Waterloo North Hydro Inc. – Comments on Staff Proposed Minimum Filing Requirements




August 18, 2006

Ontario Energy Board

P.O. Box 2319

27th Floor

2300 Yonge Street

Toronto, Ontario

M4P 1E4

Attention:  Ms. Kirsten Walli, Board Secretary

Dear Ms. Walli:

Re:
EB-2006-0170 Staff Proposal on the Minimum Filing Requirements for Transmission and Distribution Rate Applications and Leave to Construct Projects

Waterloo North Hydro Inc. (WNH) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Staff Proposal on the Minimum Filing Requirements for Transmission and Distribution Rate Applications and Leave to Construct Projects.

General

We appreciate the time taken by Board Staff on July 24, 2006 to meet with us to obtain greater clarity on the intent of some of the sections and we have documented our understanding in the relevant sections.
WNH is concerned that this proposal is on an expedited timeline and that the time allowed for comments may not be sufficient for thorough examination and comments.  WNH does recognize and appreciate the two week extension for providing comments.  As noted in sections below there are filing requirements that need to be clarified by the Ontario Energy Board (OEB) which makes it difficult for parties to forward their comments on the proposed requirements at this time.  As such, WNH has commented upon, and made recommendations upon, issues within this proposal at this time, however, it may be appropriate to present further comments in the future after further clarification of these filing requirements by OEB Board Staff.  In our opinion a document of this nature, with such substantive impact on LDC’s filing requirements, needs discussion and dialogue as opposed to a one-time comment.

WNH is concerned with the level of detail proposed in the Minimum Filing Requirement Document and what appears to be the abandonment of many of the Distribution Rate Handbook (DRH) principles and methodologies.  Recognition must be given to the time and effort, of the Board, Board Staff, Interest Groups and LDCs, that went into the creation of the DRH and the 2006 EDR Process and Model.  

General - continued
WNH acknowledges that there may be a desire by the OEB and Interest Groups to streamline the filing guidelines between the regulated electricity and gas distributors. It must be recognized that the OEB has had in excess of 30 years in which to implement the current filing guidelines for the gas industry.  This Staff Proposal will have the electricity distributors implement these guidelines in a one-year period, which in the view of WNH is not reasonable and does not recognize the differences between the gas and electric industries.
WNH recommends that consideration be given to maintaining the current Revenue Requirement methodology used in the 2006 EDR process which produced fair, just and reasonable rates, instead of the Revenue Sufficiency/Deficiency model proposed.  Implementation of new methodology, and a completely new model, will require a new learning curve again for LDCs and Interest Groups, who are now familiar with the Electricity Revenue Requirement Model.  The additional amount of detail, required to be sourced and filed, will not only affect the LDCs, it will impact the time and effort required by Board Staff.  It has been noted that the Board has adopted a phased-in three year tranche approach to the next re-basing, which was intended to reduce the regulatory burden on the OEB.  WNH asserts that the level and amount of detail that will be required to be filed as part of this proposal will most likely dramatically increase, not decrease, the workload for Board Staff for each and every application.  In Howard Weston’s Speech at the EDA Annual General Meeting on February 27, 2006, he stated “… We want to reduce the regulatory workload on you …”.  WNH asserts that these proposals do not support this claim and is not consistent with light-handed regulation, nor the Board’s statutory objectives “To promote economic efficiency and cost effectiveness in the generation, transmission, distribution, sale and demand management of electricity …”.

WNH is also concerned that the level of detail is in conflict with the principles of Incentive Based Regulation (IBR).  The intent of IBR is to allow the LDC to manage its business in what they see as the most efficient manner in order to best serve its customers.  The proposed level of detail required in this document cannot be described as efficient; it is rather onerous and in our opinion is more detailed than necessary for efficient regulation.  It is the understanding of WNH that the smallest gas distributor regulated by the OEB, follows the same filing guideline principles as the larger gas distributors, however, it is not required to file at the same level of detail.

It is hoped that OEB will consult with LDCs regarding timelines for the tranche filings in terms of what is practical for the LDC and tie into the business cycle of LDCs in order to produce the best quality information.

WNH is committed to seek efficiencies wherever possible and as such it is concerned as to  what we perceive as a duplication of efforts in many areas.  It is our understanding that there are regulatory issues regarding information not forming part of the Board application filing record if the information is not provided. WNH would advocate a review, throughout not only this proposed document, but in all areas where LDCs are required to file information to the OEB, to determine where filing efficiencies can be obtained and duplication of efforts can be eliminated.

WNH has the following comments:

Chapter 2 - Minimum filing requirements for electricity transmission and distribution companies’ cost of service rate applications, based on a forward test year

2.1 Paragraph 5 - Introduction– page 6

The variance analysis will be guided, in part, by a comparison of costs among distributors.  A process will be started shortly to develop the comparison methodology.  The results of that initiative will identify additional areas where specific information will be required.

WNH asserts that in order for the Comparator and Cohort process to be meaningful, LDCs must be heavily involved.  As an illustration the comparison between LDCs needs to be performed on an informed basis, which includes, but not limited to, factoring of the following variables:

(
Customer and Load Density 
(
Provision of 24/7 Control Room Services
(
Any LDC Owned and Operated Transformer Stations

· Relocation of infrastructure for Road widenings

· Developer Needs

· Stage of Plant Rebuild

· Municipal Development Policies
2.1.1 Key Planning Parameters – page 7

Compliance with Uniform System of Accounts

It is understood that the OEB may undertake a review of the Uniform System of Accounts.  The Cost Allocation Working Group has forwarded initial suggestions for changes and suggestions that would assist the Cost Allocation process and the Comparator and Cohort process.  WNH asserts that this review should take place to increase reliability in the Comparator and Cohort process and should include LDC input.  It is expected that the OEB would use the outputs and suggestions of such working groups.

A further outcome of this process should be a product that will provide information in order to consolidate the current multiple reporting and filing processes.  This will lead to greater efficiencies for the OEB and LDCs. 

Average of monthly averages valuation method for items in rate base and capital base

During the 2006 EDR process various valuation methods were discussed and the ruling from the Board was that the average of the opening and closing annual balances was a suitable method to be used.  The Staff Paper has proposed to change this method to the average of monthly averages valuation method; however, no rationale for its change has been provided.

2.1.2 Key Planning Parameters – page 7 - continued

Average of monthly averages valuation method for items in rate base and capital base - continued

The OEB and Interest Groups must understand the nature of the business drivers that drive the capital spending in an LDC if the average of monthly averages valuation method is to be adopted.  These drivers include:

· Weather

· Relocation of Infrastructure for Road widenings

· Developer Needs

· Municipal Development Policies

· Availability of materials and contractors

· Residential, Commercial and Industrial makeup of the LDC

· Stage of Plant Rebuild

· Customer and Load Density of LDC

These variables show that there can be significant changes in monthly capital requirements from year to year which must be understood by the OEB and the interest groups before implementing this requirement and interpreting any results.

In addition, the drivers above will vary from one LDC to the next, resulting in differing capital spending requirements.  This difference between LDCs must also be incorporated into the Comparator and Cohorts process in order to make any meaningful comparisons.

At a minimum there must be three years of data.  The years are defined as:


Test Year
    = Prospective Rate Year


Bridge Year
    = Current Year (where applicable use Board approved values)

Historical Year  = Previous Year (Board approved and actual values)

In our meeting with Board Staff on July 24, 2006 this issue was discussed.  At that time the Board Staff had not determined which years would constitute historical year(s) for LDCs that filed on the Historical Year Basis.  The decision, as to which years and how many years of data that must be filed, will impact the amount of variance analysis to be performed, the information required to be filed, and the workload for Board Staff and Interest Groups.

WNH recommends using three years, the Test Year, Bridge Year and the most recent Board Approved Year, and this will provide sufficient information for the Board and Interest Groups to perform trend analysis.

All calculation of revenue sufficiency/deficiency should be based on proposed methodology, and the resultant impacts of the methodology change must also be provided

As discussed in the General Section above, WNH requests re-consideration of this methodology and strongly suggests continued use of the current Revenue Requirement methodology.

2.1.2
Key Planning Parameters – page 7 - continued
A complete filing includes reconciling all the accounts specified in Appendix 2-A and found in the functionalized form in the cost allocation model, with the financial statements and the RRR filings….

We would suggest that RRR filings to be referred to are Section 2.1.7 Year End Trial Balance and not the Q4 RRR Reporting in Section 2.1.1, which is based on preliminary unaudited information.  

In addition we recommend that the Board review the usefulness of the Q4 Section 2.1.1 reporting.  WNH recommends that RRR filing reliability would be better serviced by eliminating the Q4 Section 2.1.1 report and place reliance on the Section 2.1.7 Year End Trial Balance final audited information.

WNH would also like to ensure that there is a collapsing type of mechanism, similar to the one used in the 2006 EDR, which will aggregate accounts in areas where privacy of information needs to be protected.

2.2 
Exhibit 1.  Administrative Documents

2.2.1 Administration

Utility Organization Charts, down to and including the managerial level

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide support for the operating, maintenance and administrative expenses (OM&A) of the LDC.  When questioned, it was indicated that the organization charts would most likely be required down to the department/cost centre managerial level.  It was stated that it was not the intent of the OEB to use the organization charts to compare the number and type of management personnel at each LDC. 

WNH asserts that this proposed requirement is overly intrusive into the operations of the business.  Staffing is a responsibility of LDC management, overseen by the Board of Directors, to meet the needs of servicing the customer.  WNH understands the need of the OEB to determine the prudency of the costs included in an LDC’s rate; however, it asserts that many of the other filing requirements will fill this need.  These other filing requirements include salary, benefit and incentive information already being disclosed by type (management, analyst, non-unionized and unionized), variance analysis of OM&A costs for various years and written direct evidence giving further details of the costs.

2.2.1 Administration - continued

Utility Organization Charts, down to and including the managerial level - continued
WNH would also like to highlight the fact that comparison of staffing levels between LDCs needs to be performed on an informed basis, which includes, but not limited to, factoring of the following variables:

●
Customer and Load Density 
●
Provision of 24/7 Control Room Services
●
Any LDC Owned and Operated Transformer Stations

· Relocation of infrastructure for Road widenings

· Developer Needs

· Stage of Plant Rebuild

· Municipal Development Policies

· Contracting Practices

The corporate organization structure has evolved over time taking into account the variables described above and the structure required to best meet the needs of its customers.  WNH asserts that this filing requirement should thus be removed.
Corporate Organization Chart including information showing the extent to which the parent company is represented on the utility company board and the reporting relationships between utility management and parent company officials

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide the relationship between the LDC management and the Parent Company.  It is not the intent of the Board to examine other non-regulated subsidiaries of the Parent Company.

WNH proposes that this requirement to be revised to “Corporate Organization Charts showing the relationship between the Utility Company and the Parent Company only including information showing the extent to which the parent company is represented on the utility company board and the reporting relationships between utility management and parent company officials”.
Company Policies and Regulations with respect to electricity services and schedules of service charges

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide the Conditions of Service of an LDC. After our discussion regarding the fact that the Conditions of Service have already been filed with the OEB, and any updates are to also be filed with the OEB, Board Staff would investigate if a reference to the current, previously filed, document would meet this filing requirement.
WNH is committed to seek efficiencies wherever possible and as such it is concerned as to  what we perceive as a duplication of efforts in many areas.  It is our understanding that there are regulatory issues regarding information not forming part of the Board application filing record if the information is not provided. WNH would advocate a review, throughout not only this proposed document, but in all areas where LDCs are required to file information to the OEB, to determine where filing efficiencies can be obtained and duplication of efforts can be eliminated.

2.2.2 Overview- page 9

Budget Directives (Capital & Operating)

· Budget Process

· Flow Charts of Approval Process

· Correspondence regarding Budget levels – goals, strategies and guidelines

· Economic assumptions used

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide an overview of the Budget Process, not the actual dollar budgets, of the Test Year only.  The Budget Process Overview would describe the process and the appropriate approval levels; however, it is not intended for the LDC to forward every memo issued during its budget process.

WNH asserts that Budget Process is not the most important piece of budget preparation; rather it is the Budget Drivers.  Review of which Budget Drivers and how the Budget Drivers are used in the budgeting process yield a better review as to the reasonableness of the economic assumptions in arriving at economic forecasts.

WNH asserts that Flow Charts of Approval Process and Correspondence regarding Budget levels – goals, strategies and guidelines are exceptionally intrusive into the operations of the business and should not be required.  WNH notes that it takes several years of education and experience, represented by various professional designations throughout the organization, in order to facilitate the budget process.

WNH concurs that Economic assumptions used is a reasonable filing requirement, barring the inclusion of confidential information, which would disadvantage the LDC or a party which operates within the LDC service territory.  Confidential information, which if released could disadvantage parties, include wage increase forecasts during a Collective Agreement Bargaining Period or a development project not yet made public. 

2.2.3  Finance – page 9

Financial Statements – Most recent financial statements

· Utility

· Parent Company

As a part of its RRR filings, an LDC would have previously submitted their most recent financial statement; the same comment on efficiencies contained at the end of 2.2.1 also applies here.

WNH fails to see the relevance of filing the most recent financial statements of its Parent Company and as such should not be a filing requirement.

WNH asserts that it is intrusive into the operations of the Parent Company and may provide a competitive business disadvantage for subsidiaries of the Parent Company.  An example of a competitive business disadvantage would include accounting for the net income of a competitive subsidiary on the equity method of accounting within the parent company, thus, disclosing information to competitors.

2.2.3  Finance – page 9 - continued

Financial Statements – Most recent financial statements - continued

· Utility

· Parent Company

If the OEB is seeking ARC Compliance information, the OEB has established requirements under the Affiliate Relationship Code (ARC) and with ARC Compliance Audits currently being performed.  Affiliate transactions are already disclosed, and compliance declared, in a RRR filing, as well as being a requirement to be disclosed in the notes to the audited financial statements.

WNH recommends removing the requirement to provide financial statements for the Parent Company.

Financial Statements for all filed historical years (in the case of where more than one historical year is filed)

As a part of its RRR filings, an LDC would have previously submitted their most recent financial statement.

Again, WNH is committed to seek efficiencies wherever possible and we are concerned regarding what is perceived as a duplication of efforts in many areas.  
All parent and subsidiaries of the applicant are to be identified (name, nature of business and capitalization of subsidiary).  Filing of annual report (actual) and Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD & A) satisfies the requirement to identify and describe the subsidiaries of the utility and the parent company …

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide the OEB with the annual reports provided to its shareholders for the purpose of reviewing management’s discussion of the financial statements and related notes, to determine that they are consistent with the information contained within the rate application.  In addition, the MD & A is a matter of discussing various components of the rate application in order to further the understanding of the OEB and Interested Parties.
WNH asserts that disclosure of the capitalization structure of the subsidiaries of the Parent Company, other than the regulated LDC, is intrusive into the business operations of the Parent Company.  If the intention is to look at any subsidiary of the LDC only, WNH concurs with this requirement.

WNH asserts that annual reports in many cases are prepared for the benefit of the shareholder only and are not prepared for, nor meant for, outside distribution.  If the OEB requires all LDCs to prepare annual reports for public distribution, additional costs would be incurred and need to be recovered, including legal and publishing costs.

Annual Reports or Audited Financial Statements (Historical) & Interim Reports (Bridge) for both the Utility and the Parent Company
WNH, as discussed above, asserts that the audited financial statements, annual reports and interim reports of the Parent Company should not be filed with the OEB.
2.3 Exhibit 1.   Rate Base

2.3       Paragraph 1 – page 10  

“… Items used in the computations or derived must include beginning and closing balances of the rate base, working capital, accumulated depreciation, changes in working capital …”

During the 2006 EDR process various valuation methods were discussed and the ruling from the Board was that the average of the opening and closing annual balances was a suitable method to be used.  The Staff Paper has proposed to change this method to the average of monthly averages valuation method; however, no rationale for its change has been provided.
WNH recommends retaining the valuation method approved by the Board in the 2006 EDR filings.

2.3       Paragraph 4 – page 10

A written explanation is required for rate base related information when there is a variance greater than or equal to 10% or $500,000

WNH would ask that the OEB clarify the variance formula and would suggest that the criterion should be “A written explanation is required for rate base related information when there is a variance greater than or equal to 10% or $500,000, whichever is greater”.  This change will take into account larger rate bases of the larger LDCs.  An example of the need for such clarification is an LDC that had planned extensive road widenings and has these projects delayed due to related interest groups, thus, may incur double the expenditure in the following year.  Natural variations from year to year can be as much as 8:1 for this category.
It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement was to provide variance analysis for rate base in each of the three areas (gross assets, accumulated depreciation and allowance for working capital) not for rate base in total.  WNH recommends that the variance should be measured on rate base in total.  

2.3      1. Gross Assets – Property Plant and Equipment – page 10

Customer Additions and System Expansion with PI values

WNH would ask the OEB to clarify this issue, as PI is not a value that electricity distributors currently calculate and LDCs have an obligation to serve that gas distributors do not.

Average of Monthly Averages as has been provided should continue

WNH would like to note that LDCs do not currently use the average of monthly averages methodology; they use an average of the opening and closing annual balances as specified in the 2006 EDR Handbook.

2.3      1. Gross Assets – Property Plant and Equipment – page 10 - continued

For Historic, Bridge and Test Years provide Capital Budget by Project – Projects over $500,000 listing need, scope, related attachments, volumes and capital costs.  Provide a detailed breakdown of starting dates and in-service dates …

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement will be clarified by Board Staff (i.e. the years for which the information is required).  

WNH recommends that this requirement only be provided for the Test Year.
2.3      1. Gross Assets – Property Plant and Equipment – page 11 

A written explanation of variances (Capital Budget) should be presented where the variance is greater than or equal to 10% or $500,000

WNH would ask that the OEB clarify the variance formula and would suggest that the criterion should be “A written explanation is required for rate base related information when there is a variance greater than or equal to 10% or $500,000, whichever is greater”.  This change will take into account larger rate bases of the larger LDCs.

WNH has recommended above to provide Capital Budgets for the Test Year only.  This filing requirement, regarding Variance Explanations of Gross Assets – Property Plant and Equipment would thus not be required.
2.4 Exhibit 3.   Operating Revenue – page 12

The opening paragraph refers to section 2) Transactional Services, however, this section is not described in this proposal.

2.4.1
1.  Throughput Revenue – page 12

For residential, general service, commercial and industrial customers, normalized average consumption historic actual and forecasted consumption per customer for past 10 years and forecasted average consumption for the Test Year

WNH asserts that this is an unrealistic expectation for LDCs to provide.  A cost/benefit analysis should be performed to determine if the time and effort required by the LDCs to provide ten years of weather normalized data yields significant results.  WNH does acknowledge that consumption per customer per rate class for a limited number of years in order to establish a trend is necessary for the OEB, however, ten years of weather normalized data is unrealistic.

WNH would submit that ten years of data may be difficult, if not impossible, for LDCs to provide.  It is highly unlikely that merged LDCs would have this information available.  Traditionally, LDCs have not historically weather normalized their load data.  For the vast majority of the industry the load data collected for the Cost Allocation Informational Filing will be the first weather normalized data available.  For Historical Year filers, the weather normalized load data available will be for the 2004 test year only.  In order for LDCs to weather normalize ten years of load data, collection of SIC/NAICS codes would be also required, however, to collect and/or verify the accuracy of such information retroactively would be extremely difficult.

2.4.1
1.  Throughput Revenue – page 12 - continued

If the OEB deems that load data should be weather-normalized, WNH recommends investigation of the results of the Hydro One weather-normalization process (thirty-one years) that was applied to the test year in the Cost Allocation process and determine if it could be used in this context.

Explanation of large volume (contract) customer throughput forecast for Test Year …

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the intent of this filing requirement will be clarified by Board Staff as this requirement may only be applicable to few LDCs in the province, if at all.  

WNH also contends that further consideration must be given to privacy issues where there are fewer than three customers in a rate class.
2.4
3.  Other Revenues – page 13

Detailed calculation of Rate of return on non-core delivery activities

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the definition of non-core delivery activities will be clarified by Board Staff.  Standby Charges were identified as one possible example of a non-core delivery activity; however, in the opinion of WNH, Standby Charges are a method of recovering prudently incurred costs for the distribution system and should be considered a core delivery activity.
2.5 Exhibit 4.  Operating Costs – page 13

The opening paragraph refers to section 4) CDM, however, this section is not described in this proposal.

2.5 
1. A. Operating & Maintenance and Other Costs – page 13
Breakdown of each ‘year’ on a departmental basis

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the filing model will be provided on a collapsed basis as in 2006 EDR to protect relevant privacy information issues.  The level of departmental aggregation of information in the 2006 EDR was sufficient to provide information for a review of reasonableness and prudency.  Further drill down into the departmental details could lead to micromanagement by outside parties.

2.5 
1. B. Depreciation/Amortization/Depletion – page 14

Depreciation Study – Only if depreciation rates are to change

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the OEB may be initiating a depreciation study; however, it may not be completed prior to the commencement of the first tranche 2008 filers.  LDCs were welcome to provide their own depreciation study if they wish to change a depreciation rate.

2.5 
1. B. Depreciation/Amortization/Depletion – page 14 - continued

Depreciation Study – Only if depreciation rates are to change - continued
WNH has concerns regarding the number of years over which meters are depreciated at, especially electronic meters.  The life expectancy of interval meters may not be more than the seal period [currently six (6) years]; however, as a mass or grouped asset they continue to be depreciated over twenty-five (25) years.  WNH recommends that the OEB address this issue on a timely basis, especially in light of the installation of smart meters in the upcoming years.  WNH also asks that the OEB address the treatment of ‘Dumb Meter’ Stranded Costs.

2.6
Exhibit 5.  Deferral and Variance Accounts – page 15

Balance and detailed method of recovery of existing accounts proposed to be cleared as part of the main rates case including bill impacts and rate design implications

WNH is concerned regarding the statement above and the proposal in the Staff Proposal Multi-year Electricity Distribution Rate Setting Plan Cost of Capital (EB-2006-0088) and 2nd Generation Incentive Regulation Mechanism (EB-2006-0089) page 37 which states “Staff proposes that deferral and variance account dispositions be dealt with at rate rebasing.”  WNH recommends that Deferral and Variance Accounts be disposed of on an annual basis.

Past history has shown that deferring the recovery of deferral and variance accounts has caused intergenerational rate issues.  A Historical Year filer could be required to carry balances in accounts from January 2005 through April 2010, with implementation in May 2010.  A five-year delay does not lead to rate stability, nor rate or cash flow predictability.  

WNH cautions the OEB that if use of the RRR filing balances to determine if a rate adjustment is necessary is considered, it needs to ensure that 2.1.7 Year End Trial Balance is used as the source of the information.  Currently the Q1, Q2 and Q3 RRR filings are made on the cash basis and only the year-end balance is recorded on the accrual basis (as per Article 490).  This inconsistency, if applied to the current rate riders, may result in rate instability.

2.7
Exhibit 6.  Cost of Capital and Rate of Return – page 15

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that the OEB will clarify, if an LDC is not proposing a change to their capital structure or ROE other than the OEB prescribed change which would be through a K Factor, if the LDC is required to complete this section.

WNH notes that it has submitted detailed comments, directly and via the EDA, on the Cost of Capital and Rate of Return Proposal currently ongoing.

2.10
Exhibit 9.  Rate Design - 2.  Proposed Rate Schedules - page 17

Revenue/Cost Ratios for Historic Year, Bridge Year and Test Year

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that it is not the intent of the OEB to require Cost Allocation Filings for each of the historical years, bridge and test year.  

The Cost Allocation process underway has not had the expectation that a full Cost Allocation Filing would be required on an annual basis.  WNH expects that the Cost Allocation Filing, currently in the process of being developed, will be used to assist the OEB in this area.
Chapter 4 Minimum filing requirements for electricity transmission projects under Section 92 of the OEB Act

It is our understanding from our meeting with Board Staff that Chapter 4 is not intended to apply to Distribution Deemed LDC Owned Transformer Stations. It is only intended for Rate Regulated Transmission Entities.  

We are also pleased to see that the OEB wants to avoid duplication in regulatory reviews, WNH commends this efficiency measure.
Chapter 5 section 5.3.1 Evidence in support of need
WNH is concerned that the requirement to have the customer, or LDC, provide evidence and be prepared to provide a witness in an oral hearing in support of the need for the facility is a duplication of other processes related to the determining the need for the facility.  

WNH would recommend the OEB restricts its evaluation to the prudence of the costs for the proposed project.

If there are any questions, please contact myself, Gerry Hilhorst, at 519-888-5550, ghilhorst@wnhydro.com or Chris Amos at 519-888-5541, camos@wnhydro.com .

WNH appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Staff’s Proposal and again thanks Board Staff for their time and willingness to meet with us.

Yours truly,

Original Signed By
Gerry Hilhorst, P.Eng

VP, Regulatory Affairs
WATERLOO NORTH HYDRO INC.
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