Demande de renseignements 

d’Option consommateurs à Hydro-Québec – Distribution

Le Dossier Tarifaire 2005-2006
Dossier R-3541-2004

1. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 1, page 10, lines 8-16 and HQD-1, Document 2, page 28, lines 1-8
Question:

1.1 What, in HQD’s view, is an acceptable level of annual rate increase (or bill increase) for individual customers as a result of changes in rate design - in either absolute percentage terms or relative to the overall average annual customer increase?

2. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2, page 16 - Table 5 and page 32 – Table 13

Question:

2.1 Please provide the source for the Transport and Distribution costs used to derive the “Revenus Requis” set out in the tables (e.g., was it the cost allocation study submitted during R-3492-2002)?

2.2 If the source of the Transport and Distribution costs is not publicly available, please provide a summary of the cost allocation study results similar to that presented in HQD-12, Document 3, page 13 – Table 7 with sufficient details to demonstrate the derivation of the values presented in the tables.

2.3 Please provide additional details regarding the load characteristics of HQD’s Tariffs D and DM customers by completing the following schedule based on the same approach used to prepare Tables 5 and 13:

	Consumption Block
	kWh  Used
	Average kW during the peak 300 hours

	0-20 kWh per day
	
	

	>20-30 kWh per day
	
	

	>30-40 kWh per day
	
	

	>40–50 kWh per day
	
	

	>50-60 kWh per day
	
	

	>60-70 kWh per day
	
	

	>70-80 kWh per day
	
	

	>80-90 kWh per day
	
	

	>90-100 kWh per day
	
	

	>100 kWh per day
	
	


Note:  If the available data is insufficient to complete all the consumption blocks, please provide as much disaggregation as possible.

2.4  Please indicate the months of the year during which the peak 300 hours occur?

3. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2, page 18 – Table 7 

Question:

3.1 Please provide the source for the:  

· “Revenus requis” for SALC of $329.0 million

· “Revenus requis” for Mesurage of $68.2 million

· Number of connections used to derive the “cost per connection per day”

3.2 If the source is not publicly available please provide a summary table of the relevant cost allocation study results in sufficient detail to allow for the derivation of the values used.

4. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2, page 21, lines 2-12 and HQD-1, Document 2, page 11 – Table 3

Question;

4.1 Based on 2002-2003 usage data, please confirm that the average daily consumption was was 32 kWh per day for D and DM customers with less than 50 kW demand and no electric space heating (i.e. from Table 3:  10,839 GWh / (929,005 connections * 365 days)).

4.2 Please complete the following schedule using data from a recent 12 months billing of billing data for Tariff D and DM customers:

	Daily Usage
	Number of Monthly Bills Issued

	
	Customers with Electric Heating
	Customers without

Electric Heating

	0-20 kWh per day
	
	

	>20-30 kWh per day
	
	

	>30-40 kWh per day
	
	

	>40–50 kWh per day
	
	

	>50-60 kWh per day
	
	

	>60-70 kWh per day
	
	

	>70-80 kWh per day
	
	

	>80-90 kWh per day
	
	

	>90-100 kWh per day
	
	

	>100 kWh per day
	
	

	Total 
	
	


5. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2, page 22 (line 20) to page 23 (line 3)

Question:

5.1 Please provide further explanation as to the rationale/calculation of the 1 ¢/ kWh additional charge required of Tariff D customers with winter demand in excess of 50kW in order to equate their rates to marginal costs?

5.2 Please provide the derivation of the $10.20/kW demand charge and the basis for the load factor used in the calculation.

6. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2, page 36 – Table 18

Question:

6.1 Please explain why the illustrative implementation plan for the 10% reduction in customer charges wasn’t developed in order to yield a 34% differential between the first and second energy block prices in the fourth year?

7. Reference:  HQD-3, Document 1, page 19 – Table 2

Question:

7.1 Please confirm that a 2.7% rate increase should produce incremental revenue of $231.8 million ($178.0 million + $53.8 million) over the period of April 1, 2004- March 31, 2005. 


7.2 Please reconcile the incremental revenue of $231.8 million over the period of April 1, 2004- March 31, 2005 (as per question 7.1) with the last line of Table 2, which seems to indicate that the incremental revenue required for the same period with a rate increase of 2.7% would be $178.0 million.



8. Reference:  HQD-13, Document 1, page 14 – Table 5

Question:


8.1  Under the hypothesis of  2.7% overall increase, but non-uniform customer class increases, what are the individual class increases (in percentage terms) for the four customer classes in Table 5 (Domestic, Small, Medium and Large Power) required to yield the target 2002 revenue/cost ratios for each class in 2005, as set out in Table 5?


9. Reference:  HQD-13, Document 2, page 3

Question:


9.1  Please provide the total revenues that the Tariff D and DM rates for April 1, 2005 are each designed to recover in 2005-2006. 


9.2  Please provide proof of revenue for each of the Tariff D and DM rates (i.e. a schedule showing the proposed 2005 rates and billing quantities, applicable to each component, that yield the total revenues provided in Question 9.1).

10. Reference:  HQD-1, Document 2 and HQD-13, Document 1, page 6, lines 1-6

Question:


10.1   Please explain why the rate design proposal for 2005-2006 did not follow up on any of the rate design options discussed in HQD-1, Document 2?


10.2   What are HQD’s current plans with respect to the future implementation of rate design options discussed in HQD-1, Document 2?


11. Reference:  HQD-3, Document 1, page 11, lines 3-13 and HQD-8, Document 2, page 4


Question:


11.1   Regarding the 2005 projection for a post-heritage consumption of 2,063 GWh at an average supply cost of 8.07¢/kWh, please detail how much of the energy requirement will be met by:

· long-term contracts (1 year or more)

· short-term contracts (< 1 year)

· spot market transactions

· other (please specify).


11.2   For 2005, how many separate contracts make up the 2,063 GWh of post heritage supply, as per HQD-8, Document 2, page 4?


11.3   For the part of the 2,063 GWh to be supplied under short and long-term contracts (as per Question 1.1.), please indicate what proportion (as a percentage) is priced strictly on (i) the amount of energy consumption; (ii) maximum power; (iii) a combination of energy consumption and maximum power; (iv) any other arrangements (please describe).
11.4   If the projected post-heritage demand volumes for 2005 were to decline from 2,063 GWh to 1,063 GWh, (i) how would the supply mix set out in the response to 11.1 change?  (ii) what would be the average supply cost for the post-heritage electricity in ¢/kWh?


11.5   If the projected post-heritage demand volumes for 2005 were to increase from 2,063 GWh to 3,063 GWh, (i) how would the supply mix set out in the response to 11.1 change?  (ii) what would be the average supply cost for the post-heritage electricity in ¢/kWh?



12. Reference:  HQD-3, Document 2, page 5 – Table 1

Question:


12.1 Please explain the decrease in the 2005 sales forecast for Tariffs D and DM with respect to 2004.


12.2 Please explain the significant increase in the 2005 sales forecast for Tariff L with respect to 2004.

13. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 15 – Table 9A 

Question:


13.1 Please explain where the volumes associated with real time rates (MR, LR and LC) are captured in the table and provide a breakdown of total costs and sales for 2005. 

14. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 16 – Table 9B, footnote (2) and HQD-12, Document 1, page 21, lines 6-11.

Question:


14.1   Please provide further details as to the rationale for the adjustment factor of 0.998571 to the heritage and post-heritage unit costs to account for the ABI strike?


14.2   Why does the effect of the strike have to be “neutralized” and why does this adjustment neutralize the effects of the strike?

15. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, pages 100-102

Question:

15.1 For each of the cost elements listed on the pages (in the “Rubriques” column), please provide a $ breakdown with respect to each of the seven cost centres (“Centres de coûts” as listed in the 2nd column).


15.2 Can HQD directly assign all of the cost elements (in the “Rubriques” column) to the different cost centres or do some of the cost elements themselves have to be allocated? Please explain the basis for allocation for the cost elements that have to be allocated across cost centres (as opposed to those that are directly assigned).

16. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 88 and HQD-8, Document 4, pages 7-8

Question:

16.1 Please further explain the differences between “Effectif moyen” and “Masse salariale” and detail the circumstances in which each one would be the preferred method of classification.

17. Reference:  HQD-8, Document 4, page 8 and HQD-12, Document 4, page 100

Question:

17.1 Please provide a breakdown of the “Effectif moyen” for the years 2003, 2004 and 2005 according to the seven cost centres shown in HQD-12, Document 4, page 100 (“Centres de coûts” as listed in the 2nd column, i.e. Corpo. Sup., VP Res. Sup., VP Res. Oper., etc.)

18. Reference:  HQD-8, Document 4, pages 16-18

Question:

18.1   What are the corporate performance measures used to establish the level and payout of bonuses?


18.2   Have these performance measures changed since the last rate case?


19. Reference:  HQD-8, Document 5, page 3

Question:

19.1   In the Table on page 3, showing the evolution of “Other Direct Charges” for 2003-2005, please explain the extent to which the factors leading to increases in costs of various line items from 2003 to 2004 were one-time costs or ongoing costs.


19.2   If any of the various cost increases from 2003 to 2004 were the result of one-time costs, please (i) identify what the one-time costs were for, and (ii) confirm that they were removed for the forecasting of 2005 costs. 


20. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 89 and page 100.

Question:

20.1 For the “Facturation interne reçue” allocated to the VP Réseau, please provide a $ breakdown of the costs allocated directly, as opposed to those allocated by “Effectif moyen”.


20.2 Please provide a breakdown of the types of costs classified using each of the two methods (direct allocation and “Effectif moyen”, as per Question 20.1).


21. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 89 and page 100.

Question:

21.1   For the “Facturation interne reçue” allocated to the VP VSALC (VP Ventes et Services à la clientèle), please provide a $ breakdown of the costs allocated directly, as opposed to those allocated by “Masse salariale” or service usage.


21.2   Please provide a breakdown of the types of costs classified using each of the three methods (direct allocation, “Masse salariale” or service usage as per Question 21.1).


22. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 9 – Table 3 and HQD-12, Document 1, pages 48-49

Question:

22.1 Regarding line item 10, “Imputations” in Table 3, please confirm that this line item represents the allocation of the costs associated with HQD’s corporate units to individual functions. 


22.2 Please provide a schedule setting out the total costs of HQD’s corporate units, by unit, and reconcile with the $41.3 million reported in HQD-12, Document 4, page 9 – Table 3, line ten (in column 13, under Service à la clientèle – Autres).


22.3 Please explain why “Imputations” line item is included under Capitalized Costs.

23. Reference:  HQD-8, Document 9, page 3 and HQD-12, Document 4, page 92

Question:

23.1. Please describe the difference, if any, between the “Charges primaires à l’exploitation” used to allocate corporate overhead between units of HQ and the “Charges brutes directes” used to classify corporate overhead to functions in HQD’s Cost Allocation study. 


23.2. Are both expressions in Question 23.1 equivalent to “O&M Charges”?

24. Reference:  HQD-8, Document 11, page 3 and HQD-10, Document 1, page 5

Question:

24.1. Please provide a breakdown of the $16.2 million in “Actifs réglementaires” for 2005 between the Commercial Programs and the DSM plan (PGÉE).


24.2. To which functions and sub-functions are the amortization costs for the Commercial Programs and the PGÉE allocated?


24.3. Cross-reference your answer to Question 24.2 to appropriate Tables in HQD-12, Document 4.


25. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 4, page 18 – Table 11

Question:

25.1. For FR4 and FR5, please set out the number of connections without multiplier for each customer class.


25.2. Please provide the multiplier used for each customer class.


25.3. Explain the basis for the multiplier used in each case.



26. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 1, page 57 – Table D

Question :


26.1. Please confirm that Table D, Column C, “Classement de la composante abonnement”, sets out the impacts on required revenues of the following three changes to the Minimum System Methodology:

(i) the use of average equipment replacement costs
(ii) the use of 2003 rounded classification factors (i.e. FC11C), as opposed to the
      actual values for 2005
(iii) the introduction of the multiplier when determining the number of connections.


26.2. If not, please specify the basis for the impacts set out in Table D, Column C, “Classement de la composante abonnement”.



27. Reference:  HQD-12, Document 1, page 43 and Comité technique sur la méthode de répartition des coûts de service du Distributeur par catégorie de consommateurs, le 9 juin 2004, Classement par composante abonnement et puissance du réseau de distribution, page 37

Question :


27.1. During the technical meetings, HQD indicated that the 51,000 MVA corresponded to the total capacity of the transformers to supply the distribution network. Please provide additional details on how the 51,000 MVA was determined.
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