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	2.
Bulk System Demand Related Costs

	The time of maximum stress on the Bulk system cannot be reliably predicted by considering the peak system load in Alberta.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 

	The maximum demand at each POD is an appropriate indicator of contribution to stress on the Bulk System.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	3.
Interprovincial Ties

	The interprovincial ties comprise of 17% of the NBV of the Bulk System.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 

	The cost of the interprovincial ties should continue to be part of the Bulk System.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	4.
Local System

	Based on the data currently available, the expected small impact of the refinement, and the resulting misalignment between functionalization and cost treatment in the contribution policy, it seems appropriate to continue the functionalization proposed in the original Transmission Cost Causation Study.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	5.
Point of Delivery Costs

	The AESO will rely on the contribution policy study data for additional analysis of POD costs.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	6.
Contributions In Aid of Construction (CIAC)

	The cost functionalization has been appropriately adjusted to reflect the refinement to CIAC treatment.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	7.
Dual Use Substations

	The functionalization of point of exchange costs between dual-use load and supply customers cannot be determined through analysis of the cost data. Costs will always need to be shared between the two functions. In the AESO’s case, the EUB has approved cost sharing based on the substation fraction approach.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	8.
Operations, Maintenance, and Administration

	At this time, there is insufficient data to properly allocate OM&A costs by function, vintage or equipment type.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 

	The impact of functionalizing OM&A is likely to be small because:

· OM&A accounts for about ¼ of the revenue requirement,

· Difference in OM&A accounting for equipment age is likely to be small because all equipment is similarly aged,

· Difference in OM&A accounting for difference between substations and lines is likely to be small since the largest function (Bulk System) is relatively equally split by line and substation equipment.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	9.
Recommended Additional Activities

	Local System and Point of Delivery — After development of aligned definitions, the TCCS should be reviewed with functions that align to the Customer Contribution Policy.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 

	Operations, Maintenance, and Administration — Since OM&A accounts for a small portion of the total revenue requirement, better functionalization of OM&A may not change the results of the TCCS study significantly.


	( Support

( Oppose

( Indifferent

	Reasons for Stakeholder Position: 


	Additional Comments

	


Please return this form with your comments by July 11, 2006, to:
John Martin
Manager, Regulatory
E-mail: john.martin@aeso.ca
Phone: (403) 539-2465

Fax: (403) 539-2524
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