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methodology finalized with BEL we cannot agree to the balance of the CPRSA as at 
December 2006 proposed by the PUC. 

 
3. Compared to our records, the PUC has arbitrarily reduced the CPRSA balance as at 

December 2006 by $7,703,513 and the HCRSA balance by $403,398. These are material 
adjustments to the Company’s audited accounts which cannot be accepted. The PUC’s 
calculations of the CPRSA balance makes provision to remove the unapproved CFE contract 
price from BEL’s cost of power and replace it with an RFP price ignoring actual cost 
incurred by the Company. BEL categorically states that the RFP price being referred to by 
the PUC has expired and thus the PUC cannot make any such deductions to the cost of 
power when calculating the CPRSA balance (see discussion above).   

 
4. Below are the amounts that the PUC has noted as the 2006 actual recoveries of the RSA 

balances compared to actual amounts the Company used in calculating the balances as at 
December 31, 2006. The PUC is showing more recoveries for both accounts than what was 
actually recorded.  However, looking at a separate detail calculation provided by the PUC 
for the CPRSA, actual recoveries in their calculations are showing $9,789,218 as compared 
to the $7,924,420 they noted previously. The PUC is inconsistent in the data it utilizes for 
the CPRSA which at a minimum is misleading and inappropriate under these circumstances 
where the differences between PUC and the Company amounts are very material.  The 
company hereby disputes the PUC’s calculated values (both of them) and requires 
supporting calculation for the former amount. 

 
 PUC Actual Values BEL Actual Values Difference 

CPRSA Recoveries 7,924,420 7,840,625 82,795 
HCRSA Recoveries 705,820 425,165 280,655 

 
5. In addition, included in the $9,789,218 CPRSA recovery (second amount) noted by the PUC 

for 2006 is an additional $0.01 per Kwh sold with effect from July 2006 which the PUC 
claims is the COP elements of the annual correction. This is not acceptable since as per the 
final decision for the ATP 2006/2007, only the $0.023 per KWh sold was approved by the 
PUC as recovery of the CPRSA balance – the PUC is acting in contravention of its own 
decision. Should this additional $0.01 recovery have been approved by the PUC with effect 
from July 2006 then the MER for the ATP 06/07 should have been $0.01 more or $0.451 
instead of the $0.441 approved. This additional recovery is not possible and is unreasonable 
and unlawful. 

 
It appears that the PUC is arbitrarily determining how much CPRSA was recovered 
irrespective if that was what the Company actually billed its customers. In fact the PUC is 
effectively telling the Company that it collected more (additional recovery) than what the 
Company’s own internal customer information system and audited records show – this is an 
inconceivable position for the PUC to take. 

 
6. For the record, contrary to the PUC’s statement in the initial decision, the proposal to 

transfer the HCRSA balance into the CPRSA came from the PUC in a March meeting with 
the PUC. The proposal did not come from the Company. The Company agreed with the 
PUC’s proposal at the meeting. It is misleading for the PUC to claim that it has 
increased/accelerated the recovery of the CPRSA account as required by the Byelaws before 
any reduction in customer tariffs can be effected. The $0.001 increase in the CPRSA 
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recovery is in fact the transfer of the $0.001 recovery of the HCRSA (now amalgamated 
with the CPRSA) to the CPRSA recovery. The recovery of the rate stabilization accounts (as 
referred to in section 28(3) of the Byelaws) remains the same at $0.024 and is not being 
accelerated. 

 
7. The PUC seems to imply that by “accelerating the recovery of the CPRSA”, it is now free to 

implement a reduction in the Mean Electricity Rate (MER) from $0.441 to $0.432. This is 
contrary to the bylaws section 28(3) which was discussed between the Company and the 
PUC prior to the finalization of the byelaws in December 2005. At these discussions it was 
agreed by both parties that the MER would not be reduced until the rate stabilization 
accounts had been fully recovered which was then utilized as the background for the 
incorporation of section 28(3) in the byelaws. This is documented in correspondences 
between the Company, the PUC and other parties.  

 
During discussions with the PUC, BEL was led to believe that the PUC supported the 
Government’s request for the removal of the $10 service charge for customers whose bills 
are $150 or less per month. During those discussions, the PUC pointed out that the Mean 
Electricity Rate must remain at $0.441 and asked the company to come up with a proposal to 
meet the Government’s request. After discussing several different options with the PUC, the 
Company in its ARP presented an option which it was led to believe that the PUC preferred, 
to remove the $10 service charge and make adjustments to maintain the MER at $0.441.  

 
8. We requested detail backup calculations for the PUC’s $4,768,955 negative Annual 

Correction (AC). Actual amounts used by PUC in the AC calculations are not reconciling to 
amounts submitted to the PUC via data templates. The table below shows that the PUC’s 
tariff basket was $479,278 more that the actual tariff basket recorded by the Company. Cost 
of power shows $567,390 less than that recorded by the company. The PUC did not provide 
sufficient details to review. 

 
 PUC Actual Values BEL Actual Values Difference 

Tariff Basket Revenues (TB) 158,618,171 158,138,893 479,278 
COP PS,t 74,103,273 74,670,663 (567,390)

 
9. It should also be noted that included in the annual correction calculation are three 

components; namely, Cost of power for Sales and Cost of Power for Technical and 
Commercial losses price variance that also appear in the PUC’s proposed CPRSA balance 
calculations that is under dispute. These three components calculation adds up to a negative 
$10,716,537 impact to the Company. In effect the proposed CPRSA calculation returns to 
the customers the negative variances related to these three Cost of Power components by 
reducing the CPRSA balance owed to the Company. However, the AC calculation also 
reduces the MER/Tariff Basket for the same amounts which is in fact a reduction of cash 
receipts from customers effectively returning to the customers (via a reduction in the tariff 
basket) the same negative variances already returned to the customer via the reduction in the 
CPRSA. 

 
10. The PUC at the April 19 meeting claimed that the inclusion of the same Cost of Power 

components of the AC both in the AC and the CPRSA calculation results in the CPRSA 
being reduced (amounts no longer owed to the Company by the customer) therefore 
requiring less CPRSA recovery going forward hence the inclusion again of the same Cost of 
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