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EB-2014-0002

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

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

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by Horizon Utilities
Corporation for an order approving just and reasonable rates and other

charges for electricity distribution to be effective January 1, 2015 and
for each following year through to December 31, 2019.

AMENDED NOTICE OF MOTION

THE CITY OF HAMILTON will make a motion on a date and at a time to be fixed by the
Ontario Energy Board (the “Board), at the Board’s Chambers at 2300 Yonge Street, Toronto,

Ontario.

PROPOSED METHOD OF HEARING: the City of Hamilton proposes that the motion be

heard orally.

THE MOTION ISFOR:

@ An order that the rates for the street lighting class not be set until the report of
Navigant Consulting Limited (*Navigant”) in EB-2012-0383 has been

received and acted upon;

(b) In the alternative, an order requiring that rates for the street lighting class be

interim and reconsidered following receipt of the Navigant report and, if

appropriate, re-set following the outcome of the Board' s considerations in EB-
2012-0383.
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(b)

(b)

Such other order as the Board deems appropriate.

THE GROUNDSFOR THE MOTION ARE:

@

(i)

(i1)

(b)

(©

(d)

In its Report of the Board entitled “Review of the Board’s Cost Allocation
Policy for Unmetered Loads’, EB-2012-0383, dated December 19, 2013, the
Board stated that:

The revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting rate class should not be
narrowed unless there was sufficient evidence as to the correct methodol ogy
for setting street lighting rates; and

Further investigation was necessary before making a determination as to the

allocation of costs to daisy-chain configured systems.

The stated requirements for “sufficient evidence” and “further investigation”
before setting rates for the street lighting class have not been fulfilled.

Notwithstanding that, Horizon has, in its application in EB-2014-0002,
proposed rates for the street lighting class based on an alocation of costs to
daisy-chain configured systems and has narrowed the revenue to cost ration range
for the street lighting rate class.

dndertakeastudy-of The Board, by letter dated August 21, 2014, gave notice that
it had engaged Navigant to undertake a study of, among other things, the

appropriateness for the application of existing methods of cost alocation to
various street light system configurations and to update the Board’s Cost

-2-
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(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

Allocation Model with respect to the cost allocation to various street lighting
system configurations.

Navigant is to produce a draft of its report by sometime in October, a time line

which would coincide roughly with the completion of the hearing phase of the

Horizon application.

Horizon's street light rates should be based on the best information about how the
costs of street lights should be determined and allocated. The Navigant report
may provide that information.

The rates for the street lighting class should not be set until the report of Navigant

has been received.

In light of the Board's statements in EB-2012-0383, in light of the

commencement of the study, and in light of the timeline for the delivery the

Navigant report, it would be unreasonable, and unfair to all parties to set the rates

for the street lighting class until the Navigant report has been delivered.

Horizon has applied for approval of arate plan to last five years. |If street lighting

rates are approved on the basis of inaccurate or incomplete information, the

prejudice to the City of Hamilton will last for five years.

()

Such further and other grounds as Counsel may advise.

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE will be used at the hearing of the

motion:
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@
(b)

(©
(d)

The Affidavit of Gord McGuire, sworn the 8th day of September, 2014;

The Supplementary Affidavit of Gord McGuire, sworn the 22nd day of

September, 2014;

The record of proceedings in EB-2014-0002;

Such further and other material as counsel may advise and the Board permit.

September 22, 2014

TO:

AND TO:

AND TO:

Borden Ladner GervaisLLP
Scotia Plaza, 40 King Street West
Toronto, ON, M5H 3Y4

J. Mark Rodger
Tel:  416.367.6000
Fax: 416.367.6749

WeirFouldsLLP
Barristers & Solicitors

66 Wellington Street West
Suite 4100, P.O. Box 35
Toronto-Dominion Centre
Toronto, ON M5K 1B7

Robert B. Warren
(LSUC # 17210M)
Tel: 416-365-1110
Fax: 416-365-1876

Lawyersfor the City of Hamilton

Lawyersfor Horizon Utilities Corporation

Ontario Energy Board
Suite 2701

2300 Y onge Street
Toronto, Ontario M4P 1E4

Tel:  416.440.8111
Fax: 416.440.7656

All Parties
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EB-2014-0002

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

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

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by Horizon Utilities
Corporation for an order approving just and reasonable rates and other
charges for electricity distribution to be effective January 1, 2015 and
for each following year through to December 31, 2019.

AFFIDAVIT OF GORD MCGUIRE
SWORN SEPTEMBER 8, 2014
I, Gord McGuire of the City of Hamilton, in the Province of Ontario, MAKE
OATH AND SAY:

1. I am employed by the City of Hamilton as the Manager of Geomatics and
Corridor Management in the Department of Public Works. In that capacity, I am responsible for,
among other things, assessing the rates which are charged to the City of Hamilton by Horizon
Utilities Corporation (“Horizon”) for street lighting services. I have knowledge of the matters

herein deposed.

2. Horizon has applied to the Ontario Energy Board (“Board”) for approval of rates
and other charges for the period 2015 to 2019, inclusive. Included in that application is a
proposal to increase the rates charged to the City of Hamilton, for street lighting services. The
increase, if approved, would amount to approximately $500,000 per year, or $2.5 million over

the five year period covered by Horizon’s application.

3. Horizon’s proposed rates for the street lighting class are a function of a number of
factors. Included in those factors are the allocation of costs for Hamilton’s street lighting

system, a system which includes so-called daisy-chain configurations. In addition, Horizon’s
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proposed rates for Hamilton’s street lighting are a result of Horizon’s proposed increase in the

revenue-to-cost ratio for the street lighting class.

4, In 2012, the Board initiated a review of its cost allocation policy for unmetered
loads. That review included a consideration of the methods used to determine costs for street

lighting.

5. The result of the Board’s review, referred to in the preceding paragraph, was the
Report of the Board entitled “Review of the Board’s Cost Allocation Policy for Unmetered
Loads”, EB-2012-0383, dated December 19, 2013. In that Report, the Board made the following

statements:

The Board’s policy remains that distributors should endeavour to move their
revenue to cost ratios closer to one or 100% if this is supported by new data. That
being said, the Board does not believe that there is sufficient evidence at this time
to narrow the revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting class. (p. 6)

The Board remains concerned with the allocation of costs to daisy-chain
configured systems. The disparity in the cost allocation result between a street
lighting customer configuration with multiple devices per connection and a street
lighting customer with a device to connection ratio close to 1:1 appears to be
disproportionate when compared to actual costs to serve the street lighting rate
class. The Board believes that further investigation is necessary before making a
determination. The Board will issue a letter shortly to begin a consultation process
for this single issue. (p. 6)

A copy of this Report of the Board is attached as Exhibit A to my affidavit.

6. On August 21, 2014, the Board issued a letter indicating that a separate, single
issue consultation process on the allocation of costs to daisy-chain configured street lighting

systems was about to begin. A copy of the letter is attached as Exhibit B to my affidavit.

7. Based on the scope of the consultation process, as set out in the Board’s letter of
August 21, 2014, it would appear that, among other things, that consultation process by
necessary implication will review the appropriateness of at least some components of the
methodology used by Horizon to establish the rates which Horizon proposes to charge the City
of Hamilton for street lighting for the period 2015 to 2019.
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8. It is the City of Hamilton’s position that it would be premature for the Board to
approve Horizon’s proposed street lighting rates until it has completed the consultation process

described in its letter of August 21, 2014.

9. In the alternative, if the Board were to approve Horizon’s proposed rates for the
street lighting class, those rates should be reconsidered and, if appropriate, re-set, based on the

outcome of the consultation process described in the Board’s letter of August 21, 2014.

10. I make this affidavit in support of a Motion seeking an order freezing the street
lighting rates of Horizon at the 2014 levels for a period and on conditions to be determined by
the Board, or for an order that any rates for Horizon’s street lighting class be interim and, if
appropriate, re-set, based on the outcome of the study described in the Board’s letter of August

21,2014.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of
Hamilton, in the Province of Ontario,
this 8™ day of September, 2014.
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This is Exhibit /\ referred to in the

affidavit of _G-ocd N Guivre

sworn before me, this _& 1~

day of _S €picen he
T =

e P
e g,

Ontario Energy Board ~— e

Ontario

EB-2012-0383

Report of the Board

Review of the Board’s Cost Allocation Policy for
Unmetered Loads

December 19, 2013
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This consultation followed directly from the Report of the Board in EB-2010-0219,
Review of Electricity Distribution Cost Allocation Policy, issued March 31, 2011, in which
the Board stated that cost allocation issues related to unmetered loads (i.e., street
lighting, sentinel lighting, and unmetered scattered load) would be best addressed in a
separate consultation process. |

The key objectives of this consultation process for cost allocation issues related to
unmetered load customers were set out in the Board’s October 1, 2012 letter:

¢ clarifying the terminology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads;

¢ clarifying the methodology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads;

e providing further guidance to LDCs on flexibility of, and augmenting instructions
provided with, the current cost allocation model with respect to unmetered loads;
and

e providing recommendations with respect to updating the cost allocation model
with additional worksheets or to make other changes to the model as required.

The Board retained the services of Elenchus Research Associates, Inc. to prepare a
report that included background information, clarified terminology and methodology, and
provided recommendations on the above-listed matters.

A working group was also formed to provide advice to Board staff and to assist the
Board’s consultant. Distributors, customers, and special interest groups were
represented and a list of participants is included as Appendix A to this report.

On May 17, 2013, the Board posted the consultant’s report, Review of Cost Allocation
Policy for Unmetered Loads, for comment. Seven stakeholders provided written
comments.

The specific issues addressed in this report are:

¢ updating data;

¢ Conditions of Service;

e communication;

¢ the cost allocation model and the cost allocation methodology; and
¢ terminology and definitions.
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Updating Data

The Board believes that there should be ongoing communication between distributors
and unmetered load customers. Unmetered load customers should be able to
determine, and distributors validate, what the appropriate consumption levels and load
profiles are for particular devices that will reflect the technology used in street lights or
other unmetered loads.

The Board believes that unmetered load (kW) and consumption (kWh) data should
ultimately be used to update load profile data for the purpose of the distributor’s next
cost allocation filing with the Board, which occurs during the distributor’'s next cost of
service application to the Board.

Conditions of Service

The Board believes that distributors’ Conditions of Service should set out in reasonable
detail how unmetered load customers are to file updated data with their distributors and
what evidence is necessary for distributors to validate updates to the data.

The Board will, through a separate code amendment process, amend the DSC to
require distributors to include certain information in their Conditions of Service in relation
to unmetered load customers. The proposed code amendments will likely reflect the
Elenchus recommendations.

Communication

The Board has provided guidance on customer engagement in its Filing Requirements
for Electricity Distribution Rate Applications stating that, the “RRFE [Renewed
Regulatory Framework for Electricity] Report contemplates enhanced engagement
between distributors and their customers to provide better alignment between distributor
operational plans and customer needs and expectations.”1 These Filing Requirements
naturally extend to distributor engagement with unmetered load customers.

The Board expects distributors to assist unmetered load customers with understanding
the regulatory context in which distributors operate and how it affects unmetered load
customers, and the proposed code amendments will also reflect the inclusion of
communication information for customers in the Conditions of Service.

The Cost Allocation Model and Cost Allocation Methodology

The Board will not change the cost allocation model.. The Board will also not change
the inputs and assumptions used in the model (i.e., the cost allocation methodology).

! Filing Requirements for Electricity Distribution Rate Applications, p. 9-10, July 17, 2013.
5
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However, given the possible misuse and/or misunderstanding of the cost allocation
model, the Board will augment the instructions contained in the cost allocation model to
deal with some of the issues raised in the course of this consultation.

For example, the Board will either add further instructions to the cost allocation model or
refine the worksheet in the cost allocation model to clarify how to develop appropriate
weighting factors for allocating costs to unmetered load customers.

The Board will also update and augment the instructions or worksheets provided with
the cost allocation model to clarify areas where the distributor may input its own defined
values (i.e., inputs where it previously appeared there was no such flexibility and where
there is in fact flexibility in the cost allocation model that allows a distributor to best
describe its particular circumstances). However, distributors must support their defined
values with evidence as to why their defined values are appropriate.

The Board remains concerned with the allocation of costs to daisy-chain configured
systems. The disparity in the cost allocation result between a street lighting customer
configuration with multiple devices per connection and a street lighting customer with a
device to connection ratio close to 1:1 appears to be disproportionate when compared
to actual costs to serve the street lighting rate class. The Board believes that further
investigation is necessary before making a determination. The Board will issue a letter
shortly to begin a consultation process for this single issue.

The Board’s policy remains that distributors should endeavour to move their revenue to
cost ratios closer to one or 100% if this is supported by new data. That being said, the
Board does not believe that there is sufficient evidence at this time to narrow the
revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting class. The Board has therefore
concluded that the revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting rate class should
not be narrowed at this time.

However, the Board expects that as a result of this consultation and the future code
amendment regarding distributors’ Conditions of Service, there will be a greater
certainty and understanding of this customer class for both the street lighting customer
and the distributor. The Board is confident that distributors will therefore be able to
achieve a more accurate use of the cost allocation model in the future for the street
lighting class and that distributors will be able to narrow the revenue to cost ratio range
for the street lighting class to be in line with the revenue to cost ratio ranges of other
unmetered loads. The Board expects distributors to do this at the next available
opportunity to do so (i.e., the distributors’ next cost of service application following the
completion of the aforementioned code amendment process).
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Terminology and Definitions

The Board agrees that consistency in terminology is important. The Board will therefore
include in the instructions or worksheets for the cost allocation model definitions for
account, connection, customer, and device (as they relate to unmetered loads). The
definitions/terminology will likely follow the recommendations made in the consultant’s
report.

The Board also believes that it is important that unmetered load customers understand
the different configurations that may be used to connect customer assets to the
distribution system. The Board will also add some commentary on the two main
configuration types for connecting unmetered loads to the distribution system into the
instruction sheet for the cost allocation model.




Report of the Board EB-2012-0383

1 INTRODUCTION

On March 31, 2011, the Ontario Energy Board (the “Board”) issued a report on its
Review of Electricity Distribution Cost Allocation Policy (the “2011 Report”). In the 2011
Report, the Board indicated that cost allocation issues related to unmetered loads (i.e.,
street lighting, sentinel lighting, unmetered scattered load) would be best addressed in a
separate consultation process.

On October 1, 2012, the Board issued a letter to all distributors and interested
stakeholders indicating that it would be initiating a consultation process on the
unresolved unmetered load issues that were not addressed in the 2011 Report (the
“October Letter”).

1.1 Scope of the Review

As indicated in the October letter, this consultation was to clarify the terminology and
methodology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads. It was also meant to assess
the need for, and the nature of, any updates or refinements to specific elements of the
Board's cost allocation policy as it relates to unmetered loads. The key objectives of the
project were to:

 clarify the terminology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads;

¢ clarify the methodology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads;

e provide further guidance to distributors on the flexibility of the Board’s Cost
Allocation Model (the “CA Model”) with respect to unmetered loads;

e augment, if necessary, the instructions provided with the Board’s current CA
Model with respect to unmetered loads; and

¢ provide recommendations with respect to updating the CA Model with additional
worksheets or to make other changes to the CA Model as required with respect
to unmetered loads.

1.2 The Consultation Process

A working group was formed to provide advice to Board staff, and to assist the Board'’s
consultant in, identifying and understanding the issues associated with cost allocation
for unmetered loads. Distributors, unmetered load customers (i.e., municipalities and
Rogers Cable Communications), and ratepayer groups were represented in the working
group. A complete list of working group members is attached to this report as Appendix
A. The working group met three times between December 2012 and March 2013. The
working group’s comments/discussions are reflected in the consultant’s report.

The Board’s consultant for this initiative was Elenchus Research Associates Inc. On
May 17, 2013, the Board posted the consultant’s report, entitled Review of Cost
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Report of the Board EB-2012-0383

Allocation Policy for Unmetered Loads (the “Elenchus Report”), for stakeholder
comment.

The Board received written comments from seven stakeholders: Hydro One Networks
Inc. (“Hydro One”); the Coalition of Large Distributors (the “CLD”); the Electricity
Distributors Association (the “EDA”); the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition
(“VECC"); the London Property Management Association (“LPMA”); Canadian
Manufacturers & Exporters (‘CME”); and the City of Ottawa.

1.3 Organization of this Report

This report is organized as follows: chapter 2 provides a summary of the Elenchus
Report; chapter 3 addresses each of the five issues discussed in the Elenchus Report
(namely, uploading data, communication, Conditions of Service, the CA Model, and
terminology and definitions); and chapter 4 sets out the next steps for implementing the
conclusions reached by the Board in this report.
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Report of the Board EB-2012-0383

2 SUMMARY OF THE ELENCHUS REPORT

The following is a brief summary of the Elenchus Report and what the Board considers
to be some of the key analysis and findings set out in the Elenchus Report. Interested
parties should refer to the Elenchus Report for a full discussion of all of the issues,
findings, and recommendations.

2.1 Historical Context

Until May 2002, electricity rates in Ontario were bundled—the rates included the costs
of generation, transmission, and distribution of electricity. Since May 2002, unbundled
rates were established to recover generation, transmission, and distribution costs
separately from customers. Distribution rates were developed with cost causality
principles in mind to ensure that each customer class would be charged for the costs it
imposed on distributors.

The move from bundled to unbundled rates has resulted in significant bill impacts for the
street lighting and sentinel lighting customer classes in cases where some electricity
distributors were more than likely not fully recovering the costs of providing electricity to
these specific customer classes.

2.2 Cost Allocation Methodology in General

Most of the assets and expenses related to the delivery of electricity are associated with
more than one class (i.e., they are largely assets and expenses shared across
numerous customer classes). Cost allocation makes an effort to fairly apportion these
assets and expenses across the various customer classes. This allocation forms the
basis for distribution rates. Traditional cost allocation is a three step process:
functionalization, categorization, and allocation.

Functionalization groups assets and expenses of a similar nature. Examples of this
include line maintenance and meter reading. The assets or expenses are identified so
that the costs can be appropriately assigned to the identified functions that the
distributors perform to serve their customers. For the unmetered load classes, ‘meter
reading’ is typically assigned a zero weighting.

Categorization is the process by which the functionalized assets and expenses are
classified according to their cost drivers. Typical cost drivers are demand, energy,
and/or factors specifically related to the type of customer or the customer class. The
total costs for each function are costs the distributor incurs to meet the system demand,
energy throughput, or other customer-specific factors.

Allocation is the process of attributing the demand, energy, and customer-related assets
and expenses to the customer classes being served.
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The Board’s CA Model makes use of other information such as return on equity, debt
costs, capital structure and income taxes, electricity consumption information, and other
asset and expenses statistics. In Ontario, distributors must use forecast test year data
in order to establish their distribution rates, and the allocations are based on forecast
customer counts, loads, and load profile by rate class.

The result of applying a cost allocation methodology (“CA Methodology”) is the
determination of a revenue to cost ratio for each customer class. A revenue to cost
ratio of 1 or 100% is interpreted to mean that the distributors are recovering the costs
imposed by that customer class without over or under-recovery. A revenue to cost ratio
less than 100% signifies an under-recovery and a revenue to cost ratio in excess of
100% signifies an over-recovery.

A cost allocation study is often referred to as a “zero sum” exercise from the point of
view of the distributor. The distributor will recover its approved revenue requirement
regardless of how the cost allocation apportions recovery amongst the various customer
classes. However, from the point of view of a customer class, the allocation exercise is
highly relevant because it impacts customers’ bills.

The Board’s CA Methodology was set out in a report issued by the Board on September
29, 2006 in EB-2005-0317. The CA Methodology has been in use since 2008 for
setting electricity distribution rates. As distributors began using the CA Methodology,
revenue to cost ratios in certain customer classes were found to be very low. The
Board phased in more appropriate revenue to cost ratios over a number of years. Many
street lighting customers saw significant increases to their bills during the phase in
period.

2.3 Important Considerations for Unmetered Loads

Elenchus performed a number of sensitivity analyses under different scenarios to
determine the most important cost drivers for the street lighting customer class.

The most important cost drivers found were the number of connections and reducing
consumption and load. For the number of connections cost driver, one scenario pointed
out that if a 15-to-1 daisy-chained system was reduced to a 1-to-1 device to connection
system, it would result in a six-fold increase in the revenue requirement of the street
lighting class2. In other words, the number of connections is the most important driver
of revenue requirements for the street lighting class. For the reduction of consumption
and load cost drivers, a 50% reduction in both kWW demand and kWh consumed resulted
in a 33% decrease in the revenue requirement for the street lighting class.

Less important cost drivers for the street lighting customer class were the services
weighting factor and the billing and collecting weighting factor. For the services

2 Elenchus has confirmed that the calculation can be reversed. If a 1-to-1 device to connection system
was increased to 15-to-1 daisy-chained system, it would result in 81% reduction in the revenue
requirements of the street lighting class.
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weighting factor, reducing the applied weighting factor from one to zero only resulted in
a decrease of 10% to the revenue requirement. And for the billing and collecting
weighting factor, reducing the factor from one to zero resulted in no appreciable
decrease to the revenue requirement for the street lighting class.

The sensitivity analyses showed that the number of customer devices is ultimately less
important than the number of connections to the distributor’'s system associated with
these devices. Also, a reduction in consumption and/or load can ultimately result in a
significant reduction to the revenue requirement applied to street lighting customers and
a corresponding reduction in billing amounts to these customers. Therefore, the ability
to update the load data for billing and load are both important factors for unmetered load
customers.

A critical assumption with respect to the inputs for the street lighting class is the number
of devices per connection. This assumption has the most significant impact on the
revenue requirement for the street lighting customer class.

Energy efficiency improvements for street light devices can result in a significant
reduction in the street lighting distribution revenue requirement but that impact is
smaller in comparison to a change in the number of devices per connection.

While there can be savings related to reducing consumption and demand for the street

lighting class, these savings are primarily in the form of lower generation and
transmission charges, not significantly lower distribution charges.

2.4 Other Observations

It appeared that municipal customers were unaware of the phasing-in of higher revenue
to cost ratios that had taken place over the past three to five years. They were also
unaware that the repeated rate increases attributable to the large changes in the
revenue to cost ratios were unlikely to occur again.

Distributors have not always updated load and consumption data in line with changes to
customer equipment. Part of this has to do with a lack of understanding by municipal
customers as to what they must file with the distributor to validate their request for an
update. It would appear that the distributors’ Conditions of Service may not do a good
job of explaining the requirements to the unmetered load customers.

In general, communication between unmetered load customers and their distributors
was not optimum and it may be possible to improve those communications.

2.5 Recommendations

Elenchus made a number of recommendations in its report. The specific
recommendations are discussed in the next section of this report.

9
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3 STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS AND THE BOARD’S APPROACH

This chapter is divided into sections that address the five key areas that were identified
by the working group and set out in the Elenchus Report. The five key areas are:

e updating data;

e communication;

¢ Conditions of Service;

e the CA Model and the CA Methodology;® and
e terminology and definitions.

The Board will discuss each of these issues below.

3.1 Updating Data
3.1.1 Description of the Issue

Unmetered load refers to three customer classes—street lighting, sentinel lighting, and
USL. Electricity consumption for these classes is not metered because the classes
consist of relatively small dispersed loads with electricity consumption that is more or
less predictable and can be determined based on the characteristics of the connected
load (for example, light size or cable TV amplifier rating). In the current CA Model|,
different allocation factors are used for these customer classes and metering costs are
not allocated to them.

The fact that these classes are not metered creates unique issues in ensuring that the
CA Model appropriately allocates costs in a manner that is reflective of the cost
causality principle. :

Unmetered loads have historically had electricity consumption that is predictable and
can be determined based on the characteristics of the connected devices. With the
advent of energy-efficient devices and adaptive controls, street lighting in particular has
departed from the truly static load characteristics seen in the past. USLs have also
shown changes in the loads of their devices due to the weather sensitivity of some
devices and controls.

Street lighting customers are going through the process of replacing end-of-life or near
end-of-life devices with more energy efficient devices. This will likely lead to a reduction
in demand and consumption for customers in this class. Because the loads are
unmetered, distributors may not be immediately aware of these changes and customers
may not see the impacts of efficiency improvements reflected in their bills. These
efficiency improvements or other changes to the unmetered loads will only be reflected

® This section was simply titled “Cost Allocation Model” in the Elenchus Report.
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on customers’ bills once a distributor has been informed of the changes, validated the
changes, and incorporated the new information into its billing system.

Similarly, the CA Model requires accurate and up-to-date load profile data for
unmetered loads to allocate the costs of the distributor properly to the unmetered load
classes. The cost allocation filing only takes place once every few years. It is therefore
imperative that the customer provide input at the cost allocation study stage so that the
cost allocation can be updated and appropriate rate design realighment can be done as
part of the distributors’ cost of service application.

3.1.2 Recommendation of Elenchus

The Elenchus Report recommended that municipalities and distributors should establish
a channel of communication that will enable the municipalities to bring to the attention of
their distributor any technological change(s) that impacts electricity consumption.
Municipalities and distributors should be able to determine what the appropriate
consumption pattern is for the unmetered load that would reflect the technology used by
those customers.

Elenchus also recommended that the Board direct distributors to update unmetered
load profiles reflecting energy efficiency improvements when they can be supported by
evidence presented by unmetered load customers. Elenchus recommended that the
updated consumption estimates should be used by distributors for billing unmetered
loads as soon as they are validated.

3.1.3 Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholders generally supported the Elenchus recommendations with respect to
updating data for billing and load profile purposes.

VECC was of the view that distributors should take primary responsibility for
establishing the “channel” of communication; however, VECC stated that it should be
the responsibility of the unmetered load customers to inform the distributor of any
changes that will affect the energy usage of their unmetered devices or the number of
unmetered devices.

LPMA suggested that the Board should determine a generic process for maintaining
accurate and up-to-date unmetered load data and that this process should be specified
in each distributor’s Conditions of Service.

The EDA pointed out that the updated load profiles could only be implemented at the
time of a distributor’s rebasing.

Hydro One stated that given the large number of municipalities and unmetered load
customers it serves across the province, the initial updating of unmetered load profiles

11
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is a substantial undertaking and Hydro One requested flexibility for the timing of the
completion of this initiative.

3.1.4 The Board’s Approach

The Board believes that there should be ongoing communication between distributors
and unmetered load customers. This will enable the municipalities and other unmetered
load customers to bring to the attention of their distributor any technological changes
that impact the electricity consumption or the load profiles of their unmetered loads.
Unmetered load customers should be able to determine, and distributors should be able
to validate, what the appropriate consumption levels and load profiles are for particular
devices that will reflect the technology used in street lights and other unmetered loads.

Distributors should update unmetered load and consumption data for billing purposes
that reflects energy efficiency improvements or other changes when those changes can
be supported by evidence presented by unmetered load customers. It will be the
responsibility of the unmetered load customer to provide the information to the
distributor. The updated consumption data should be used by distributors for billing
unmetered loads once it is validated by the distributor.

The Board also believes that unmetered load and consumption data should ultimately
be used to update load profile data for the purpose of the distributor’s next cost
allocation filing before the Board which will occur at the time of the distributor’s cost of
service application/rebasing.

3.2 Conditions of Service

3.2.1 Description of the Issue

It is not clear what the process is for updating unmetered load customer data with the
distributor. Given that the distributors’ Conditions of Service is a key tool for governing
the interaction between distributors and their customers, it would appear that
distributors’ Conditions of Service may be an appropriate place to include information on
what is required of unmetered load customers and what distributors will do in relation to
data from unmetered load customers. This section will look at what, if anything, should
be codified in the Distributions System Code (the “DSC”) in relation to a distributor’s
Conditions of Service.

3.2.2 Recommendation of Elenchus
Elenchus recommended that distributors’ Conditions of Service should clearly state the

roles and responsibilities of distributors and unmetered load customers with respect to
keeping load demand and consumption data current.

12
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Elenchus made a number of recommendations for requirements that distributors could
include in their Conditions of Service, including the following:

e the process for unmetered load customers to submit load and consumption
data;

e how the data gets validated/tested,;

¢ clarification of ownership and maintenance responsibilities of a distributor and
the unmetered load customer; and

e references to external documentation that is relevant to unmetered load
customers.

Elenchus also recommended that distributors should work with unmetered load
customers to ensure that these customers are aware of and understand the
requirements of unmetered load customers and distributors in determining the load
profiles for unmetered loads.

3.2.3 Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholders supported Elenchus’ recommendations and made the following
comments.

As stated above, LPMA suggested that the Board should determine a generic process
for maintaining unmetered load data and specify this in the Conditions of Service.

Hydro One supported Elenchus’ recommendations but expressed the view that if the
Board plans to direct distributors to update their Conditions of Service, that the Board
should be flexible in its timelines. Hydro One noted that implementing a new process
for unmetered load customers could take considerable time for Hydro One to complete
because of the vast number of municipalities and unmetered load customers it serves
across the province.

3.2.4 The Board’s Approach

The Board believes that distributors’ Conditions of Service should set out in reasonable
detail how unmetered load customers are to file updated data with their distributors and
what evidence is necessary to validate updates to the data.

The Board will, through a separate code amendment process, amend the DSC to
require distributors to include certain information in their Conditions of Service in relation
to unmetered load customers. The code amendments will likely reflect the Elenchus
recommendations.

13
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3.3 Communication

3.3.1 Description of the Issue

Communication between distributors and unmetered load customers has been
inconsistent. The main concern with respect to cost allocation is that there appears to
be a lack of understanding by unmetered load customers as to what is required of them.
This lack of understanding could be due to a number of factors, such as limited
explanations given by distributors to unmetered load customers and unmetered load
customers not being in close contact with their distributors.

3.3.2 Recommendation of Elenchus

Elenchus made a number of recommendations with respect to communications
between distributors and unmetered load customers.

Elenchus recommended that distributors should continue to work closely with
municipalities in order to determine and explain the configuration system used to
connect street lights and other unmetered loads. The actual configuration used in
connecting unmetered loads should be clearly reflected in the distributor’s cost
allocation. Elenchus noted that the connection configurations utilized by the distributor
in the CA Model has a significant impact on cost allocation results, particularly in the
case of street lighting customers.

Elenchus recommended that distributors should continue their efforts to explain to
unmetered load customers the regulatory process that is followed in Ontario in order to
approve distribution rates, including the Board's CA Model and how it is used to develop
charges for unmetered loads.

Elenchus also stated that good utility practice would be to involve unmetered load
customers in stakeholder sessions when the distributor is preparing its rate rebasing
application to the Board (i.e., before it is finalized), in order to allow the customers to
understand the assumptions used in the application and the resulting impacts.

3.3.3 Stakeholder Comments

Stakeholders generally supported Elenchus’ recommendations for increased
communication efforts. LPMA commented that distributor consultation activities with
unmetered load customers should be ongoing and should not simply occur immediately
before the distributor files an application with the Board for rate rebasing.

14
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3.3.4 The Board’s Approach

The Board has addressed the requirement for increased communication between
distributors and their customers as part of the Filing Requirements for Electricity
Distribution Rate Applications (the “Filing Requirements”).

Some of the specific requirements for distributor engagement with customers are set
out below:

The RRFE [Renewed Regulatory Framework for Electricity] Report
contemplates enhanced engagement between distributors and their
customers to provide better alignment between distributor
operational plans and customer needs and expectations. The Board
expects distributors to provide an overview of customer
engagement activities that the distributor has undertaken with
respect to its plans and how customer needs have been reflected in
the distributor’s application.

Distributors should specifically discuss in the application how their
customers were engaged in order to determine their needs. This
could include references to any communications sent to customers
about the application such as bill inserts, town hall meetings held,
or other forms of outreach undertaken to engage customers and
explain to them how the application serves their needs and
expectations and the feedback heard from customers through these
engagement activities.

If distributors have not engaged in customer engagement activities,
distributors must explain why and if any such activities are planned
for in the future.*

These Filing Requirements naturally extend to distributor engagement with unmetered
load customers.

The Board expects distributors to communicate with unmetered load customers to
assist them with understanding the regulatory context in which distributors operate and
how it affects unmetered load customers.

For example, distributors could communicate with unmetered load customers in relation
to the preparation of cost allocation studies (including updates to load profiles), revenue
to cost ratios, information on how customer billing updates take place, updates to
unmetered load configurations, and changes to weighting factors.

As stated in the Filing Requirements, the Board expects that an appropriate narrative of

* Filing Requirements for Electricity Distribution Rate Applications, p. 9-10, July 17, 2013.
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engagement and consultation efforts will be brought forward in distributors’ cost of
service applications.

3.4 CA Model and the CA Methodoloay

3.4.1 Description of the Issue
The working group and Elenchus reviewed the CA Methodology (i.e., the inputs and
assumptions) and how it is applied in the CA Model in order to ascertain whether the

existing CA Methodology needs to change or whether revisions to the CA Model are
required.

3.4.2 Recommendation of Elenchus

3421 CA Model Changes

Elenchus recommended that the CA Model used by distributors should not be modified.
The CA Model itself is not deficient; it is the use, application, and understanding of the
CA Model that may have been the cause of customer and distributor confusion.

3422 CA Methodology

Allocators: kW Demand vs. Amperage

Allocators are used to apportion out the demand and customer-related assets and
expenses to all customer classes. The allocators used are number of customers,
weighted number of customers, number of connections, demand (kW), and energy
(kWh). For certain assets and expenses, composite allocators are utilized.

Elenchus was of the view that an amperage allocator should only be implemented if it
can be determined that: the data would be available for all customer classes; that
amperage is a better reflection of cost causality; and the impacts of amperage as a
demand allocator had been evaluated for all customer classes.

Elenchus also noted that if a distributor feels that there is a better demand allocator than
kW in the CA Model, it is free to modify the CA Model and submit its proposal to the
Board for review and approval as part of its next cost of service application.

Minimum System Method
Elenchus noted that the customer-related percentages used in the Board's CA Model
are in line with values used by utilities in other jurisdictions under the minimum system

method. Elenchus supported continued use of the minimum system method in order to
classify distribution lines and transformers as customer and demand-related.
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Weighting Factors

Elenchus recommended that examples of how to develop weighting factors (i.e.,
services, and billing and collecting) should be brought to the attention of distributors in
order for them to familiarize themselves with the examples and develop their own
weighting factors.

Narrowing of the Revenue to Cost Ratio Range for Street Lighting

The range of revenue to cost ratio approved by the Board for the street lighting class is
0.7 to 1.2. For the sentinel lighting and USL classes, the range is 0.8 to 1.2.

Elenchus stated that the Board’s current revenue to cost ratio range for the street light
customer class remains appropriate given the quality of the underlying data. Elenchus
recommended that the Board should not narrow the revenue to cost ratio range for the
street lighting class without the support of better data. Elenchus is of the view that if
distributors are able to improve the quality of the data they use in the CA Model, then
the Board should encourage distributors to adopt revenue to cost ratios that are closer
to unity.

3.4.3 Stakeholder Comments

The stakeholders generally supported the recommendations of Elenchus. No
stakeholder suggested changing the CA Model. One stakeholder did suggest changes
to the CA Methodology.

LPMA suggested that the Board should narrow the revenue to cost ratio for the street
lighting class to 80% because other unmetered load customers (i.e., sentinel lighting
and USL) are already at 80% for the lower limit. LPMA also noted that the street
lighting class has a lowest limit of any of the customer classes (i.e., no other customer
class has a limit lower than 80%). LPMA stated that it believed that based on the future
improvements that would be realized from this consultation, sufficient improvement
could be reasonably expected in the CA Model for the street lighting class such that a
lower limit of 70% was no longer warranted.

No other stakeholders suggested narrowing the revenue to cost ratio for the street
lighting class and some specifically stated that the ratio should remain as it is.

Stakeholders did make other comments relating to the CA Methodology. For example,
LPMA suggested that the Board should direct distributors to file the information the
distributors used in their proposed weighting factors when the distributor rebases.

LPMA and VECC both stated that a change in the demand allocators would be beyond

the scope of this consultation process as it would affect a large number of customers in
many rate classes and would require broader study and stakeholder input.
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3.4.4 The Board’s Approach

3441 CA Model Changes

The Board will not change the CA Model; however, given the possible misuse of or
misunderstanding of the CA Model, the Board will augment the instructions or
worksheets contained in the CA Model to deal with some of the issues raised in the
course of this consultation.

The Board remains concerned with the allocation of costs to daisy-chain configured
systems. The disparity in the cost allocation result between a street lighting customer
configuration with multiple devices per connection and a street lighting customer with a
device to connection ratio close to 1:1 appears to be disproportionate when compared
to actual costs to serve the street lighting rate class. The Board believes that further
investigation is necessary before making a determination. The Board will issue a letter
shortly to begin a consultation process for this single issue.

3.44.2 CA Methodology

Allocators: kW demand vs. Amperage

The Board agrees with Elenchus that a change in demand allocators is not warranted at
this time. If amperage or other data becomes available for all classes that would better
reflect cost causality, the Board can consider amending the CA Methodology at that
time. Furthermore, the Board would want to provide adequate notice to all customer
classes of the possible change, not just unmetered load classes.

Minimum System Method

The Board sees no reason to depart from use of the minimum system method in
allocating costs at this time. The minimum system method is a well-established method
upon which to allocate demand and customer related costs and there has been no
compelling evidence brought forward in this consultation to suggest that the approach is
in some way flawed.

Weighting Factors

In the Report of the Board, Review of Electricity Distribution Cost Allocation Policy, the
Board noted that stakeholders expressed widespread support for allowing distributors to
substitute their own weighting factor values provided they could support their proposed
factors.® The Board stated that default weighting factors should be utilized only in
exceptional circumstances, and that distributors have had sufficient time to enable them
to propose appropriate distributor-specific weighting factors. Furthermore, the Board

5 Report of the Board, EB-2010-0219, p. 25.
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provided documentation describing the standard methodology for deriving the weighting
factors in order to provide further guidance to distributors.

In the Elenchus Report, Elenchus has provided further examples of how to determine
appropriate weighting factors.®

The Board maintains its view that all distributors should be using their own values for
weighting factors and making use of examples provided in the CA Model and other
Board instruments. The Board will either add further instructions to the CA Model or
refine the worksheet in the CA Model to clarify how to develop appropriate weighting
factors for allocating costs to unmetered load customers.

Narrowing of the Revenue to Cost Ratio Range for Street Lighting

The Board’s policy remains that distributors should endeavour to move their revenue to
cost ratios closer to one if this is supported by improved cost allocations. That being
said, the Board does not believe that there is sufficient evidence at this time to narrow
the revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting class. The Board has therefore
concluded that the revenue to cost ratio range for the street lighting rate class should
not be narrowed at this time. However, the Board expects that as a result of this
consultation and the future code amendment regarding distributors’ Conditions of
Service, there will be a greater certainty and understanding of this customer class for
both the street lighting customer and the distributor. The Board is confident that
distributors will therefore be able to achieve a more accurate use of the CA Model in the
future for the street lighting class and that distributors will be able to narrow the revenue
to cost ratio range for the street lighting class to be closer to 1 or 100%. The Board
expects distributors to do this at the next available opportunity to do so (i.e., the
distributors’ next cost of service application following the completion of the
aforementioned code amendment process).

® Elenchus Report, Review of Cost Allocation Policy for Unmetered Loads, pp. 36-38.
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3.5 Terminology and Definitions

3.5.1 Description of the Issue

There has been confusion in the past between distributors and their unmetered load
customers about the different terms used in relation to cost allocation and unmetered
loads. One of the key objectives of the working group and Elenchus was to clarify the
terminology used to allocate costs for unmetered loads.

3.5.2 Recommendation of Elenchus

Elenchus recommended that the Board add the definitions included in the Elenchus
Report to the instructions for the CA Model. Elenchus also recommended that the
Board include in the instructions for the CA Model the different configurations
distributors may use to connect unmetered loads.

3.5.3 Stakeholder Recommendations

The EDA agreed that distributors should continue to explain the distribution
configuration system used to connect street lighting and other unmetered loads to their
customers.

The CLD stated that the Board should ensure that each distributor’s rate order used the
appropriate term with respect to the fixed service charge for the USL rate class (i.e., be
aware of the difference between $/connection and $/device).

VECC agreed that there was a need for a clear understanding for the terminology used
with respect to unmetered loads in terms of devices versus connections versus
customers. VECC also pointed out the need for consistency in the terminology used in
cost allocation and rate design (i.e., in the CA Model and in the distributors’ tariff
sheets).

3.5.4 The Board’s Approach

The Board agrees that consistency in terminology is important. The Board will therefore
include in the instructions or worksheets for the CA Model definitions for account,
connection, customer, and device (as they relate to unmetered loads). The
definitions/terminology will likely follow the Elenchus Report

The Board also believes that it is important that unmetered load customers understand
the different configurations that could be used to connect their assets to the distribution
system. There are two main types of connection configurations: one device connected
directly to the distribution system; and multiple devices connected to the distribution
system behind one connection point (also known as a daisy chain).
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A daisy chain configuration therefore reduces the number of connections to the
distribution system and is primarily used in the connection configuration of street
lighting. Given that the number of connections is one of the most significant cost drivers
of the overall allocation of costs to the street lighting customer class, the ability to lower
the number of existing connections either by retrofitting assets or employing the daisy
chain configuration with respect to new or planned street lighting installations is
attractive to these classes. However, it is important to take into consideration that while
the daisy chain approach may reduce cost allocation to the unmetered load customer, it
may also considerably increase the extent or length of customer-side assets required to
serve street lighting. The customer is responsible for servicing and maintaining assets
beyond the demarcation point of the distribution system. It is important to note that
these customer-side costs are not reflected in the CA Model.

The Board will also add the two main configuration types for connecting unmetered
loads to the distribution system into the instruction sheet or work sheet for the CA

Model.
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4 NEXT STEPS

The Board will begin a code amendment process to amend the DSC to require
distributors to include a process for updating the information of unmetered load
customers in their Conditions of Service.

The Board will also add information into the instructions of the CA Model or refine
worksheets in the CA Model in relation to: weighting factors; definitions/terminology;
connection configurations; and clarifying areas where the distributors can insert their
own input values (rather than relying on the CA Model's default values) that best
describe their particular circumstances. Board staff will provide the amended
instructions and/or worksheets to the working group for comment before the Board
finalizes them.

The Board will issue a letter shortly to begin a consultation process for the single issue
described earlier in this report.
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Appendix A: Working Group Members

The May 17, 2013 Elenchus Report, entitled Cost Allocation Policy Review: Options and
Preferred Alternatives, is available on the Board's web site at:

http://www.ontarioenergyboard.ca/OEB/ Documents/EB-2012-
0383/Report_Elenchus Unmetered Loads 20130503.pdf

Below is the list of working group members that provided feedback and input that ultimately was
used to inform the Elenchus Report.

¢ Dr. Roger Higgin, on behalf of Energy Probe Research Foundation (EP)

e Bill Harper, Econalysis Consulting Services, on behalf of the Vulnerable Energy
Consumers Coalition (VECC)

e Tom Chessman, City of Hamilton

e Jamie Gribbon, Horizon Utilities Corporation

¢ Paula Zarnett, BDR Consulting, on behalf of Rogers Cable Communications Inc.

¢ George Shaparew, Innisfil Hydro Distribution Systems Limited

¢ Ken Robertson, Cornerstone Hydro Electric Concepts (CHEC)

e Kashif Jahangir, Susan Evans, City of Brampton

e Ralph Frebold, City of Toronto

¢ Scott Vokey, Cathie Brown, Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO)

¢ Jane Scott, Hydro Ottawa, on behalf of the Coalition of Large Distributors (CLD)

e Henry Andre, Hydro One Networks Inc.

¢ Michael Roger, Andrew Frank, Elenchus Research Associates Inc.

¢ Vincent Cooney, Takis Plagiannakos, Neil Mather, Ontario Energy Board Staff
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BY E-MAIL AND WEB POSTING

August 21, 2014

To: All Licensed Electricity Distributors,
All Other Interested Parties

RE: Review of Cost Allocation Policy for Unmetered Loads:
Cost Allocation to Different Types of Street lighting Configurations
Board File No: EB-2012-0383

On December 19, 2013, the Board issued its Report of the Board. Review of the
Board’s Cost Allocation Policy for Unmetered Loads (the “December Report”).

Unmetered loads include street lighting, sentinel lighting and unmetered scattered load

classes. In the December Report, the Board stated the following with respect to the

different types of street lighting configurations:

The Board remains concerned with the allocation of costs to daisy-chain
configured systems. The disparity in the cost allocation result between a
street lighting customer configuration with multiple devices per
connection and a street lighting customer with a device to connection
ratio close to 1:1 appears to be disproportionate when compared to
actual costs to serve the street lighting rate class. The Board believes
that further investigation is necessary before making a determination.

(b.6)

In its letter posted with the December Report, the Board indicated that it would also

initiate a separate single-issue consultation process on the allocation of costs to daisy-

chain configured street lighting systems.
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The Board has engaged Navigant Consulting Limited (“Navigant”) to undertake a study
with the following key objectives:

e examine the utility and municipality assets and the portion of utility assets required to
serve the various street lighting system configurations and associated costs;

¢ examine the existing methods of cost allocation and assess their appropriateness for
application to the various street lighting system configurations;

e examine and classify the determinants relevant to the allocation of costs to common
connection street lighting systems and one-device-per-connection systems; and

e update the Cost Allocation Model, as required, with respect to the cost allocation to
various street lighting system configurations.

As part of their research, Navigant will solicit input from a number of distributors,
municipalities, members of the Unmetered Loads Working Group, and other industry
associations in addressing the objectives of the study.

Any questions regarding this consultation process should be directed to Vince Cooney
at vincent.cooney@ontarioenergyboard.ca or at 416-440-8143. The Board’s toll-free
number is 1-888-632-6273.

Yours truly,

Original Signed By

Lynne Anderson
Vice President, Applications
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ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

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

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by Horizon Utilities
Corporation for an order approving just and reasonable rates and other
charges for electricity distribution to be effective January 1, 2015 and
for each following year through to December 31, 2019.

SUPPLEMENTARY AFFIDAVIT OF GORD MCGUIRE
SWORN SEPTEMBER 22,2014
I, Gord McGuire of the City of Hamilton, in the Province of Ontario, MAKE
OATH AND SAY:

L. I am employed by the City of Hamilton as the Manager of Geomatics and
Corridor Management in the Department of Public Works. In that capacity, I am responsible for,
among other things, assessing the rates which are charged to the City of Hamilton by Horizon
Utilities Corporation (“Horizon™) for street lighting services. I have knowledge of the matters

herein deposed.

2. In an affidavit sworn the 8 day of September, 2014, T deposed to the fact that, on
August 21, 2014, the Board issued a letter indicating that a separate, single issue study on the
allocation of costs to daisy-chain configured street lighting systems was about to begin. A copy

of the letter is attached as Exhibit A to my affidavit.

3. The Board’s letter of August 21, 2014, indicates that the Board has engaged
Nagivant Consulting Limited (“Navigant”) to undertake the study.
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4. I am a member of the OEB’s unmetered scattered load working group, created as
a result of the Board’s Report in EB-2012-0383. In that capacity, I will be one of the people who
will be working with Navigant to provide information that will assist Navigant in undertaking the

study and repairing its report.

5. In a telephone conversation on September 7, 2014, with representatives of
Navigant, including Trent Winstone, Ralph Zaruma, Andy Tam and Michael De Paoliss, I was
advised and verily believe that Navigant has the following goals for the study:

1. A determination of who owns the streetlight assets, as between the
municipality and the LDC, and what are the demarcation points for the

determination of ownership;

2. The differences, for purposes of determining costs between daisy-chain street

lighting configurations and one-to-one street lighting configurations;

3. How the costs for the streetlighting system should be allocated, including

whether there need to be changes to the Board’s cost allocation system.

6. I was further advised, in the discussion referred to in paragraph 5 above, and
verily believe that Navigant is to deliver a draft report on its study to the Board within five to six

weeks.

7. I make this supplementary affidavit in support of a Motion seeking an order that

Horizon’s street lighting rates not be set until the draft report of Navigant has been received.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of
Hamilton, in the Province of Ontario,
this 22™ day of September, 2014.

A,

GORD MCGUIRE ™
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