance accounts.

Include Smart Meter costs only to the extent that they are being included in Rate Base and Revenue Requirement
(i.e. being transferred from accounts 1555 and 1556 as a result of a prudence review).

b) Calculated Class Revenues

Column 7B Column 7C Column 7D Column 7E
Classes (same as previous
table)

Load Forecast
(LF) X current

approved rates

LF X current
approved rates

X (1 + d)
LF X proposed rates

Miscellaneous
Revenue

Residential $ 3,542,885 $ 4,135,938 $ 4,135,938
$
315,025

GS < 50 kW $ 903,699 $ 1,054,972 $ 1,069,252
$
107,464

GS > 50 kW $ 925,812 $ 1,080,787 $ 1,080,787
$
27,578

Large User $ - $ - $ - $ -

Street Lighting $ 201,955 $ 235,761 $ 224,771
$
15,258

Sentinel Lighting $ - $ - $ - $ -

Unmetered Scattered Load (USL) $ 7,144 $ 8,340 $ 5,050
$
276

Total $ 5,581,495 $ 6,515,797 $ 6,515,797
$
465,600.00

line 18 line 23 As per Rate model line 19

Notes:



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 341 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

Columns
7B to 7D

LF means Load Forecast of Annual Billing Quantities (i.e. customers or connections X 12, and kWh or kW, as
applicable)

Exclude revenue from rate adders and rate riders. For Embedded Distributor(s): exclude revenue in account 4075.

Columns 7C and 7D:

Column total in each column should equal the Base Revenue Requirement.

For Embedded Distributor(s), Base Revenue Requirement does not include Account 4750 - Low Voltage Costs

Column
7C:

The Board cost allocation model calculates "1+d" in worksheet O-1, cell C21. "d" is defined as Revenue Deficiency/
Revenue at Current Rates.

Column 7E:

If using the Board-issued Cost Allocation model, enter Miscellaneous Revenue as it appears in Worksheet O-1, row
19.

c) Rebalancing Revenue-to-Cost (R/C) Ratios

Class

Previously
Approved Ratios

Status Quo
Ratios

Proposed Ratios

Policy Range

(7C + 7E) / (7A) (7D + 7E) / (7A)

2011

% % % %

Residential 104.4 98.6 98.6 85 - 115

GS < 50 kW 99.7 89.1 90.1 80 - 120

GS > 50 kW
80.0 115.8 115.8 80 - 120

Large User 85 - 115

Street Lighting 70.0 125.5 120.0 70 - 120

Sentinel Lighting 80 - 120

Unmetered Scattered Load (USL)
87.8 194.1 120.0 80 - 120

Notes:
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Previously Approved Revenue-to-
Cost Ratios

For applicants that have had rates adjusted only under IRM 2, the Most Recent Year is 2006, and the applicant
should enter the ratios from their Informational Filing.

Status Quo Ratios

The Board's updated Cost Allocation Model yields the Status Quo Ratios in Worksheet O-1.

Status Quo means "No Rebalancing" or "Before Rebalancing".

d) Proposed Revenue-to-Cost Ratios

Class

Proposed Revenue-to-Cost Ratios
Policy Range

2012 2013 2014

% % % %

Residential 98.59 98.59 98.6 85 - 115

GS < 50 kW 90.14 90.14 90.1 80 - 120

GS > 50 kW 115.80 115.80 115.8 80 - 120

Large User 85 - 115

Street Lighting 120.00 120.00 120.0 70 - 120

Sentinel Lighting 80 - 120

Unmetered Scattered Load (USL) 120.00 120.00 120.0 80 - 120

The applicant should complete Table (d) if it is applying for approval of a revenue to cost ratio in 2012 that is outside
the Board’s policy range for any customer class. Table (d) will show the information that the distributor would likely
enter in the IRM model) in 2013. In 2012 Table (d), enter the planned ratios for the classes that will be ‘Change’ and
‘No Change’ in 2013 (in the current Revenue Cost Ratio Adjustment Workform, Worksheet C1.1 ‘Decision – Cost
Revenue Adjustment’, column d), and enter TBD for class(es) that will be entered as ‘Rebalance’.
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7.0-VECC – 35

Reference: Exhibit 7, Tab 1, Schedule 1, page 5

a) Based on COLLUS’ Conditions of Service, are any its customer classes

required to provide (and maintain) their own “service assets”? If so, which

ones and for how long has this requirement been in place?

Response

a) No customer class is required to provide and maintain their own service assets.

Customers requiring transformers greater than 500 kVa are customer owned and

therefore receive the transformer allowance.
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7.0-VECC – 36

Reference: Cost Allocation Model, Sheet I7.2

a) Please explain why the meter reading weighting factor for GS>50 is 0.38

relative to a value of 1.0 for Residential and GS<50.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream is of the opinion the costs of collecting and verifying smart
meter data for the residential and general service classes exceeds the cost of the
other classes. This may change as LDCs become more comfortable with the
smart meter processes but for this rate application Collus PowerStream supports
the weightings provided and wishes to maintain them as filed.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 345 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

EXHIBIT 8 – RATE DESIGN

8.0-Staff-29

Ref: E3/T2/S1, p. 1, Table 1 and p. 4, Table 6; E8/T1/S2, p. 1, Table 1 –
Fixed/Variable split

a) Please provide a table that shows how the revenue amounts in the first two
columns of Table 1 (Exhibit 8) are derived from billing loads in Exhibit 3 (Tables 1
and 6)

Response

a)
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8.0-Staff-30

Ref: E1/T1/S2, Appendix A and E8/T1/S9, Table 2 – Revenue Reconciliation

The proposed volumetric rates in Exhibit 8 and in appendix 2-V appear to be inconsistent in
Collus PowerStream’s proposed tariff in Exhibit 1 and in the Bill Impact calculations in
Appendix 2-W.

a) Please state which volumetric rates are being proposed by Collus PowerStream, and
if necessary please file a revised calculation of revenue (including Appendix 2-V).

Response

a) Table 2 of E8/T1/S9 provides a combined distribution and low voltage volumetric rate
for each class. The following volumetric rates are being proposed by Collus
PowerStream:

Distribution Low Voltage Combined
Residential $ 0.0203 $0.0017 $ 0.0220
GS <50 kW $ 0.0138 $0.0015 $ 0.0153
GS 50-2,999 kW $ 3.0998 $0.5584 $ 3.6582
USL $ 0.0125 $0.0015 $ 0.0140
Street Lighting $15.3221 $0.4317 $15.7538

The proposed tariff in Exhibit 1 is correct in the submitted application.
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8.0-Staff-31

Ref: E2/T4/S1, Table 3; CA model, account 4716; E8/T1/S3 and RTSR model –
Transmission Costs

The cost projections used in the forecast cost of power as a component of Working
Capital in Exhibit 2 appear to not match the forecast in Exhibit 8 (and in the RTSR
Model) to derive COLLUS’s proposed RTSRs. In particular, the forecast cost of
Transmission Connection in Exhibit 2 Table 3 and in the CA model is $105,506, whereas
in the RTSR model the forecast wholesale cost is $39,549 for line connection plus
$1,006,065 for transformation.

a) Please state which cost forecast is correct, and provide any necessary revisions
to the applicable model and exhibit.

Response

a) The cost of power model in Exhibit 2, Tab 4, Schedule 1, Table 3 required
revisions to Commodity (RPP), Commodity (Spot), Global Adjustment and
Transmission Transformation – HONI charges. As a result the forecasted
transmission connection charges from Exhibit 2, Tab 4, Schedule 1, Table 3 were
revised to $915,259 based on forecasted kW charges as compared to those in
the RTSR model of $1,006,065 using historic 2011 kW charges.

See 2-Energy Probe-17 for updated Table 3.
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8-Energy Probe-37

Ref: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 2

Please explain why Collus PowerStream is not proposing to raise the USL monthly
service charge to the floor value of $0.46, as shown in Table 2.

Response

Collus PowerStream agrees that under the Board’s cost allocation methodology it would
be appropriate to adjust the monthly service charge to the floor value of $0.46. This is a
minor matter which does not affect the allocation of revenue between classes. Collus
PowerStream proposes that the USL monthly service charge be increased to the floor
value in the draft rate order.
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8.0-VECC – 37

Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 2, pages 1-2

a) Please confirm that COLLUS is not proposing to maintain the fixed/variable

split for the GS>50 class (as suggested on page 1), but rather maintain the

fixed charge at the 2012 value of $114.02 (as described on page 2).

Response

a) Since the current Board approved fixed charge is $114.02 Collus PowerStream
has proposed the fixed rate be maintained at $114.02 versus reducing it to the
ceiling of $78.80 as calculated by the Cost Allocation model. Stating on page 1
that all classes would maintain their current fixed variable split was made in error
and should have read “all classes with the exception of the GS>50 class will
maintain their existing fixed variable split”.
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8.0-VECC – 38

Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 7

a) What is the basis for the forecast kW values used in Table 1?

b) What were COLLUS actual LV charges from HON for 2012?

Response

a) Collus PowerStream calculated historic ratios using 2 year average, 2010 and

2011 actuals, for Total kWh/System kW (0.184%), System line/System kW

(8.064%) and System Transformation/System kW (100.04%) and used those

ratios to calculate the Hydro One Low Voltage kW from the load forecasted total

purchases.

b) Collus PowerStream low voltage charges for 2012 were as follows;

Month kW

Jan-12 57,895

Feb-12 55,338

Mar-12 51,546

Apr-12 44,595

May-12 48,952

Jun-12 57,564

Jul-12 57,813

Aug-12 49,868

Sep-12 47,150

Oct-12 41,906

Nov-12 45,145

Dec-12 49,666
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8-Energy Probe-38

Ref: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 8

Please update Table 1 to include actual data for 2012. Please also calculate the 5-
year average using data from 2008 through 2012.

Response

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A(1) "Wholesale" kWh delivered to

distributor (higher value)

0

A(2) "Wholesale" kWh delivered to

distributor (lower value) 354105717 344975881 328430865 334443325 331863453 319895384

331921781.6

B Portion of "Wholesale" kWh

delivered to distributor for its Large

Use Customer(s)

0

C Net "Wholesale" kWh delivered to

distributor = A(2) - B

354105717 344975881 328430865 334443325 331863453 319895384 331921781.6

D "Retail" kWh delivered by distributor 342066123 333246701 316968628 322804697 320281418 307413298 320142948.4

E Portion of "Retail" kWh delivered by

distributor to its Large Use

Customer(s)

0

F Net "Retail" kWh delivered by

distributor = D - E

342066123 333246701 316968628 322804697 320281418 307413298 320142948.4

G Loss Factor in Distributor's system

= C / F

1.03520 1.03520 1.03616 1.03605 1.03616 1.04060 1.03679

H Supply Facilities Loss Factor 1.03400 1.03400 1.03400 1.03400 1.03400 1.03400 1.03400

I Total Loss Factor = G x H 1.07039 1.07039 1.07139 1.07128 1.07139 1.07598 1.07204

Losses Within Distributor's System

Losses Upstream of Distributor's System

Total Losses

Historical Years 5-Year Average

2008-2012
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8.0-VECC – 39

Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 10

a) Please confirm that, contrary to the text on page 1, the initial volumetric

charge of $2.7438/kW was increased by $0.3560/kW to offset the transformer

ownership allowance paid to some customers.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream confirms that the volumetric charge has been increased by

$0.3560/kW to offset the transformer allowance paid to customers who own their

own transformers.
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8.0-VECC – 40

Reference: Exhibit 8, Tab 1, Schedule 10

a) Please provide a detailed calculation showing the derivation of the stranded

meter weighting factors (i.e. derivation of the $337,914 residential and

$131,411 GS<50 allocations).

b) Did COLLUS maintain separate accounting records for meters in the two

classes?

Response

a) The stranded meter weighting factors, as shown in Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1,
Table 11 were reflect the class specific weighted meter costs of smart meters, as
filed in EB-2012-0017.

b) Collus PowerStream did not maintain separate accounting records for each

customer class.
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EXHIBIT 9 - DEFERRAL AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTS

9.0-Staff-32

Ref: E9/T1/S1, p. 28

On page 28, Collus PowerStream requests a “new sub-account for account 1555 to
capture the remaining net book value of older smart meters that need to be replaced…”

In Decision and Order EB-2012-0017, issued June 21, 2012 the Board determined that
“in granting its approval for the historically incurred costs and the revenue requirement
projected for 2012, the Board considers COLLUS to have completed its smart meter
deployment. Going forward, COLLUS is not to record any capital and operating costs for
new smart meters and any costs for operations of smart meters in Accounts 1555 and
1556. Instead, the costs shall be recorded in regular capital and operating expense
accounts (e.g. Account 1860 for meter capital costs) as is the case with other regular
distribution assets and costs.”

a) Please explain why Collus PowerStream deems a new sub-account necessary
given the Board’s determination in EB-2012-0017.

Response

a) A new deferral account is required due to the unanticipated technological
obsolesce, communication problems, and encryption issues encountered with the
first generation installation of Sensus Smart Meters iCon F and iCon G models.
These smart meters are deficient and need to be replaced before their normal
retirement date. This is a province wide issue that most other utilities are also
facing. Please see the response to 2.0-Staff-7.

Account 4362, Loss from Retirement of Utility and Other Property would normally
be used to derecognize assets. Rather than request current rates to cover the
loss on derecognition of these smart meters, Collus PowerStream feels it would
be prudent to utilize a deferral account and track actual losses and submit the
account for approval of disposition in the future. Collus PowerStream plans to
mitigate and manage the costs associated with the replacement by extending the
replacement over the course of two or three years and through negotiated
reduced capital prices from the supplier.

Since account 1555 previously included a sub-account for the original manual
stranded meters, we have suggested this as a possible account for the smart
meter stranded costs. Possibly a brand new number would be more appropriate.
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9.0-Staff-33

Ref: E9/T1/S1 – Stranded Meters

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.

Collus PowerStream is proposing separate rate riders to recover the NBV of stranded
meters from Residential and GS < 50 kW customers, as shown in Table 11 of this
exhibit:

 Residential: $0.98/month for a period of two years; and

 GS < 50 kW: $2.94/month for a period of two years.

This is based on a NBV of $469,325 for stranded conventional meters as of August 31,
2013. This reflects the December 31, 2011 NBV of $504,566 less further depreciation
expense of $35,241 recovered in existing rates for the first eight months (January 1 to
August 31) of 2013.

In Table 11, Collus PowerStream states that the class allocation is based on its
“approved Smart Meter filing”.

a) Despite Collus PowerStream filing later, its Application is for rates based on a
2013 forward test year. For the purpose of determining the 2013 revenue
requirement, the NBV of stranded meters are removed from rate base, cost
allocation and the revenue requirement determination as of January 1, 2013.
Please provide further explanation of Collus PowerStream’s basis for recording
further depreciation until August 31, 2013.
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b) Please confirm whether the allocation weights shown in Table 11 reflect the class-
specific weighted meter costs of conventional meters or of smart meters.

c) If the weights are based on the class-specific weighted smart meter costs, please
provide the rationale for using these weights for allocating the net book value of
stranded conventional meters.

d) Please provide a copy of Sheet I7.1 from Collus PowerStream’s Cost Allocation
study from its previous Cost of Service application.

e) Based on the information provided in d), please provide class-specific SMRRs for
the Residential and GS < 50 kW using the customer weighted meter costs and
number of customers to allocate the NBV of stranded meters to the Residential
and GS < 50 kW customer classes. Please adequately document the
methodology for allocating the costs between the classes. Where available,
spreadsheets for documenting the data and calculations should be provided in
working Microsoft Excel format.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream moved stranded meters out of PPE in July 2012 to a deferral
account and continued to amortize the stranded meters until August 31, 2013.

From a rates perspective, a distributor continues to receive a return (WACC) on
the stranded net meter assets and continues to recover the return of the stranded
meters in the meter amortization expenses, both of which were included in the
revenue requirement and the distributor’s current rates. It is only upon a
distributor’s rates rebasing would this revenue stream cease to continue in rates
when the stranded net meter costs are removed from rate base. Accordingly,
under this approach until rates rebasing, the regulatory accounting treatment
(regardless of whether the stranded meters are recorded in either sub-account
1555 or account 1860 or when they were moved) requires the distributor to
continue amortization expense in account 5705.

b) The allocation weights show in Table 11 reflect the class specific weighted meter
costs of smart meters, as filed in EB-2012-0017.

c) Collus PowerStream did not maintain separate accounting records for each

customer class. Therefore using the class specific weighting of smart meters is

the most reasonable method of determining the stranded meter class allocation.

d) Collus PowerStream was not able to locate the Cost Allocation study EB-2006-
0247 filed for information with EB-2008-0226.

e) Not available.
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9.0-Staff-34

Ref: Account 1508, Sub Account Pension Contributions; E9/T1/S1, pp7- 8 and
December 2005 APH FAQ # 13

The December 2005 APH FAQ # 13 states:

Q.13 Incremental cost assessments and cash pension contributions were
authorized for inclusion in 1508, Other Regulatory Assets, sub-accounts as per
Board letters of December 20, 2004 and February 15, 2005 respectively. To
which date are the recordings authorized in these sub-accounts?

A.13 These recordings are authorized to April 30, 2006 since effective on May 1,
2006 cost assessments and cash pension contributions amounts are included in
the distribution rates of LDCs for the 2006/07 rate year. [Emphasis added]

Collus PowerStream is requesting for its December 31, 2011 audited total balance of
$60,881 for Account 1508, Sub Account Pension Contributions.

Board staff notes that Collus PowerStream had the opportunity in its 2009 COS rates
application to request for the disposition of Account 1508, Sub Account Pension
Contributions balance.

a) Please explain why the Board should approve Collus PowerStream’s request for
disposition of Account 1508, Sub Account Pension Contributions at this time.

Response
a) Collus PowerStream is requesting disposition of the balance in 1508, Sub

Account Pension Contributions. This account was used, as per a letter dated
February 15, 2005 to all LDC’s regarding introduction of new USofA accounts and
guidelines on accounting issues. In that letter the Board allowed all LDC’s who
were members of OMERS to track and record such pension costs and associated
carrying charges in account 1508 sub account pension contributions for 2005 and
subsequent years. Collus PowerStream recorded pension costs from 2005 up to
and including April 2006, at which time as per December 2005 APH FAQ #13,
OMERS pension costs were included in distribution rates. For reporting
purposes, Collus PowerStream included in quarterly RRR.2.1.1 and annual
RRR.2.1.7 outstanding balances for recovery in account 1508. In EB-2008-0226
Collus PowerStream did not request disposition of any group 2 deferral accounts.
Collus PowerStream tracked the carrying charges in account 1508, sub account
pension costs from inception up to and including disposition of this account with
rates effective September 1, 2013. Collus PowerStream is requesting disposition
of this account at this time.
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9.0-Staff-35

Ref: Account 1508, Sub Account Deferred IFRS Transition Costs; E9/T1/S1, p.7,
Table 3; E1/T3/S5, p. 1; DVA Work Form (WF) for 2013 Filers; October 2009 APH
FAQ # 1 and E9/T1/S1, p.8-10

In Table 3, Collus PowerStream listed Account 1508, Sub Account Deferred IFRS
Transition Costs as one of the Group 2 accounts to be disposed for a total of $117,245.

Collus PowerStream indicated that it will adopt IFRS on January 1, 2015.

Board staff notes the Accounting Procedures Handbook – FAQ #1, dated October 2009
stated the following with respect to the disposition of Account 1508 Other Regulatory
Assets, Sub-account Deferred IFRS Transition:

The Board has approved a deferral account for a distributor to record one-time
administrative incremental IFRS transition costs, which are not already
approved and included for recovery in distribution rates.

In the distributor’s next cost of service rate application immediately after the IFRS
transition period, the balance in this sub-account should be included for review
and disposition. [Emphasis added]

a. Please provide estimates of what additional costs Collus PowerStream is
expecting to incur for its IFRS project.

b. Given that Collus PowerStream’s IFRS adoption will be on January 1, 2015 and
given the APH guidelines, please explain why Collus PowerStream is seeking
disposition of the $117,245 balance in this current rate application instead of
requesting disposition in the next rate proceeding when the IFRS transition period
is complete.

Response

a) During 2012 and year-to-date 2013 an additional $36,205 and $10,000
respectively has been incurred for IFRS transition costs. These costs relate to
accounting, legal, and consulting work directly attributable to IFRS conversion
needs.

During 2013 to 2015 we anticipate through our service level agreement with
PowerStream to utilize about an additional 100 hours of their expert IFRS staff to
review whitepapers and discuss issues if any, train internal staff, assist with
modifications to our forms and reports, review our financial statements, assist with
opening IFRS balances, review IFRS notes and present to external stakeholders
information on the financial statement impacts. The charge will be allocated at
cost from PowerStream and result in savings over outside consultants.
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We also expect audit and accounting fees during the actual transition year to
result in $40-$50k in additional costs.

Some IFRS transition costs are undeterminable at this time due to the uncertainty
in the timing and nature of the conversion process.

b) When account 1508 was originally established, the expected IFRS transition date
was January 1, 2011. The AcSB has subsequently deferred the mandatory IFRS
changeover date for entities with qualifying rate regulated activities four times.
The effective transition date is now January 1, 2015. The complexity of applying
IFRS to the rate regulated industry has resulted in delays and confusion in the
accounting industry that continue to add costs to our utility. At the time of creation
of the 1508 deferral account, it was reasonable that it would be a one-time cost
and be included in the rate application immediately after the IFRS transition
period. However, this is no longer reasonable. A utility cannot be expected to
continue to bear the substantial costs of the IFRS transition for this many years
before recovery. By the time Collus PowerStream files its next cost of service
application it will be 2016 and we will have been tracking IFRS costs for over 6
years that are substantial in nature.
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9.0-Staff-36

Ref: Account 1588, RSVA Power and Account 1588, RSVA Power -Sub account
Global Adjustment and E9/T1/S1, p.3, Table 2

Table 2 lists Accounts 1588, RSVA Power and Account 1588, RSVA Power, Sub
account Global Adjustment for disposition in the amounts of $141,511 and $574,290
respectively.

a. Does Collus PowerStream pro-rate IESO Charge Type 146 Global Adjustment
into the RPP portion and non-RPP portion? If not, why not.

b. If so, please provide the supporting spreadsheet for the year 2011 which prorates
the IESO Charge Type 146 Global Adjustment into RPP portion and non-RPP
portion.

Response

a) Collus PowerStream confirms that monthly IESO charge type 146 Global
Adjustment is prorated between RPP and non-RPP portions.

b)

IESO Charge Type 146

Month RPP % Non-RPP % GA Charge RPP Non-RPP

Jan-11 52.7782% 47.2218% 1,287,253 679,389 607,864

Feb-11 48.2281% 51.7719% 1,071,676 516,849 554,827

Mar-11 48.9631% 51.0369% 1,156,739 566,375 590,364

Apr-11 42.7412% 57.2588% 1,217,082 520,195 696,886

May-11 43.7145% 56.2855% 1,325,373 579,380 745,993

Jun-11 40.7246% 59.2754% 1,036,024 421,917 614,108

Jul-11 49.2342% 50.7658% 834,865 411,039 423,826

Aug-11 46.7002% 53.2998% 904,953 422,615 482,338

Sep-11 35.3131% 64.6869% 934,378 329,958 604,420

Oct-11 41.7439% 58.2561% 1,184,366 494,401 689,966

Nov-11 45.9294% 54.0706% 1,222,932 561,686 661,247

Dec-11 50.7873% 49.2127% 1,454,727 738,817 715,911
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9.0-Staff-37

Ref: Account 1592, PILs and Tax Variance for 2006 and Subsequent Years – Sub-
account HST/OVAT Input Tax Credits; E1/T1/S2, p.3 and Chapter 2 of the Filing
Requirements For Electricity Transmission and Distribution Applications,
Sections 2.12.2, June 28, 2012

The 2013 COS filing requirements state:

The applicant must state whether entries have been made to record variances in
the sub-account of Account 1592 to cover the period from July 1, 2010 to
December 31, 2012 since the Test Year, which starts January 1, 2013 would
include the HST impacts in rates going forward. If this is not the case, please
explain. If the rate year begins May 1, entries to record variances in the sub-
account of Account 1592 would cover the period from July 1, 2010 to April 30,
2013.

The applicant is required to provide an analysis to support the applicant’s
conformity with the December 2010 APH FAQs using the example shown in the
FAQ #4.

Board staff noted that the variances recorded in 1592 sub account did not cover the
period from July 1, 2010 to August 31, 2013 since therate year starts September 1,
2013.

Board staff also noted that Collus PowerStream has not provided the detailed analysis
required by S.2.12.2 of the 2013 COS filing requirements.

a) Please file the updated balance for disposition for Account 1592, PILs and Tax
Variance for 2006 and Subsequent Years – Sub-account HST/OVAT Input Tax
Credits to cover the period of July 1, 2010 to August 31, 2013 using the analysis
method in the December 2010 APH FAQ #4.

b) Please provide the details for the analysis for the completion of the record.

Response:

a) Collus PowerStream’s filing on April 30, 2013 contained balances for Account
1592, PILs and Tax Variance for 2006 and Subsequent Years – Sub-account
HST/OVAT Input Tax Credits (“1592 HST”) that were estimated based on a
detailed analysis of 2009 purchases and the PST component therein that was
charged to OM&A costs. This analysis has been re-examined in order to respond
to part (b) of this interrogatory and has resulted in slightly different amounts.
Collus PowerStream is updating the values for account 1592 HST and the portion
refunded to customers based on the answer to this interrogatory.
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As discussed in part (b), the 2009 OM&A costs contained PST totaling $27,639.
Using the proxy method in the December 2010 APH FAQ #4 (“FAQ#4”), this
results in an amount of $2,303.25 per month to be recorded in 1592 HST.

The period from July 1, 2010, i.e. start of HST, to August 31, 2013, i.e.
immediately prior to rebased rates effective September 1, 2013, is 38 months
resulting in a total of $87,524 to be booked in 1592 HST plus accrued interest for
a total of $89,501. This is summarized in Table Staff 37-1 below.

Table Staff 37-1: Entries for Account 1592 Sub-account HST/OVAT

Principal Interest Interest

Date Addition Total Addition Total Total Days Rate

6/30/2010 $ - $ - $ -

7/31/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 2,303.25 $ - $ - $ 2,303.25 31 0.89%

8/31/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 4,606.50 $ 1.74 $ 1.74 $ 4,608.24 31 0.89%

9/30/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 6,909.75 $ 3.37 $ 5.11 $ 6,914.86 30 0.89%

10/31/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 9,213.00 $ 7.04 $ 12.15 $ 9,225.15 31 1.20%

11/30/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 11,516.25 $ 9.09 $ 21.24 $ 11,537.49 30 1.20%

12/31/2010 $ 2,303.25 $ 13,819.50 $ 11.74 $ 32.98 $ 13,852.48 31 1.20%

1/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 16,122.75 $ 17.25 $ 50.23 $ 16,172.98 31 1.47%

2/28/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 18,426.00 $ 18.18 $ 68.41 $ 18,494.41 28 1.47%

3/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 20,729.25 $ 23.00 $ 91.42 $ 20,820.67 31 1.47%

4/30/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 23,032.50 $ 25.05 $ 116.46 $ 23,148.96 30 1.47%

5/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 25,335.75 $ 28.76 $ 145.22 $ 25,480.97 31 1.47%

6/30/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 27,639.00 $ 30.61 $ 175.83 $ 27,814.83 30 1.47%

7/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 29,942.25 $ 34.51 $ 210.34 $ 30,152.59 31 1.47%

8/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 32,245.50 $ 37.38 $ 247.72 $ 32,493.22 31 1.47%

9/30/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 34,548.75 $ 38.96 $ 286.68 $ 34,835.43 30 1.47%

10/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 36,852.00 $ 43.13 $ 329.81 $ 37,181.81 31 1.47%

11/30/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 39,155.25 $ 44.53 $ 374.34 $ 39,529.59 30 1.47%

12/31/2011 $ 2,303.25 $ 41,458.50 $ 48.89 $ 423.22 $ 41,881.72 31 1.47%

1/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 43,761.75 $ 51.76 $ 474.98 $ 44,236.73 31 1.47%

2/29/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 46,065.00 $ 51.11 $ 526.09 $ 46,591.09 29 1.47%

3/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 48,368.25 $ 57.51 $ 583.61 $ 48,951.86 31 1.47%

4/30/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 50,671.50 $ 58.44 $ 642.05 $ 51,313.55 30 1.47%

5/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 52,974.75 $ 63.26 $ 705.31 $ 53,680.06 31 1.47%

6/30/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 55,278.00 $ 64.01 $ 769.31 $ 56,047.31 30 1.47%

7/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 57,581.25 $ 69.01 $ 838.33 $ 58,419.58 31 1.47%

8/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 59,884.50 $ 71.89 $ 910.22 $ 60,794.72 31 1.47%

9/30/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 62,187.75 $ 72.35 $ 982.57 $ 63,170.32 30 1.47%
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10/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 64,491.00 $ 77.64 $ 1,060.21 $ 65,551.21 31 1.47%

11/30/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 66,794.25 $ 77.92 $ 1,138.13 $ 67,932.38 30 1.47%

12/31/2012 $ 2,303.25 $ 69,097.50 $ 83.39 $ 1,221.52 $ 70,319.02 31 1.47%

1/31/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 71,400.75 $ 86.27 $ 1,307.79 $ 72,708.54 31 1.47%

2/28/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 73,704.00 $ 80.52 $ 1,388.31 $ 75,092.31 28 1.47%

3/31/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 76,007.25 $ 92.02 $ 1,480.33 $ 77,487.58 31 1.47%

4/30/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 78,310.50 $ 91.83 $ 1,572.16 $ 79,882.66 30 1.47%

5/31/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 80,613.75 $ 97.77 $ 1,669.93 $ 82,283.68 31 1.47%

6/30/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 82,917.00 $ 97.40 $ 1,767.33 $ 84,684.33 30 1.47%

7/31/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 85,220.25 $ 103.52 $ 1,870.85 $ 87,091.10 31 1.47%

8/31/2013 $ 2,303.25 $ 87,523.50 $ 106.40 $ 1,977.25 $ 89,500.75 31 1.47%

As per the Board’s Decision March 31, 2010 (EB-2009-0220), 50% or $44,750 is
to be refunded to customers.

In this update, Collus PowerStream has not calculated any savings on capital or
depreciation as a result of the introduction of HST. This is based on the same reasons as
provided in PowerStream’s 2013 COS (EB-2012-0161) that are reproduced below (in italics
and including Table 3). The same reasons apply to Collus PowerStream’s situation as well.
This method was accepted by the parties in that proceeding as evidenced in the Settlement
Agreement regarding the deferral and variance accounts which included account 1592 Sub-
account HST/OVAT.

PowerStream 2013 COS (EB-2012-0161) Settlement Agreement October 24, 2012,
page 22:

Issue 5.1 Is the proposed clearance of deferral and variance account balances
appropriate?

Complete Settlement: For the purposes of settlement, the Parties agree that
PowerStream’s proposed clearance of deferral and variance account balances,
including a credit balance in Account 1562 Deferred PILs of $4,084,566, is
appropriate.

PowerStream 2013 COS (EB-2012-0161), Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 12, Page 3 to 6:

FAQ#4 discusses whether there are any savings from HST related to capital and
depreciation that are to be recorded in 1592 HST.

In FAQ#4 it is recognized that any savings on capital purchases on or after July 1, 2010
will be reflected in the cost when these assets are included in rate base at the next cost
of service application. Any savings in cost due to the elimination of PST will flow to
ratepayers at that time and there is no savings to be recorded in 1592 HST.

In FAQ#4 there is further discussion and examples regarding the depreciation on capital
additions on or after July 1, 2010, that imply there are savings on depreciation to be
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recorded in 1592 HST. There is no explanation as to why there would be an assumption
of savings related to depreciation on assets that have yet to be rebased and become part
of rates. Furthermore, the Board’s Decision talks about incremental ITCs which do not
apply to depreciation, only to the capital cost of the asset addition.

With no clear rationale for the savings on depreciation, PowerStream contacted Board
Staff for an explanation. The explanation offered was that since depreciation is an
annual expense, it was felt that this should be treated similar to OM&A.

PowerStream questions this rationale. Unlike OM&A which represents current
expenditures, depreciation represents the recovery of the original cost of fixed assets
over the useful lives. The depreciation in current rates is recovering the original cost of
assets acquired at or before PowerStream’s last cost of service rebasing (Barrie 2008,
PowerStream 2009) on which PowerStream has paid PST. Accordingly there can be no
savings from the implementation of HST in 2010.

PowerStream considered if there was any way that there could a realization of savings on
depreciation resulting from the implementation of HST during the current Incentive
Regulation Mechanism (“IRM”) period. This could only occur if there was depreciation in
current rates that could be considered to be depreciation on additions after June 30, 2010
and if this depreciation was greater than the actual depreciation on the new additions.

PowerStream considered the mechanics of IRM rate setting, the nature of capital
investment and recovery of capital costs through rates. PowerStream’s current rates are
based on the capital assets in service in 2009 (Barrie 2008) or earlier. As indicated
above, the additions after June 30, 2010 (which are subject to HST rather than PST) will
not be added to the rate base until PowerStream’s next cost of service rebasing for 2013
rates.

The only way that there is depreciation in rates on additions after 2009, is the extent of
depreciation on assets included in the last cost of service rebasing that become fully
depreciated. This would provide some depreciation expense in rates available to fund
depreciation on new additions.

The savings calculated in FAQ#4 would only arise if the annual depreciation expense on
additions were 8% lower than the amount of annual depreciation expense on fully
amortized assets that is no longer required. The inherent assumption is that additions
and related annual depreciation will be 8% lower than the amount of fully amortized
assets and related annual depreciation expense. This is extremely unlikely. The
historical cost and related depreciation on fully amortized assets is likely to be much
lower than the cost of new additions and related depreciation, well in excess of any
reduction due to HST, as explained below.

Distribution assets represent the vast majority of PowerStream’s rate base and on
average have a useful life of 25 years.

The materials cost of utility assets has increased by approximately 88.8% over the 25
year period since 1985 (refer to Table 3 below). An 8% cost reduction from PST, would
reduce the material cost index to 155.3 and the estimated cost increase in materials
being replaced in fiscal 2010 would be approximately 75.1% greater than the cost of the



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 365 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

original capital that was included in current rates. Similarly the labour cost of constructed
assets has increased by 74.7% over the same period.

The facts indicate that the cost of replacement capital assets and the corresponding
depreciation expense generally will be much greater than the cost and associated
depreciation of fully depreciated assets being replaced, well in excess of any reduction
from the removal of PST.
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Table 3: Electric Utility Price Construction Price Indexes

Table 327-0011 Electric utility construction price indexes (EUCPI), annual (index, 1992=100)
Survey or program details:
Electric Utility Construction Price Indexes - 2316
Geography Canada

YEAR Materials

Annual

Inflation Labour

Annual

Inflation
1979 60.3 47
1980 70.6 17% 51.6 10%
1981 75 6% 57.5 11%
1982 79.9 7% 64.5 12%
1983 79.1 -1% 71 10%
1984 83 5% 73.6 4%
1985 88.7 7% 76 3%
1986 90.7 2% 78 3%
1987 93.3 3% 80.7 3%
1988 101.7 9% 83.6 4%
1989 105 3% 88 5%
1990 106.9 2% 91.3 4%
1991 98.5 -8% 96.9 6%
1992 100 2% 100 3%
1993 102.1 2% 102.7 3%
1994 112.5 10% 104.3 2%
1995 128.1 14% 106.1 2%
1996 126.1 -2% 106.6 0%
1997 125 -1% 110.1 3%
1998 125.4 0% 117.6 7%
1999 126 0% 123.6 5%
2000 128.6 2% 128.8 4%
2001 127.7 -1% 130.7 1%
2002 127.6 0% 132.3 1%
2003 127.8 0% 132.7 0%
2004 132.5 4% 127.2 -4%
2005 138.2 4% 125.3 -1%
2006 155 12% 127.5 2%
2007 165 6% 130.3 2%
2008 167.6 2% 127.7 -2%
2009 167.5 0% 127.2 0%
2010 168.8 1% 132.8 4%

Materials Labour
1985 index 88.7 B 76.0 B
2010 index (Note 1) 155.3 132.8
Change in index 66.6 A 56.8 A

A / B = 75.1% 74.7%

Note 1: 2010 index for materials adjusted by 8% [ 168.8 x (1 - 8%) ] to reflect removal of PST on

material purchases; there is no PST on labour costs, so no adjustment is required.
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b) Collus PowerStream analyzed its purchases for 2009 and determined the amounts of
PST that were included in the OM&A costs. These are summarized in Table Staff 37-
2.

Table Staff 37-2: Summary of Purchase Analysis re PST in 2009 OM&A

Purchase Analysis Cost PST Portion
% of

Cost

Purchased OM&A $ 1,770,957 $17,428.44 0.98%

Burdens applied to OM&A $ 278,805 $ 10,211 3.66%

Total $ 2,049,762 $ 27,639 1.35%

Collus PowerStream’s financial system and the way invoices are entered into the
account payable system make it clear whether or not PST has been included in the
cost. For costs that have PST included in them, the amount of PST has been
determined as 8/108 (or 7.40741%) of the amount charged to OM&A.

As per Appendix 2-I, the total 2009 actual OM&A costs are $3,850,193. Appendix
2-K shows that labour costs totaling $1,800,431 was charged to 2009 OM&A. The
balance of the costs would come from purchases. This is summarized in Table
Staff 37-3.

Table Staff 37-3: Summary of PST in 2009 OM&A

Cost PST Portion
% of

Cost

Compensation charged to OM&A per
Appendix 2-K $ 1,800,431 $ - 0.00%

"Purchased" OM&A Costs $ 2,049,762 $ 27,639 1.35%

Total OM&A $ 3,850,193 $ 27,639 0.72%

The resulting 0.72% of PST as a per cent of costs reflects the fact that most of
Collus PowerStream’s costs were not subject to PST such as labour. Most
purchases such as services were only subject to GST. Items such as inventory,
materials, supplies and repairs are costs that did contain PST.
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9-Energy Probe-39

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1

a) Was Account 1508 - sub-account Pension Contributions created by a
generic OEB order or was there a specific account order for Collus
PowerStream?

b) What were the carrying charges that would have been recovered if Collus
PowerStream had sought recovery of the Pension Contributions sub-
account of account 1508 at its last COS rebasing application for 2009 rates?

c) Why does Collus PowerStream believe that it should recover the 2011 costs
related to the transition to IFRS now rather than waiting to recover all costs
(including those incurred in 2012) when it actually converts to IFRS?

d) Please provide Table 4 expanded to include actual 2012 costs associated
with the transition to IFRS. Does Collus PowerStream expect to incur any
further transition costs in 2013? If yes, please detail.

Response

a) In an OEB letter dated February 15, 2005 the Board allowed all LDC’s who were
members of OMERS to record the cash pension costs and associated carrying
charges in Account 1508- sub-account Pension Contributions.

b) Had Collus PowerStream sought to dispose of this account in 2009 the carrying
charges would have been, $8,156.20.

c) Collus PowerStream believes that it should recover the 2011 costs related to the
transition to IFRS now rather than waiting to recover all costs (including those
incurred in 2012) when it actually converts to IFRS. The reason for this approach
is addressed in OEB 1.0-Staff-35 part b.

d) Table 4 has been expanded to include actual 2012 costs associated with the
transition to IFRS and 2013 forecasted transition costs.



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 369 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

Description 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total
Reasons why the costs recorded meet the criteria of one-
time IFRS administrative incremental costs

Professional Accounting Fees 33,585.00 56,566.00 18,725.25 10,000.00 118,876.25

Fees associated with preparation of position papers,
componentization of assets & draft Financial
Statements.

PowerStream Professional Staff 10,000.00 10,000.00

PowerStream expert IFRS staff to review whitepapers
and discuss issues if any, train internal staff, assist with
modifications to our forms and reports, review our
financial statements, assist with opening IFRS balances,
review IFRS notes and present to external stakeholders
information on the financial statement impacts

External Consultant 13,650.00 13,650.00

Incremental external consultant support dealing with
updating the financial records to comply for IFRS &
convert CGAAP

Salaries of added staff for IFRS 20,018.00 2,486.00 22,504.00
Incremental staff support dealing with updating the
financial records to comply for IFRS & convert CGAAP

Associated Training Costs 2,800.00 2,800.00 Training for IFRS implementation

System Upgrade Requirements 278.00 1,343.75 1,621.75 Project Accounting upgrade for IFRS conversion

Carrying Charges 5,612.37
Estimated to December 31, 2013 - based on OEB
approved processes and rates

Total 33,585.00 79,662.00 36,205.00 20,000.00 169,452.00

Some IFRS transition costs are undeterminable at this time due to the uncertainty in the
timing and nature of the conversion process. Collus PowerStream will be converting to
IFRS on January 1, 2015. One-time costs will continue to be deferred during 2013 –
2015 related to the transition. Please see OEB 4.0-Staff-35 part a) for additional details.

The utilization of PowerStream’s staff to assist with the transition will reduce the amount
of professional fees required for one-time transition costs in 2013 – 2015.
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9-Energy Probe-40

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please show the calculation of the depreciation expense that is implicitly
used in the calculation of the accumulated depreciation figures shown in
Table 10 of Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 for each of the years shown.

b) Table 3 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 indicates that meters were
depreciated over a 15 year period. Tables 4-6 of the same exhibit shows
that when the meters were transferred to stranded meters, the depreciation
period changed from 15 years to 25 years. Please confirm that this was the
case.

c) Please reconcile the difference in accumulated depreciation for each of
2009 through 2012 in Table 10 of Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 with the
depreciation expense shown in Tables 3-6 in Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1.

d) What depreciation rate (or years) has Collus PowerStream used to
depreciate the stranded meters in 2013?

e) What is the decrease in the NBV of the stranded meters for each month
beyond August 31, 2013?

Response

a) Below shows the calculation of the depreciation expense that is implicitly used in
the calculation of the accumulated depreciation figures shown in Table 10 of
Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 for each of the years shown.

2008

YR
BAL
FWD 1999 2000 PRCH 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Error YEARLY ACCUM UCC

CORR (24,373) Corr DEPREC DEPREC

ADD 700,249 65,102 3,548 155,567 101,990 12,741 65,955 21,964 165,131 75,607 34,098 35,832 87,154 29,329 65000/25 1,529,894

2005 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,611 46,192 650,775 879,116

2006 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,031 49,217 699,992 829,899

2007 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,362 50,572 750,564 779,327

2008 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,440 2,600 54,614 805,178 724,713

2009 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,490 2,600 58,097 863,275 666,616

2010 17,304 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,177 (10,400) 46,270 909,545 620,346

2011 16,520 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 5,200 61,082 970,627 559,264

2012 15,336 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 54,698 1,025,325 504,566

2013 13,499 2,568 141 12,477 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 52,861 1,078,186 451,708

2014 10,314 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 37,199 1,115,385 414,509

2015 6,155 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 33,040 1,148,425 381,469

2016 5,060 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 31,945 1,180,370 349,524
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2017 2,855 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 29,740 1,210,110 319,784

2018 2,169 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 29,054 1,239,164 290,730

2019 977 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 27,862 1,267,026 262,868

2020 49 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 26,934 1,293,960 235,934

2021 160 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 27,045 1,321,005 208,889

2022 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 26,885 1,347,890 182,004

2023 2,568 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 26,885 1,374,775 155,119

2024 141 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 24,317 1,399,092 130,802

2025 3,064 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 24,176 1,423,268 106,626

2026 510 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 21,112 1,444,380 85,514

2027 2,638 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 20,602 1,464,982 64,912

2028 879 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 17,964 1,482,946 46,948

2029 6,605 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 17,085 1,500,031 29,863

2030 3,024 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 10,480 1,510,511 19,383

2031 1,364 1,433 3,486 1,173 7,456 1,517,967 11,927

2032 1,433 3,486 1,173 6,092 1,524,059 5,835

2033 3,486 1,173 4,659 1,528,718 1,176

2034 1,173 1,173 1,529,891 3

2035 - 1,529,891 3

2036 - 1,529,891 3

2037 - 1,529,891 3

-

65,101 3,548 155,567 77,617 12,741 65,955 21,964 165,131 75,607 34,098 35,832 87,154 29,329 -

b) Table 3 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 indicates that meters were depreciated
over a 15 year period. Tables 4-6 of the same exhibit shows that when the
meters were transferred to stranded meters, the depreciation period changed
from 15 years to 25 years. This however was not the case. Both meters and
stranded meters were depreciated over 25 years in 2009. This is a typo on Table
3. (Please refer to 2-Energy Probe -12 for more details.)

It was determined after the stranded meters were moved out, that the remaining
NBV of the meters had an average of 15 years remaining. The 15 year rate
became the rate of depreciation in the following year tables.

c) The reconciled difference in accumulated depreciation for each of 2009 through
2012 in Table 10 of Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 with the depreciation expense
shown in Tables 3-6 in Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1 is provided below:
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d) A 25 year depreciation rate has been used by Collus PowerStream to depreciate
the stranded meters in 2013.

e) There is no decrease in the NBV of the stranded meters for each month beyond
August 31, 2013. When new rates become effective September 1, 2013 the
amortization of stranded meters stops. The general ledger below provides this
detail.
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9-Energy Probe-41

Ref: Exhibit 9, Tab 1, Schedule 1 &
Exhibit 2, Tab 2, Schedule 1

a) Please provide more details on the requested new sub-account for account
1555 to capture the remaining net book value of older smart meters that
need to be replaced due to new technical requirements.

b) When were these older smart meters replaced? Please provide a table that
shows the NBV by year of replacement both historically and, if applicable, in
the 2013 test year.

c) If any of these older smart meters were replaced prior to the end of 2012,
have these meters been removed from rate base? If so, please reconcile
with no disposals shown for smart meters in Table 6 of Exhibit 2, Tab 2,
Schedule 1 for 2012 or for meters in previous years.

d) If any of these older smart meters are forecast to be replaced in 2013, have
these meters been removed from rate base in the test year? If so, please
reconcile with no disposals shown for smart meters in Table 7 of Exhibit 2,
Tab 2, Schedule 1 for 2013.

Response

a) See 2.0-Staff-7 and 9.0-Staff-32

b) Collus PowerStream replaced, as needed and prior to identifying the current
issues, smart meters as they failed, i.e. there was no replacement schedule.
When Collus PowerStream received information pertaining to the failure of a
meter, such as a stale meter, the meter was investigated and on a meter by meter
basis it was determined if a meter had failed. It was not until the communications
issues were identified in the iCon F&G meters that a plan was put in place to
remove and replace these meters in order to maintain the reliability of the entire
meter population and communications infrastructure.

Collus PowerStream did not remove, from capital, those meters which were
replaced.

c) There were a number of meters replaced prior to the end of 2012. Collus
PowerStream began replacing meters which were deemed to have failed shortly
after installation began in 2009. Some meters were replaced under warranty
however the majority were replaced outside the warranty period and were
replaced prior to identifying the current security and communications issues. The



Collus PowerStream Corp.
EB-2012-0116

Responses to Interrogatories of
Board Staff and Intervenors

Page 375 of 375
Filed: August 21, 2013

meters which were replaced prior to the end of 2012 have not been removed from
the rate base.

d) The replacement of the First Generation Units is forecasted be at 1500 unit in
2013. At the end of the third quarter’s review of the budget if there is some funds
left another 100 units could be exchanged brings the total to 1600 units.

Using the average of 22.4 per month it’s projected that there will be 269 units that
will be replaced in 2013 due to some sort of failure in the meters.
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Addendum to Report to Collus PowerStream Solutions Corp. 
Dear Ms. Shuttleworth: 

We recently submitted to you our Report, Review of Cost Allocation Methodology, 
dated April 2013. 

In the Report, we referred to Collus PowerStream Corp. (“Collus Power”), Collus 
PowerStream Solutions Corp. (“Solutions”), Collingwood Public Utilities Service Board 
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Affiliate Relationships Code (“ARC”) as if all inter-company transactions between the entities 
listed above had to meet the requirements of the ARC. 

If you would like to discuss the Report or any aspect of the work, please contact me at 
your convenience, by phone or e-mail as shown below. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Howard S. Gorman 
President 
HSG Group, Inc. 
 
c: Greg Van Dusen 
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I. BACKGROUND 

HSG Group, Inc. is pleased to submit this Report on our Review of Cost Allocation 
Methodology (“Review”) to Collus PowerStream Corp. (“Collus Power”).  Collus Power 
receives certain services from an affiliate, Collus PowerStream Solutions Corp. (“Solutions”). 
Solutions also provides services to other affiliated entities. 

HSG Group was engaged by Collus Power to perform this Review and to present our 
findings.  The goals of our Review were: 

• To develop a Cost Allocation Methodology )”CAM”) to distribute the costs of services 
provided by Solutions among the businesses to which the services are provided; 

• To build a spreadsheet model reflecting the CAM; 

• To implement the CAM; and 

• To review the CAM for compliance with the Affiliate Relationships Code for Electricity 
Distributors and Transmitters (“ARC”) of the Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”). 

In addition, this engagement included a review of the methodology used by Collingwood 
Public Utilities Service Board (“Collingwood Water”) to charge Collus Power for the use of 
certain assets owned by Collingwood Water. 

 

HSG Group personnel have significant experience assisting utilities in Canada and the 
United States in rate and regulatory matters, including cost allocation .  Exhibit 5 presents the 
resume of Howard S. Gorman- President, HSG Group, who performed this Review. 

II. ORGANIZATION 

Collus Power is an electric distribution utility serving customers in the towns of 
Collingwood, Thornbury, Stayner and Creemore, located in southeastern Ontario. 

Collus Power is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Collingwood PowerStream Utility 
Services Corp., which in turn is 50% owned by the Town Council of the Town of Collingwood, 
and 50% owned by PowerStream Inc.  PowerStream Inc. is jointly owned by the municipalities 
of Barrie, Markham and Vaughan, Ontario. 

Collingwood PowerStream Utility Services Corp. is also the sole owner of Solutions and 
Collus PowerStream Energy Corp., a non-operating company. 
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The Town Council of the Town of Collingwood is the sole owner of Collingwood Public 
Utilities Service Board (“Collingwood Water”), a water distribution utility whose service 
territory overlaps that of Collus Power. 

Solutions provides services to Collus Power, Collingwood Water and the Town of 
Collingwood. 

The organizational relationships are presented in Table 1- Organizational Structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following terms are used in this Report: 

 Collus PowerStream Solutions Corp. is referred to as Solutions 

 Collus PowerStream Corp., the electric utility, is referred to as Collus Power 

 Collingwood Public Utilities Service Board, the water utility, is referred to as 
Collingwood Water 

 Town of Collingwood is referred as Town or Municipality 

Table 1- Organizational Structure 
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Collus Power is regulated as to rates by the OEB.  Collus Power is also subject to the 
Affiliate Relationships Code for Electricity Distributors and Transmitters (“ARC”) of the 
Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”), with regard to transactions with Solutions. 

III. WORK PLAN 

The work plan employed by HSG Group to perform the Review comprised the following 
steps.  Each step is discussed in more detail in Section IV. 

Step 1. Understand the organizational structure among Solutions and affiliated 
entities 

Step 2. Identify the services provided by Solutions to Collus Power, Collingwood 
Water and Town 

Step 3. Determine the activities that are performed by Solutions employees to 
provide the services identified in Step 2 

Step 4. Determine the portion of each employee’s total time devoted to each 
activity identified in Step 3 

Step 5. For each activity identified in Step 3, distribute the employee’s time 
among the businesses for which the activity is performed, based on: 

o Direct assignment- Time studies 
o Cost drivers 

Step 6. Populate the cost drivers and compute cost driver shares 

Step 7. Apply cost driver shares to activities to be allocated 

Step 8. Summarize time distribution by business and apply cost-based weights 

Step 9. Allocate other costs and revenues 

Step 10. Summarize and report 

IV. EXECUTION OF WORK PLAN 

Step 1. Understand the organizational structure among Solutions and affiliated 
entities 

The organizational structure is presented in Section II and Table 1- Organizational 
Structure.  Solutions provides services to Collus Power, Collingwood Water and the Town of 
Collingwood. 
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Step 2. Identify the services provided by Solutions to Collus Power, Collingwood 
Water and the Town 

Solutions provides services in the administrative and general areas identified in Table 2- 
Services Provided by Solutions.  Solutions does not provide operational support such as linemen, 
operators and field supervisors. 

Table 2- Services Provided by Solutions 

• Customer billing, accounting and 
collections 

• Regulatory filings and compliance 

• Call center • Treasury 

• Human resources • Tax 

• Financial accounting and reporting • Legal 

• IT support 

Step 3. Determine the activities that are performed by Solutions employees to 
provide the services identified in Step 2 

Working with Solutions, we identified the role of each Solutions employee in providing 
the services listed in Table 2- Services Provided by Solutions.  Then, the activities performed by 
each Solutions employee to provide those services were identified.  This information is presented 
in Exhibit 2, column A. 

Step 4. Determine the portion of each Solutions employee’s total time devoted to 
each activity identified in Step 3 

The portion of each employee’s time that is spent on the activities identified in Step 3 
was determined based on discussion with the employees as well as management estimates.  The 
distribution of the time each employee spends on each activity is shown in Exhibit 2, column B. 

Step 5. For each activity identified in Step 3, distribute Solutions employees’ time 
among the businesses for which the activity is performed, based on: 

o Direct assignment- Time studies 

o Cost drivers 

There are two methods to distribute time (and other costs) among the businesses that use 
a service– the methods are Direct Assignment and Allocation. 

Direct Assignment is used when the portion of an activity devoted to a business can be 
reasonably established.  Some activities are performed exclusively for one business; the time is 
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directly assigned to that business.  For many other activities, it was possible to estimate the 
portion of employee time that is devoted to each business for which the activity (identified in 
Step 3) is performed. The portion of time spent on each business was determined based on 
employee input as well as management estimates. 

Allocation is used when an activity is performed for more more than one business, but the 
portions of time required by each business cannot be directly established.  In this case, a cost 
driver must be assigned to distribute the time required for the activity among the businesses.  A 
cost driver is a formula for sharing the cost of a resource (i.e., time) of an activity among those 
who cause the cost to be incurred.  The principles used to assign cost drivers are discussed in 
Section V. 

Direct assignment is preferable to Allocation because it is based on a more direct 
relationship between activities and time. 

The method (i.e., Direct assignment or Allocation) used to distribute the time spent in 
each Solutions employee activity, among the businesses for which the activity is performed, is 
presented in Exhibit 2, column C.  For activities where time is Allocated, the cost driver selected 
for the activity is also shown. 

Step 6. Populate the cost drivers and compute cost driver shares 

For each of the external cost drivers identified in Step 5, the values were obtained.  The 
share of the total cost driver values represented by each business (Collus Power, Collingwood 
Water, Town) was computed. 

For blended cost drivers, the values were computed based on other cost drivers.  For 
internal cost drivers, the values were computed based on other allocations.  The share of the total 
cost driver by each business (Collus Power, Collingwood Water, Town) was computed. 

The allocator values and shares of total values are presented in Exhibit 3. 

Step 7. Apply cost driver shares to activities to be allocated 

For those activities identified in Step 5 as requiring allocation of time using a cost driver, 
the portion of the Solutions employee’s time devoted to that activity was multiplied by the 
appropriate cost driver shares, to determine the portion of the employee’s time allocated to each 
business.  The portions of each Solutions employee’s total time devoted to performing an activity 
for the different businesses are shown in Exhibit 2; column D for Collus Power; column E for 
Collingwood Water; and column F for the Town. 

For example, for the Executive Assistant and Human Resources Officer devotes 6% of 
time to the activity Human resources- hiring (Exhibit 2, line 14).  This activity is allocated 
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among the businesses using the cost driver ‘Employees’, which allocates 46.2% to Collus Power 
and 53.8% to Collingwood Water.  Therefore, of the total time spent by this Solutions employee, 
2.77% is allocated to Collus Power (6% times 46.2%) and 3.23% is allocated to Collingwood 
Water (6% times 53.8%). 

The total time for this employee is shown on Exhibit 2, line 23, columns D through F. 

Step 8. Summarize time distribution by business and apply cost-based weights 

As discussed in Step 5, the time devoted to each activity was distributed among the 
businesses based on either Direct Assignment or Allocation.  As discussed in Step 7, the cost 
driver shares applicable to each business were multiplied by the portion of time devoted to each 
activity, and the results are presented in Exhibit 2, columns D through F.  The time each 
Solutions employee devotes to the businesses sums to 100%. 

Next, the time shares applicable to each Solutions employee were weighted to reflect 
approximate differences in salaries.  The weight for each Solutions employee is shown in Exhibit 
2, column C, next to the employee’s position.  The weighted results are presented in Exhibit 2; 
column G for Collus Power; column H for Collingwood Water; and column I for the Town. 

For example, the Executive Assistant and Human Resources Officer time is allocated 
2.77% to performing the activity Human resources- hiring  on behalf of Collus Power and 3.32% 
on behalf of Collingwood Water (Exhibit 2, line 14).  These portions are multiplied by the 
weight for this employee. 1.5, and the weighted allocation of this activity for this employee is 
4.15% to Collus Power (2.77% times 1.5) and 4.85% to Collingwood Water (3.23% times 1.5). 

The total weighted time for this employee is shown on Exhibit 2, line 23, columns G 
through I. 

Step 9. Allocate other costs and revenues 

The result of the allocation of Solutions employees’ time is shown on Exhibit 2, line 178.  
This result is carried forward to Exhibit 1, line 1. 

Other costs and revenues of Solutions are allocated on Exhibit 1, lines 2 though 5. 

The dollar amounts in Exhibit 1, column A are Solutions budget for 2013.  The total 
allocated dollars are presented on Exhibit 1, line 6, and the shares of the total are on line 8. 

Step 10. Summarize and report 

The results of the Cost Allocation are presented in Exhibit 1 and summarized in Section 
VIII, Table 4- Summary of Cost Allocation Results. 
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V. COST DRIVERS 

As stated in Section IV- Step 5, a cost driver is a formula for sharing the cost of a 
resource (i.e., time) of an activity among those who cause the cost to be incurred.  The guiding 
principle used to assign cost drivers to activities is cost causation.  Cost causation means that 
there is a causal relationship between the cost driver and the resources used in performing the 
activity.  In some cases, cost causation cannot be easily implemented or established, in which 
cases selecting cost drivers based on benefits received is a fair treatment. 

Other factors considered in assigning cost drivers include: 

Practicality – The cost driver should be understandable, obtainable at reasonable cost, 
and objectively verifiable in the initial year as well as in subsequent years. 

Stability – Cost driver values should be reasonably stable from year to year.  When 
estimates are used, the cost driver should be able to be estimated with reasonable accuracy, and 
estimates should be unbiased. 

Materiality – When choosing between cost drivers, small differences can often be 
ignored in favor of Practicality and Stability. 

A. Types Of Cost Drivers 

Cost drivers can be classified as external or internal.  External drivers are based on data 
that are external to the cost allocation process, such as physical units or financial amounts. 

Internal drivers are based on values computed as part of the allocation process.  For 
example, the cost of a supervisor’s salary might be allocated in the same proportion as the 
salaries of the people being supervised, and the cost of general departmental expenses might be 
allocated in the same proportion as the specifically assigned departmental activities.  Exhibit 2, 
column K indicates which activities are included in internal cost drivers.  For example, the 
activities that indicate ‘CEO’ are include n the cost driver ‘Internal- CEO’. 

B. Cost Driver Values 

The cost driver values for the cost drivers used in the cost allocation methodology are 
presented in Exhibit 3.  The exhibit also shows the share of the total cost driver represented by 
each business (Collus Power, Collingwood Water, Town). 

C. Distribution of Solutions Employees’ Time 

The basis for the distribution of Solutions employees’ time among the businesses (i.e., 
Direct Assignment or Allocation, and within Allocation, the type of allocator) is shown in Table 
3- Basis for Distribution of Solutions Employees’ Time. 
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VI. COMPLIANCE WITH OEB REQUIREMENTS 

A. Affiliate Relationships Code 

The cost allocation methodology developed for Solutions is consistent with the Affiliate 
Relationships Code for Electricity Distributors and Transmitters, Revised March 15, 2010 
(“ARC”) of the Ontario Energy Board (“OEB”).  The ARC provides: 

“Section 2.3.5.1 For shared corporate services, fully-allocated cost-based pricing (as 
calculated in accordance with sections 2.3.4.1 and 2.3.4.2) may be applied between a utility and 
an affiliate in lieu of applying the transfer pricing provisions of section 2.3.3.1 or section 2.3.3.6, 
provided that the utility complies with section 2.3.4.3.” 

“Section 1.2: ‘shared corporate services’ means business functions that provide shared 
strategic management and policy support to the corporate group of which the utility is a member, 
relating to legal, regulatory, procurement services, building or real estate support services, 
information management services, information technology services, corporate administration, 
finance, tax, treasury, pensions, risk management, audit services, corporate planning, human 
resources, health and safety, communications, investor relations, trustee, or public affairs” 

Table 3- Basis for Distribution of Solutions Employees’ 
Time 

Direct 
48.6%

Physical 
41.1%

Financial 
1.3%

Internal 
9.0%



Report to Collus Solutions Corp. 
Review of Cost Allocation Methodology 
April 2013 
Page 9 

 

HGorman@HSG-Group.biz 
Phone (516) 244-6806 HSG Group, Inc. 

“Section 2.3.4.1: Where it can be established that a reasonably competitive market does 
not exist for a service, product, resource or use of asset that a utility acquires from an affiliate, 
the utility shall pay no more than the affiliate’s fully-allocated cost to provide that service, 
product, resource or use of asset. The fully-allocated cost may include a return on the affiliate’s 
invested capital. The return on invested capital shall be no higher than the utility’s approved 
weighted average cost of capital.” 

 

Most of the services provided by Solutions to Collus PowerStream and Collingwood 
Water are ‘shared corporate services’ as defined by the ARC.  In addition, Collus PowerStream 
and Collingwood Water are affiliated with each other by virtue of the ownership interest of the 
Town of Collingwood in both utilities. 

Customer billing, accounting and collections and Call center are most efficiently 
provided to Collus PowerStream and Collingwood Water by a single entity (i.e., Solutions), 
because of the degree of customer overlap.  A reasonably competitive market does not exist for 
these services to be provided to these two utilities. 

The services that Collus PowerStream acquires from Solutions are charged at Solutions’ 
fully-allocated cost to provide the services. 

Therefore the provision of services to Collus PowerStream by Solutions, and the charges 
for those services, comply with the ARC. 

 

B. Three-Prong Test 

In Docket RP-2002-0133 (In The Matter Of The Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998), the 
OEB established a “Three-prong test” to determine the appropriateness for inclusion in rates of 
affiliate costs allocated to a utility: 

Cost incurrence: Were the charges prudently incurred by, or on behalf of, the utility for the 
provision of services required by Ontario ratepayers? 

The services performed by Solutions on behalf of Collus PowerStream are 
necessary for the utility in the conduct of its business.  The services 
performed by Solutions are not performed by the utility or another entity. 

Cost allocation: Were the charges allocated appropriately to the recipient companies 
based on the application of cost drivers/allocation factors supported by 
principles of cost causality? 



Report to Collus Solutions Corp. 
Review of Cost Allocation Methodology 
April 2013 
Page 10 

 

HGorman@HSG-Group.biz 
Phone (516) 244-6806 HSG Group, Inc. 

The allocation of costs incurred by Solutions and charged to Collus 
PowerStream is based on direct assignment and cost drivers, and is 
therefore supported by the principles of cost causality. 

Cost/Benefit: Did the benefits to the utility’s Ontario ratepayers equal or exceed the 
costs? 

The services provided by Solutions benefit the ratepayers because they are 
necessary for Collus PowerStream in the conduct of its business.  The 
costs incurred by Solutions in providing the services are reasonable based 
on comparisons obtained from Statistics Canada. 

VII. ASSET USE FEES 

Collingwood Water charges Collus Power an Asset Use Fee for the use of certain assets 
owned by Collingwood Water.  These assets are a portion of an office building where Collus 
Power employees work, and computer assets used by those employees.  The Asset Use Fee for 
each asset type includes the following components: 

Depreciation expense for each asset is computed using the same basis as for financial 
accounting purposes 

The return component is computed by applying a weighted average cost of capital of 
5.94% to the undepreciated cost (i.e., net book value) of the assets.  The rate of return is based on 
Collus Power’s upcoming rate case.  The return component is grossed-up to provide for income 
taxes at statutory Federal and Provincial rates on the return-to-equity portion of the return. 

Annual costs include operating costs, property tax and insurance expense, as applicable. 

For each asset type, the Asset Use Fee charged by Collingwood Water to Collus Power 
equals the total cost based on the items above, times the portion allocated to Collus Power.  For 
the building asset, the portion allocated to Collus Power is based on square feet of usable space 
occupied; and for the computer asset, that portion is based on workstations. 

 

Therefore, the methodology to compute Asset Use Fees is cost-based and the allocation 
of those costs reflects cost causation.  The annual Asset Use Fee to be charged by Collingwood 
Water to Collus Power is approximately $200,000 for the building, and approximately $22,000 
for the computer. The computations are presented in Exhibit 4. 
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VIII. SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 

The methodology developed for Collus PowerStream Solutions Corp. to distribute its 
costs among the businesses it serves is cost-based, consistent with OEB precedent and regulatory 
practice, and is transparent and efficient. 

The cost allocation model developed for Collus PowerStream Solutions Corp. 
implements this methodology. 

The results of the cost allocation methodology are summarized in Table 4- Summary of 
Cost Allocation Results. 

Table 4- Summary of Cost Allocation Results 

$000s except per customer 
Collus 
Power 

Collingwood 
Water 

Town Total 

Salaries & benefits $1,293 $710 $174 $2,177

Other costs and revenues, net      32     18     2   52

Total costs, net $1,325 $ 728 $ 176 $2,229

Overall Shares 59.4% 32.7% 7.9% 100.0%

Customers 9,647 6,438  

Monthly cost per Customer $11.45 $ 9.42  

 

In addition, the methodology to compute Asset Use Fees is cost-based and the allocation 
of those costs reflects cost causation, and is therefore reasonable and appropriate. 
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