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Monday, February 8, 2010


--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.


MR. SHIELDS:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  Welcome to the Ontario Energy Board.  My name is Stephen Shields, and I am the Board's case manager for this application, that is Veridian Connections Inc. 2010 cost of service electricity rates application, EB-2009-0140.

I am joined this morning by Ljuba Cochrane, who is Board Counsel for this application.


This technical conference is being transcribed.  The conference is being held pursuant to Procedural Order No. 2, dated January 27th, 2010.  The conference is being held today and, if necessary, on Wednesday, starting at 9:30 and finishing approximately 4:30, and we will take appropriate breaks throughout the period.


The purpose of the technical conference is to clarify what is on the record, to add to it, to make any corrections, and hopefully have a complete record.  And this will greatly assist us as we move into the settlement conference, which is scheduled for next week, that is February 16th and 17th and, if necessary, the oral hearing, which is scheduled for March 3rd, 4th and 8th.


I understand that Veridian will provide written responses and will have copies on electronic sticks, and once those are handed out, then I propose to call a break - probably up to an hour - to allow the intervenors to go through and make sure that they have the answers to the questions.


Ljuba, anything you want to add at this point?


MS. COCHRANE:  No, thanks.


MR. SHIELDS:  So I'd like to take appearances, and begin, first of all, with the applicant, and then the intervenors.

Appearances:


MR. TAYLOR:  I'm Andrew Taylor, counsel for Veridian.  Go ahead, Rob.


MR. SCARFFE:  Rob Scarffe, vice-president of customer services for Veridian Connections.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  George Armstrong, manager of regulatory affairs and key projects for Veridian Connections.


MR. STARCK:  Axel Starck, vice president of asset services for Veridian Connections.


MS. McLORG:  Laurie McLorg, manager of corporate planning for Veridian Connections.


MR. CLARK:  David Clark, vice-president, corporate services and chief financial -- Oh, okay.  All right.  David Clark, vice president, corporate services and chief financial officer.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  And the intervenors, please.


MR. AIKEN:  Randy Aiken, Energy Probe.


MS. GIRVAN:  Julie Girvan for Consumers Council of Canada.


MR. MacINTOSH:  David MacIntosh, Energy Probe.


MR. SHIELDS:  And we will be joined subsequently by Jay Shepherd by Schools Energy Coalition, who is in the hearing room next door, and also by Michael Buonaguro from Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition, who is in the same hearing next door.  So they will be joining us appropriately throughout the day.


Any other procedural matters that we need to cover before we get started?  If not, I will hand over to Mr. Taylor.

Procedural Matters:


MR. TAYLOR:  I think the only thing to do right now would be to hand out the interrogatory responses.  So we have them on memory sticks, so I am happy to do that right now.  We also have two hard copies that we can make available.


MS. GIRVAN:  I will take a hard copy.


MR. TAYLOR:  Okay.


MR. SHIELDS:  If I could have two additional memory sticks, I will bring them through to Jay Shepherd and to Michael Buonaguro, please.  Thank you.


MR. TAYLOR:  And George, can you pass one to Ljuba as well?


MR. SHIELDS:  So we should enter this, then, into the -– into the record.


MS. COCHRANE:  Yes, we will make this Exhibit A.  What did you want to -– interrogatory responses of Veridian to technical conference interrogatories?  Does that sound all right, Mr. Taylor?


MR. TAYLOR:  Sure.


MR. COCHRANE:  Thanks.

EXHIBIT A:  Veridian interrogatory responses to technical conference interrogatories.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

That was a short start.  Should we say 10:30?  Is that okay with intervenors?  Okay, so let's take a break until 10:30.  Thank you.


--- Recess taken at 9:37 a.m.


--- On resuming at 10:40 a.m.


MR. SHIELDS:  Mr. Aiken.

Questions by Mr. Aiken:


MR. AIKEN:  I won't be long, I just have four quick questions.  The first one is on interrogatory -- Energy Probe Interrogatory 35, the response, this had to do with tracking the 2009 provincial sales tax.  The response says that:

"Veridian has attempted to engage the resource for the purposes of an update but has not yet been successful."


So my question is:  Are you going to have a number or two numbers for OM&A and capital expenditures before settlement conference begins?


MS. McLORG:  We are hopeful I will have status update on that later today or tomorrow.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Then in questions 46 and 47, these had to do with updating for actual 2009 kilowatt-hours.  When will this information be available?


MS. McLORG:  I am hoping to be able to provide that tomorrow or Wednesday.


MR. AIKEN:  And then my fourth question had to do with the response to 49, part (b).  This had to do with depreciation in 2009.  I think you misunderstood the question in part (b).  What I am looking for there, actually, is the impact on the 2010 rate base if the 2009 depreciation expense was calculated using the full- year rule rather than the half-year rule.


MS. McLORG:  Yes, I guess I did interpret that incorrectly.  I can calculate that.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  That's all the questions I had for follow ups.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay, thank you.  Mr. Shepherd, are you able to go at this stage?

Questions by Mr. Shepherd:


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, I can start.  I will wing it.  I want the start by saying it's a pleasure to go from a utility Hydro One Networks that proposes for 2010 an OM&A per customer of $459.50 to a utility that has proposed OM&A per customer of $197.85, and I want you to go talk to them, okay?


MR. AIKEN:  That might work the wrong way, though.  
MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, maybe you persuaded by Hydro One, Randy, but I don't think they will be.


All right, aim just going to go through School Energy Coalition interrogatories, this round, and ask you a couple of follow-up questions.


Let's start with No. 1.  One of the things I'm concerned with in No. 1, you are proposing to take this $75,000 of additional revenues from your affiliates and spread it over four years like you do with regulatory costs the other way around right; is that right?


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that makes some sense to me but I guess what if you don't come back in -- what if you come back sooner than four years?


MS. McLORG:  I guess the same rationale would apply to any costs that are treated as one-time costs.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, but it's in your control, that's the point.  I guess I wonder whether you would be willing to consider a variance account for that issue, putting that revenue into a variance account and take it out over four years and if you don't, then you give it to the ratepayers at the end, the ratepayer's will get it.


MS. McLORG:  Based on the calculated amount of $18,690?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  I think we would consider that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Question 2 is about the relationship between your dividends to your shareholders and the interest rate you pay on the notes to them.  And so you know now that the interest rate on the promissory note is going to drop, right, probably to 6 percent or less.


MR. CLARK:  We believe that to be the case but the deemed rate, as we understand, has not been announced.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Clearly.  I guess my question is:  What do you expect the dividend response to that would be?  Are you thinking that it's like a one-for-one adjustment?


MR. CLARK:  It's a matter that our board would review, the board, actually, of Veridian Corporation, so there will be an analysis done to compare the dividends that were planned, what --the interest that was planned and if there is a difference between the interest that was planned and the interest that was paid, then the board may consider an adjustment to the dividends that would be paid in 2010.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  I guess what I am trying to get at is what the concept was at the outset.  I mean, clearly, in 2007, the concept was that dividends would be adjusted to reflect changes in interest.  And I guess I am asking the question:  Is the intention that the shareholders end up with the same cash flow one way or another?


MR. CLARK:  That's the concept that there would be a - that the sum of the dividends and the sum of the interest, and it was desired by the municipalities that there would be some certainty around that.  However, again, any sort of adjustment that would be made to the dividend is based on the board's review of the financial situation of the corporation.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So it has to consider what your cash flow is like and stuff like that.  It can't just pay out dividend because the shareholders want the money.


MR. CLARK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, I get it.


Question 3 deals with a document that was approved by the Veridian board in May 2009, and I guess -- I wonder if somebody could describe to me what is this document?  Is it just a list of key business goals for different companies within the group or is it more than that?


MR. CLARK:  The document has a whole is the key business goals for Veridian Connections, Veridian Energy and Veridian Corporation.  The document that we have provided within the evidence is the key business goals that relate to Veridian Connections.


MR. SHEPHERD:  What I am trying to get at is:  Is this within the context of a business plan or a strategic plan or something like that or is it simply lists of goals?


MR. CLARK:  It's listing of goals for performance metrics of each of the corporations.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Question 4 deals with the dividends and you have a formula in the resolution, but your answer to question 4 sounds like you don't actually apply a formula in the normal sense but you simply look at what dividend can we pay that will allow us to keep within our target debt level; is that fair?


MR. CLARK:  I would describe it as the first policy was a formula that was based on a target of 60 percent.  The second policy is based on a dividend projection that -- with a true-up or an adjustment on the fourth quarterly instalment that would keep the debt-equity ratio within a certain parameter.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I guess what I am asking is that achieved through applying a formula or is it achieved through an analytical process where you can analyze what result you are going to get?


MR. CLARK:  There is a target that is set for the dividends right now that is the amount that would be paid on a quarterly basis and the fourth quarterly instalment would be adjusted to fall within the 55 to 65 percent range.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Question 6 deals with the promissory notes.  The promissory notes were scheduled to mature on November 1st; right?


MR. CLARK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And instead of maturing, they were amended and restated?


MR. CLARK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  What's the new interest rate?


MR. CLARK:  The new interest rate is the deemed debt rate, which is 7.62 percent.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You could have borrowed for a lot less than that on the market at that time; right?


MR. CLARK:  There would be -- you could borrow at a different instrument, at a different rate.  The rates for subordinated debt may not differ greatly from the 7.62 percent.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You have a bank financing arrangement right now?


MR. CLARK:  We do.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is it secured?


MR. CLARK:  No, it is not.


MR. SHEPHERD:  What's the rate on that right now?


MR. CLARK:  The demand facility, I am not sure what the rates would be.  They would vary depending on the term that was taken out.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is that in the evidence somewhere, the document?


MR. CLARK:  The rates for interest on the demand facility?  No, we don't have any rates for the demand facility for different terms.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you undertake to provide that, then?


MR. CLARK:  What terms would you be looking for?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Demand 1 -- demand five, 10 and 20.


MR. SHIELDS:  So that would be Undertaking...


MS. COCHRANE:  That would be Undertaking No. 1.

UNDERTAKING No. 1:  TO Provide rates for demand facility at 5, 10 and 20 years.


MR. CLARK:  We will undertake to get those.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  If it's all right with you I am going to come back to this capital expenditure plan, because there is a lot to look at here that I haven't had a chance to review yet.


Okay.  Question 8, the first question was intended to clarify the terminology in a -- in the chart.  Sometimes people talk about net additions to rate base as additions to the rate base for the year, which would mean that they are averaged, and others that net additions is the increases during the year, which then after averaging will reduce.


Which terminology are you using here?


MS. McLORG:  In the table, the original reference in Schools 13, we are talking about the actual additions to rate base.  But then -- so the additions -- the additions in the year that are then averaged by the opening and closing balance.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So if you -- all other things being equal -- if you add 10 million to rate base, then that would be your net additions, but it would only increase your rate base by five million?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.


Okay.  I am trying to understand the second, 8B.  It sounds like, from your answer, like you changed your treatment.  Is that right?  Do I understand that correctly, that you changed your treatment?


MS. McLORG:  You do, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you were not calculating CWIP prior to 2009?


MS. McLORG:  Prior to 2008.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  So in 2008 you started to calculate CWIP, so the additions to rate base in 2006 and 2007, for example, would be, using the Board's standard rules, overstated because they would include CWIP when that wasn't actually ready to be closed; is that right?


MS. McLORG:  They do not account for CWIP.  Correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, and so some things that closed as used and useful in 2008, in fact, were actually for accounting purposes closed in 2006 and 2007 as if they were used and useful then; is that fair?


MS. McLORG:  It may be, but without analyzing the accounts I can't say for sure.


MR. SHEPHERD:  In terms of the policies you were using, that's what -- that would be the result?


MS. McLORG:  If there were projects that were not completed and in-service at the end of 2006 or 2007 or both, and were completed in '8, the spending that had occurred in '6 and '7 would be reflected in the rate base at the end of '6 and '7.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the amount closed in 2008 would not be the total project cost?  It would only be the -- whatever the cost was left over in 2008?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I understand.


But that wasn't true then in 2009, because in 2009 --from 2008 over to 2009 and subsequently, you are now recording the spending that isn't closed as CWIP?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, help me with the last sentence here.  What does this mean?

"If a project falls below the materiality threshold but is a carryover..."


That is not in CWIP?


MS. McLORG:  They are in CWIP, so they are not included in the calculation of the previous year's net book value because CWIP is not included.  The last sentence is meant to ask -- answer or reply to the last part of question B, which is:

"And there are no projects that are carried over from one year to the next."


MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh.  So you are not saying you treated projects above and below the materiality threshold differently?  All you're saying is that the only projects that did carry over were below the materiality threshold, so they are not on your disclosure list?


MS. McLORG:  In 2009 and 2010, that is correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, I understand.


For No. 9, so this is another one in which you're going to respond in the next day or two?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.  Staff are working on this question.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So when you have a line, when you construct a line, for example -- I am looking at 10 now -- that -- let's say it's a 5-kilometre line, you have a 5-kilometre line, let's say, and in year 1, you complete the first two kilometres.


This seems to be telling me that you then connect those 2 kilometres and put them in use; that doesn't sound like how things are normally done.  Normally when you construct a line A, you don't do it pole by pole, generally.  But, B, I think more importantly I guess I am used to lines going from one place to another, and you can't really just say:  Okay, let's put these 20 poles in service.  Am I missing something here?


MR. STARCK:  Perhaps.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.


MR. STARCK:  I mean what's normal, you are quite right that many lines are constructed?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is your microphone on?


MR. STARCK:  I don't know.  Apparently not.  How's that?


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's better.


MR. STARCK:  Quite often, lines are constructed in a -- perhaps all the poles are installed, and then the wires are installed, other components are installed, and finally the line is energized.


So it's really -- there is no such thing as partial completion for that line.


I guess these were projects that travel through our service area and there are significant interconnection points between the two ends of the project.  So A to B might be from one major intersection to the next major intersection, and B to C would be, again, the next city block, for example.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So we will do Main Street over the next couple of years and as we do each section of it.  We will energize it and get rid of the old stuff.


MR. STARCK:  It can physically be energized and placed in service and added to our operating map so it is being used.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So when you were calculating this list, were you actually going out and identifying which projects fit that category and which projects really couldn't be used yet?


MR. STARCK:  Correct, correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thanks.  Let me go to No. 12.  You said you did an audit of pole attachments.  Was there no documentation?


MR. STARCK:  The document is in the form of a stack of permits, joint-use permits.  They are a three-, four-, five-page document.  Each one would cite some descriptors and then drawings and maps attached.


So what would occur is that one of our technical staff and a person from Rogers would, through an iterative process, either meet in the field, meet in office, review maps and so on and adjust each of those permits.  So at the end of that process the total number of poles that Rogers is attached to will be re-summed and a new balance agreed on.


There are issues of discussion about when the attachments might have been made if they were undocumented and so on.  So it is iterative, it take a while.  But there was no report per se that described all of that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Two follow-ups.  It is unusual, it seems to me, that you would go to all that trouble.  We are talking about hundreds and hundreds of these, right, and not do a summary for somebody, especially if you are dropping your revenue by a couple hundred thousand dollars.


MR. STARCK:  The summary is available in the rather messy spreadsheet, it's a working spreadsheet, which at the bottom provides the total.  And the critical number is the number that the attaching party is prepared to agree with.


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand that.  And that's sort of not what I am looking for, as much as I love spreadsheets, but rather if you are telling the rest of the management team that, by the way, our revenue is going to go down by $200,000.  Normally you would expect to see a memo or a PowerPoint something that explains why that is.  Is there no such document?


MR. STARCK:  There is not.


MR. SHEPHERD:  My second question about this one is this was just an audit of the Rogers joint-use poles; right?  Are they the only ones that have joint-use poles?


MR. STARCK:  No, we have joint use with a number of others firms, probably the largest being Bell.  I guess our findings were that in discussions with the counterparty that our records were more or less up to date.  This is obviously something that changes almost daily with our work or their work, and both parties agreed that there was no issue and we waived the audit.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So this was an adjustment that only applied to the Rogers poles?


MR. STARCK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So this big reduction was only their stuff.


MR. STARCK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So it must have been a reduction of about two-thirds of their connections.


MR. STARCK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  What about -- do you have joint use poles with the municipalities as well?


MR. STARCK:  No, we do not.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Why is that?


MR. STARCK:  The general understanding, I would say, certainly in Ontario, is that municipalities occupy poles at no cost.  The typical occupation, I guess, is a street light and I am not aware --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Or traffic lights.


MR. STARCK: -- or traffic lights, yes.  We may have agreements in place that operational but there are no fees or charges attached.  I think both parties respect the fact that the utilities use the roads free of charge as well.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You mean the right away along the roads?


MR. STARCK:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Have you looked at other utilities that do charge municipalities for joint use of poles?


MR. STARCK:  We have had discussions with other utilities and their relationship with their municipalities.  I will admit I am not aware of anybody who does charge the municipality.  I could be wrong, but I am not aware.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I am going to also -- well, here, let me just look at this original one.  This is supplementary number 14 that refers to Schools No. 23.  I am particularly looking at the attachment.  And what I understand this is, is that you've got 2006 now compared to 2010 on an apples-for-apples basis; right?


MS. McLORG:  Can you clarify what you mean by apples-to-apples?


MR. SHEPHERD:  You changed how you were accounting for -- you changed how you were accounting for some aspects of your functionality from 2006 to 2010.


MS. McLORG:  I wouldn't call it an accounting change.  It's that within 2006, services were provided by affiliates and then in 2007 through our corporate restructuring, the employees in those services were brought back into the utility.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Right.  So that means that the old 2006 actuals within the utility were not comparable to 2010 because they did not include a lot of those functions; right?


MS. McLORG:  Can you clarify what you mean by the old 2006?


MR. SHEPHERD:  The ones as filed before you restated them --


MS. McLORG:  Those are the 2006 actual costs within Veridian Connections.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The question was:

"Please restate the 2006 actuals on the same basis as the following years, i.e., assuming that the services provided by affiliates have been internalized as part of the 2007 restructuring."


So you added costs to 2006 in this restatement; right?


MS. McLORG:  No.  There were already costs within 2006 actuals for the services because they were services provided by affiliates.  So the costs were in the 2006 actuals.  What we have done here is we restated 2006 as if the corporate restructuring had happened in 2006 rather than in 2007.  That's how we understood the question.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I think we are actually agreeing, we are just playing semantics.


In the original filing, the amount that you paid to the affiliates for services was not disaggregated into the various functions, it was separate payment.


MS. McLORG:  It was included in the cost but it may not fall within all of the separate categories.  I agree that some costs were considered outside services perhaps general admin, labour costs.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So that two-and-a-half million dollars has now been sprinkled throughout your 2006 actuals as if people were actually working within the utility at the time; right?


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  We are on the same page.  So then it's stated on the same basis as your 2010 numbers are now.


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And, so, you have a number of things here that have very large increases in functions, like, for example, overhead distribution transformers operations going from 9,800 to 251,000, or miscellaneous distribution expense from 109 to 261, you know, or rental on overhead distribution lines, 3,000 to 158,000.


And that's what we were driving at here.  So can you help me with what those things -- what -- the reasons for those big changes?


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Start wherever you would like.


MS. McLORG:  Well, the 2007 to 2010 numbers in this table are unchanged from the original evidence.  And within the evidence, we gave year-over-year variance analysis on all of those figures, any material increases within operations, maintenance and general administration.  So I referred where in the evidence we provide that year-over-year analysis, because 2007 to 2010 is unchanged.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  And we have explained that within the evidence.  So what I did here, then, was explain any increases, material increases or decreases between the 2006 actual restatement to the 2007, because that's the new information that's provided in this table.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Well, let me give you an example, which I don't think is here, and I am sure is not explained in the evidence.  And that's executive salaries and expenses, which, on an apples-for-apples basis, was $289,000 in 2006 and is a million, 817 in 2010.  By any measure, that's a big increase unless somebody got a whopping great bonus.  And everybody is smiling, saying:  It wasn't me.


MS. McLORG:  I think if you look at the 2006 actual restates, you will see that Account 5615 is at 3.482 million.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  So I believe it's included in that line.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But that one's also gone up a lot.  It looks like what you have is an "executive" category and then everybody else in A&G.  And the "everybody else" goes from 3.5 to 3.9 million, but the executive goes from .3 to 1.8.


I am just trying to understand:  Is there some allocation difference going on here?


MS. McLORG:  In the 2006 actual restated, yes, there is an allocation difference.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I wonder if you could undertake to give us details of the allocation difference, then?


MS. McLORG:  So for Account 5605, 5615, for the 2006 actual restates?


MR. SHEPHARD:  Yeah.


MS. McLORG:  Yes, I can.


MS. COCHRANE:  That will be Undertaking No. 2.

UNDERTAKING NO. 2:  TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF LARGE ALLOCATION DIFFERENCES IN VARIOUS ACCOUNTS FOR 2006 ACTUAL RESTATES.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The other one that was a big increase was regulatory expenses, 5655.  That went from 246 -- 247 to 556.  And I was looking at 2007 through 2009, and it suggests that that's not mainly explained by the fact that you are doing cost of service this year, because you have got a fairly large amount in -- like, for example, in 2008.


So I wonder if you could help me with why that big increase.


MS. McLORG:  I believe that's also an allocation issue.


MR. SHEPHERD:  With what?


MS. McLORG:  Being that it was treated differently in 2007 and 2008, that costs were included in regulatory expenses, in that line, that were not included in that line in 2006 actual restated.


From year to year, we do find that where some costs are budgeted or allocated, we refine them from year-over-year.  And I do believe that "regulatory expenses" is one of those lines.  I can undertake to examine the allocation difference in that line as well.


MS. COCHRANE:  That will be Undertaking No. 3.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, before we get there, hang on.  If I continue to ask questions like that, I am going to get a number of places in which there have been reallocations of expenses between accounts; is that fair?


MS. McLORG:  It is fair.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I wonder if you could give me, then -- or make -- make Undertaking No. 2 as sort of a general undertaking to give us some description of the key changes in allocations that would affect the comparability of the figures year to year?


I don't need all of them, I don't need $10,000, just the big ones, so that when we look at them, we can say: Okay, we understand why this is going this way.  It's not because you're spending more money, it's because you moved it over here.


MS. McLORG:  I can do that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.


MS. COCHRANE:  So can we revise Undertaking No. 2?  And deleting Undertaking No. 3, just for the record.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And then one that I particularly wanted to follow up on was 5670 and 5675.  I don't know whether they are related, but it looks like when you internalize some of this stuff, you pay a lot less rent.  But that money has to go somewhere, so is that going to maintenance?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And is it just, dollar for dollar, it's moving over to -- what you were paying in rent is going over to --


MS. McLORG:  I believe that is largely the difference, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thanks.  No. 15, you -- we were asking about call numbers, and of course call numbers affect your cost, your customer care costs, right?


Ah, a new face.  We haven't been introduced.


MR. SCARFFE:  I am Rob Scarffe.  I am the vice-president of customer services.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  I take it, then, that the increase in customer care in the test year is basically a sort of a one-time cost?


MR. SCARFFE:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Have you -- have you calculated that one-time cost and spread it over four years?


MR. SCARFFE:  Well, we have calculated the one-time cost.  I am not sure about spreading it over the four years.


MR. SHEPHERD:  How much is that incremental one-time cost, then?


MR. SCARFFE:  Let me just find it.


MS. McLORG:  Can I ask a clarifying question?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.


MS. McLORG:  Where the number --


MS. SHEPHERD:  I am supposed to ask the questions, but...


MS. McLORG:  Well, to answer this, maybe can I --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.


MS. McLORG:  Support -- I understand that support staff to handle increased call volumes for time-of-use, those costs are not in our cost of service.  I understand they are being allocated to the smart meter variance account.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But wasn't the original question about relating to an estimate you had about an increase in customer care costs?


MR. SCARFFE:  I have the number here, if you would like it.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.


MR. SCARFFE:  It was -- the incremental cost was associated at -- was estimated at $151,400, and it says will be applied to the smart meter variance account.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Wonderful.  Thanks a lot.  That simplifies things enormously.


No. 16 goes back to our original Interrogatory No. 31, and you continue to refuse to file information on the value of Veridian and how it's affected by your return on equity.


I guess I understand that you are refusing, Mr. Taylor.  I wonder if you could advise the rationale behind the refusal.


MR. TAYLOR:  The rationale, quite simply, is that we are going to follow the Board's rules on calculation of return on equity.  So if you were planning on recalculating or determining what the appropriate return on equity should be based on the risk profile, we look at that as being unnecessary given that the Board has already come up with a methodology to determine ROE.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are saying that it's not relevant because we are not allowed to pursue this issue.


MR. TAYLOR:  It's been decided, that's right.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Before I make this into a whole song and dance, are there such documents, do such documents exist as described in this request?  I would hate to do a big motion and everything and find out well, guess what, there isn't anything anyway.


MR. TAYLOR:  I will let Veridian answer that question.


MR. CLARK:  The only valuation documents that we have on the company relate back to 2001 when the companies became taxable entities and there was a fair market value valuation required at that time.  There haven't been any valuations since that time.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And what about subsequent communications relating to the value of the company or the issue value of shares, how much you could issue shares for, that sort of thing?  Because presumably this is the sort of thing that a company like Veridian would, from time to time, explore.  Could you issue outside equity and get cash for it and on what basis?  Have you done that?


MR. CLARK:  No, there haven't been any valuations related to share issues, public share issues or anything.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you haven't done any analysis -- any risk analysis that would assist us with -- that would relate to things like the return on equity, that sort of thing.  There is no such document like that?


MR. CLARK:  Not that I am aware of.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That certainly simplifies things.


MR. TAYLOR:  So we can't look forward to a big motion.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, it's -- I want to so much, but...


Okay.  No. 17 refers to a business plan forecast.  That's one of the conditions in your bank financing.  I am just looking for the reference here.  There is -- page 4 of your bank financing document under positive covenants, number I, it says you're required to file all OEB rate submissions as outlined in the business plan forecast.


So there must be a document somewhere that says what rate applications you are going to file and when.


MR. CLARK:  There is not a business plan forecast that's been filed with the Toronto Dominion Bank.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, what are they referring to in this letter, then?


MR. CLARK:  I can't answer that question.  I am not sure what business plan forecast they refer to.  We took the undertaking as being the filing of the OEB rate submissions.  And, of course, they have access to that through the public record.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I spent a number of years working in a bank and I have never actually seen a credit document that referred to a document that didn't exist, and so I am trying to figure out what they thought was the business plan forecast.  Do you have any idea what it is that they thought they were referring to?


MR. CLARK:  I believe that they are looking for a business plan forecast from us from time to time, and that that will be filed with them as we prepare them.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So what I wonder if you could do is, I wonder if you could undertake to speak to the bank and find out whether there is a document that they are referring to in this term sheet.  And, if there is, to file it, to provide unless of course you find that there is some reason why it shouldn't be, obviously.


MR. TAYLOR:  Just so I understand.  If they go to the bank and the bank says, Yes, we are looking for some sort of plan that you are going to prepare for us, are you asking them to prepare that plan and file it in the case --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I am asking for an existing document only.  If the bank thinks they are referring to an existing document, I am asking you to file it if there is such a document.  If they think they are referring to a document they haven't got yet, then just tell us they haven't got it.


MR. CLARK:  That is my understanding that they have not received that document yet.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So what you are saying is you don't have to ask the bank, you already know the answer.


MR. CLARK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, I withdraw the undertaking request.  The next is No. 18.  And 18A asks what you did to find debt financing other than the financing from your shareholders.  I take it that you took no actions to find alternative financing; is that fair?


MR. CLARK:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Why is that?


MR. CLARK:  Veridian desired to have a subordinated note with other features that were contained within the note that was offered from Veridian Corporation.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Such as?


MR. CLARK:  The note is subordinated to senior debt and does not contain terms and covenants that would be extended in other debt financing.  For example, Infrastructure Ontario has a requirement that the ownership of the company must be 100 percent owned by a municipality.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And why would that be a problem for you?


MR. CLARK:  It presents a -- the option of not being able to finance without 100 percent municipal ownership could be a constraint if the shareholders wish to look at equity investment --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Presumably you could simply replace that debt at the time, and in the meantime save yourself like 300 basis points.  Why wouldn't you do that?


MR. CLARK:  It's a possibility.  There would be costs involved in terminating the loan and the interest rates at that time may be significantly different than they are today.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But the note you have right now, $60 million you borrowed right now is completely subject to changes in interest rates; right?


MR. CLARK:  That's correct, but it would be tied to the long-term rate that is established by the Ontario Energy Board.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you feel or does management of Veridian Connections feel that it is required either by its parent company or by the shareholders to borrow this money indirectly through the municipal shareholders rather than go out in the market?  Is that a requirement of your parent company or your shareholders?


MR. CLARK:  With respect to the municipal shareholders, there are provisions within the note that speaks to what the noteholder's right is to extend those notes or extend the maturity date of those notes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But they matured on November 1st, 2009, so you could have paid them off then; right?


MR. CLARK:  Well, they were restated and amended and extended prior to November 1st.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  But you didn't have to agree to that restatement and amendment, did you?


MR. CLARK:  Yes, the terms of the note provide that the noteholders can extend the maturity date at their sole option.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The new note has that as well?


MR. CLARK:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you have a legal opinion that says that that's a valid condition?


MR. CLARK:  No, we don't have a legal opinion.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Was there no legal opinion given on the lending contract in November 2009?  It's normal when you do a financing to have a legal opinion.


MR. CLARK:  The notes were drafted by legal counsel, but we don't have an opinion with respect to the sole-option right of the noteholders to extend the maturity, if that was your question.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So basically, you are then obligated to borrow from the shareholders as long as they want?


MR. CLARK:  I guess that interpretation would be fair.  There is a sole-option right within the notes that allows the shareholder to extend the maturity date.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I just want to -- maybe I could discuss with you, Andrew, how to deal with this.  Obviously you see where I am going with this, and I mean I am concerned that that's not an enforceable condition if you never have the right to repay.


And I wonder whether there is some -- you have some suggestion as to how we can get evidence as to why that's not the case in this situation.  I mean obviously we can make due legal arguments and stuff like that, but I am concerned about trying to simplify it.


MR. TAYLOR:  I actually don't know where you are going with it, Jay.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if you don't have a right to repay a note, that's a clog in the equity of redemption and that's illegal.  You must always have a right to repay debt.


MR. TAYLOR:  Well, I think, then, we are going to have to leave it for legal argument, because, you know, Veridian was advised by counsel on the note.  And I think legal counsel who advised them is comfortable that the -- that the agreement is legal; it's valid.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right, thanks.


All right.  I think that's all my questions except for the capital expenditures batch of stuff, and I wonder if somebody else can take over and then I will get to that.


MR. SHIELDS:  Mr. Buonaguro has joined us.  Would this be a convenient time for you to seek any supplementary information?


MR. BUONAGURO:  I probably could.  I have no material with me, so...


MR. TAYLOR:  Well, we could take five minutes and go to the copy store and pick up the rest of the hard copies.


MR. SHIELDS:  Sure.


MR. BUONAGURO:  That'd be great.  Thanks.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay.  Let's do that.  Let's take 10.


--- Recess taken at 11:33 a.m.


--- On resuming at 11:47 a.m.


MR. SHIELDS:  Mr. Buonaguro.

Questions by Mr. Buonaguro:


MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  I just have two things to address.  First, there was apparently a problem with our evidence references in our question number 57, and I have spoken with the company and we are going to work that out after the tech conference by e-mail or what have you and come to resolution on that off-line.


And the only other question I have is just a follow-up on No. 62, and we asked about borrowing from a third party such as Infrastructure Ontario and a commercial bank and the impediments to doing so.  And we referred to Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 39 where, and this is from the answer we got in writing, Veridian explained that

"The 100 percent municipal ownership requirement of Infrastructure Ontario is an impediment to Veridian."


I just wonder you could talk about that a little bit, whether Infrastructure Ontario is simply not an option or whether there are things you would have to do in order to access that funding.


MR. CLARK:  The 100 percent ownership is not a complete restriction for us to be able to utilize that funding, but it is a concern for us if there were a refinancing in the future where a -- and we had looked at private equity interest at the same time.  The Infrastructure Ontario loan requires that the ownership of the corporation must be 100 percent municipally owned.


MR. BUONAGURO:  I am a little confused because you seem to be saying notwithstanding that, you could access that funding but that you had other concerns.  So is it simply the fact that if you make out an application to Infrastructure Ontario they are going to look at your ownership structure and say no, or is it something more than that?


MR. CLARK:  Well at the current time, Veridian is 100 percent municipally owned but if at some point in the future Veridian wished to look at other interests, private-interest ownership, then there would be a requirement that the Infrastructure Ontario loan would have to be terminated.


MR. BUONAGURO:  I see.  So technically, at least in the near term, you are not in any different position with respect to Infrastructure Ontario as some of the other LDCs that are 100 percent municipally owned who have access to Infrastructure Ontario or have told us in this year they are going to be accessing Infrastructure Ontario loans?


MR. CLARK:  There is no restriction at this point in time for us to consider Infrastructure Ontario money.


MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay, thank you, those are my questions.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  Ms. Girvan.

Questions by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  My name is Julie Girvan, and I represent the Consumers Council of Canada.  I apologize I didn't get these questions to you earlier, I have just been a little busy on a few other things.  But I just have a few brief questions.


If you could turn to CCC No. 2, please.  The first round, I am sorry.  There was no second round from us.  This is it.  CCC.  And I apologize if this may be covered off in some of the other materials, but can you explain in part (b) of that answer, the actual ROE in 2007 was 12.55 percent.  Can you explain to me why that was the case?


MS. McLORG:  When you say -- when you ask for explanation, are you looking for the actual numbers involved?


MS. GIRVAN:  In a sense, what caused that significant, I would call, over-earning in 2007?  What were the factors that contributed to that?


MS. McLORG:  If you look at the pre-filed evidence there is provided information on the 2007 OM&A expenses, and due to the corporate restructuring in 2007 those expenses did decline from 2006.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Is that the full explanation of the variance or do you want to do an undertaking?


MS. McLORG:  I would have to look at the numbers to be able to provide you further information, but I do know that the reduced OM&A in 2007 contributed to that.


MS. GIRVAN:  If you could undertake to do that that would be helpful.


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MS. COCHRANE:  That would be Undertaking No. 3.

UNDERTAKING NO. 3:  TO ADVISE THE KEY DRIVERS FOR THE REDUCTION IN 2007 OM&A EXPENSES


MR. TAYLOR:  Hold on a second.  Can I ask where you are going with the 2007 over-earning?


MS. GIRVAN:  I would just like to see the numbers.


MR. TAYLOR:  Is this something that is going to take a long time and a lot of work?


MS. McLORG:  Well, the calculation was directly from the financial statements which are in the prefiled evidence.  So the numbers are already contained in the evidence, so --


MS. GIRVAN:  Just the top four or five reasons why there was a significant --


MR. TAYLOR:  The drivers?


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  That's helpful.


If you turn to page 2 of that same interrogatory response, there are a number of activities there.   And when I look down at winter warmth, and I understand what that is, I am trying to understand the relationship between winter warmth and LEAP, and I know that in another interrogatory response, I think it's VECC 27, which you pointed me to in CCC 14, you talk about LEAP and how you plan to hire two individuals to facilitate that program.  I am just trying to understand the interplay.  So are these numbers on top of what you are proposing for the LEAP or is it all going to be incorporated together?


MR. SCARFFE:  The numbers that we provided are strictly for the salaries that would be associated with that.  So I believe it was, to go back to the evidence, it was $53,000 times two, so $106,000 for the salary component.


MS. McLORG:  It's a donation.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  I think Rob is referring to the OM&A associated to some of the customer service provisions of the Board's LEAP proposals, and as I understand your question you are asking about the donations, right, for the low-income energy assistance fund.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  So Veridian currently supports winter warmth and in 2008, those expenditures were just over $26,000 and we are proposing in the test year to increase that amount but to divert those -- that donation amount to the province-wide initiative that was contemplated in the Board's LEAP proposals, and that $60,000 was determined by applying the proposed funding mechanism.


MS. GIRVAN:  The 0.12 percent of distribution revenue.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  That's correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Can you tell me in 2009, what does the $55,000 refer to?


MR. ARMSTRONG:  At the time we prepared our prefiled evidence, we understood that requirement was going to be in place for this winter season.  It was not.  Veridian did continue to fund winter warmth but the amount was not $55,000 that was stated here.


MS. GIRVAN:  Can you indicate what in 2009 winter warmth -- the actual winter warmth dollar amount?


MR. AIKEN:  It was approximately $27,000 --


MS. GIRVAN:  So on the same level as --


MR. ARMSTRONG:  If you want the exact number, I would have to undertake to get that to you, but it was around $27,000.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  So that was essentially the same level as 2008.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  That's correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  If you look at the bottom of that chart, I am just trying to understand if this solar plug-in hybrid car is anywhere in the revenue requirement for 2009 and 2010?  It says "nil" but then there is an asterisk at the bottom and I am trying to understand if it's part of compensation costs.


MS. McLORG:  The hybrid car is actually the vehicle that our CEO actually drives as part of his -- as part of business.  So the standard cost of repairs or mileage, et cetera, that are normally provided for within a car allowance as part of compensation are included.


MS. GIRVAN:  How is it originally funded?  Is there an amount in rate base associated with that car because my understanding is it's quite an expensive vehicle, I am not sure what the value is, but is it in rate base?


MS. McLORG:  On this schedule you will see amounts noted as "C" for capital, so those were capital costs for that vehicle incurred in those years.  And they were part of the conversion cost of that vehicle for the enhanced plug-in capabilities.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, but how was the car originally paid for?  I'm just -- my question is:  Is it in rate base?


MR. CLARK:  The original car is leased.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.


MR. CLARK:  And the lease costs come through as an operating cost.


MS. GIRVAN:  Can you point me to where in the 2010 revenue requirement those costs would turn up?


MS. McLORG:  I believe they would be in account 5605, as part of executive salaries and costs.


MS. GIRVAN:  And can you let me know how much that is, specific to that particular item?


MS. McLORG:  Yes, I can.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.


MS. McLORG:  I will undertake that.


MR. CLARK:  I can give you an approximate value of the -- the approximate value of the monthly lease on that car is $700 a month.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.


MS. COCHRANE:  For the record we have Undertaking No. 4.

UNDERTAKING NO. 4:  PROVIDE COST PER VEHICLE UNDER ACCOUNT 5605.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.  I am just looking generally how the car is funded, because from what I understand, it's quite an expensive vehicle.  But anyway, that will be helpful.  Thanks.


Now, staying within the same interrogatory response with respect to the smart grid program, which is capital costs of 1.1 million in 2009 and 775,000 in 2010, is there a business case for those particular projects?  Or was there a business case undertaken?


MR. STARCK:  I will just find the reference.


MS. GIRVAN:  There is a reference there for Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1.


MR. STARCK:  Right.


MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, not that -- to tab 5, schedule 2.  But what I am really looking for is:  Did you undertake a business case analysis, and if so, can we have that provided for the smart grid activities?


MR. STARCK:  There is a project included in the original application in the original evidence submitted.


MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm?


MR. STARCK:  It's called the South Ajax Reliability Program.


MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm?


MR. STARCK:  And that's described.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  That's the entire project related to smart grid?  Because I think it's in the annual report, there are a number of activities that are referred to with respect to smart grid.


MR. STARCK:  The specific reference given here of 1.8-some-odd million in total, that is all one project.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.


MR. STARCK:  And it's that one that's described in the reference.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Now, are you familiar with the Board's guidelines -- I think they were issued June 16th, 2009 -- regarding Green Energy Plan costs and Smart Grid Plan costs?


MR. STARCK:  Yes.


MS. GIRVAN:  And in that particular set of guidelines, the Board sets out deferral account treatment for these types of activities, and I just wondered if -- why, for instance, Veridian hasn't chosen to put those costs in a deferral account subject to disposition later, rather than forecasting the costs in the 2010 cost of service?


MR. STARCK:  The project that's referenced, the 1.8 million, was initiated as a result of normal asset management initiatives.


MS. GIRVAN:  Mm-hmm?


MR. STARCK:  It was not initiated specifically as a result of addressing the Green Energy Act, so there are numerous factors that came forward that justified the project factors, like we would use for any other investment in distribution assets.


So although it is a smart grid, in that it has the technology that speaks to that program, it was justified based on the standard asset management practices.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you tell me, of the 1.1 million in 2009, how much of that was actually spent?


MR. STARCK:  That is the number.


MS. GIRVAN:  That's the actual expenditures in 2009?


MR. STARCK:  That is the number.  That's correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Your colleague is looking a little curious.


MR. STARCK:  I would have to get some confirmation, perhaps, from my financial colleague.


MS. McLORG:  I think Mr. Starck may be mistaken that that is the forecast of the project.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes?


MS. McLORG:  The actuals, our 2009 actual project spend is just being finalized, so we could provide the final cost of that project.


MS. GIRVAN:  That would be very helpful.


MS. COCHRANE:  That would be Undertaking No. --


MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, just to clarify, your 209 [sic] actual project spend, is that something we could have before next week?


MS. McLORG:  I believe that it will be provided as part of answer to Schools Energy Coalition Interrogatory No. 9.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So that's helpful, then.


But specifically I would like to know for that particular project.  If that's listed in that undertaking, that's fine.  I don't need an additional undertaking.


MS. McLORG:  The answer for that interrogatory was not planned to be a listing, particularly, because it was looking at a rate base and revenue requirement impact, but we can provide that as an undertaking.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, please.  Thank you.


MR. STARCK:  Thank you.  So I am corrected that that 1.1 is still forecast.  At the time that was prepared, that was forecast.  Laurie is correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.


MR. SHIELDS:  And can I just be clear?  That is a new undertaking, and that is No. 5?  Thank you.

UNDERTAKING NO. 5:  TO PROVIDE 2009 ACTUAL PROJECT SPEND FOR SMART GRID.


MS. GIRVAN:  If you turn to the next CCC interrogatory, just curious in terms of your answer regarding harmonization of the Veridian main and the Veridian Gravenhurst rates.  I just wondered -- the answer there says it hasn't been determined whether Veridian will harmonize the rates -- and I just wondered what factors would be sort of considered by the company in terms of going through with that harmonization, and if you have any updates in terms of what you plan on doing.


MS. McLORG:  One of the major factors that Veridian will be considering and may be determinant is the category and rate classification consultation that was underway with the Board and has been postponed.


As part of that consultation, there was consideration, I believe, within that consultation as to whether specialty rate classes such as seasonal and density rates would be continued or not.  And Veridian was awaiting information from that consultation before it makes a decision on harmonization.


MS. GIRVAN:  And this is something I am not familiar with, but does the Board give you some sort of a time frame in which you have to harmonize?


MS. McLORG:  We haven't received -- my knowledge is that we have not received any particular time frame from the Board.  When Veridian filed its MAAD application to acquire Gravenhurst Hydro, it provided information on its intent, and at that time we provided information that we had no intention within the -- I believe we probably gave a five-year time frame, but I would have to look at the MAADS application.


But there was nothing on the record as to when our intent was to harmonize those rates.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And just to -- something you can you help me just -- because I don't completely understand this, but can you tell me how the process you go through in setting the rates for the two jurisdictions, in terms of are all the costs pooled or are they separated?  Is it sort of a separate cost of service and then joint costs are allocated?


It's just not clear to me, and it would be helpful if you can help me with that.


MS. McLORG:  In our 2010 cost of service, we have developed a single revenue requirement for the utility as a whole.  Some cost records are maintained by rate zone, as we call it, but those are restricted to values of operations and maintenance expenses only.


Other elements of the revenue requirements, such as equity and debt, obviously are calculated on a single-entity basis, as are PILs, so -- and rate base is not segregated in our accounting records based on service area or rate zone.  There are some that are obviously capital assets that are shared in common between the two rate zones.  And administrative are largely centralized, so again, they're not tracked separately by rate zone.


So Veridian's approach was to build a single revenue requirement and then apportion it between the two service areas; and then once the revenue requirement has been apportioned, we would apply the load forecast to -- sorry, we would use cost allocation and rate design separately within those two rate zones to develop the rates.


MS. GIRVAN:  How did you develop the way in which you apportioned the revenue requirement?


MS. McLORG:  We used the ratio that the distribution revenue requirement existed for the 2006 Board-approved for the two rate zones.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right, thank you.  If you would turn to CCC 6, please.  And also this -- I will explain.  This has the in-service dates for 2010, and it's sort of an update.  I do notice that you had the original in-service dates and there have been some changes.  I think Energy Probe also in their No. 4 asked for the same type of data for 2009.


I wondered if it would be possible, and I am not sure if this goes to Jay's undertaking or not, to update the revenue requirement to reflect the new in-service dates that have changed, if possible.


MS. McLORG:  I believe that's a very similar, it's similar to their request in Schools Interrogatory 9.


MS. GIRVAN:  I think he was going - and Jay you can correct me - you want the rate base amounts.  I am sort of looking at impact of the revenue requirement of 2009 actuals and the change dates for 2010.


MS. McLORG:  Schools Interrogatory does ask for rate base and revenue requirement.  We were planning to calculate both.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, that's helpful then.  Also in number 6, if you can turn to page, it's actually the pages aren't numbered so it's the third page.  And specifically under the facilities category, it says that the second floor expansion in the Pickering office has been cancelled, and I was wondering specifically what would be the revenue requirement impact of that cancellation.


MS. McLORG:  The application update filed on January 11th includes the revenue impacts, the revenue requirement impact because that project was withdrawn.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  That's helpful then, thanks.  And then in CCC 10.


There was quite a variance in 2006 with respect to other revenue, and the largest, one of the largest ones anyway, was the specific service charges where the variance was 250,000, and I just wondered if you could explain that variance for me, why the specific service charge revenue amount was significantly above the Board-approved levels.  Did you change the charges?


MS. McLORG:  The 2006 Board-approved were -- the 2006 Board-approved specific service charges were developed using the standard approach for historic test year filer at that time which was that the number of charges for each of the specific service charges I believe was an average of 2002, 2003, 2004, a three-year average, and then applied to that was the new standard charge adopted within the EDR Rate Handbook.  Veridian didn't vary from any of those standard charges.  So that was how the 2006 Board-approved was calculated.


I would have to examine whether it was -- it must have been -- from that.  I would assume that it would be volume increases that would account for that increase but I would have to review it.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, then taking that, can you explain to me, then, how you forecast the 2010?  It says up there that there is different ways of doing it -- or sorry, that you explain that was the first part of the question.  I guess I am just looking at how did you develop, specifically, the specific service charge for forecast 2010?


MS. McLORG:  Each of the specific service charges, be it late payment charges or reconnection, et cetera, the recent historical values were reviewed and a forecast was based on that.  It was not based on actual numbers of transactions, as we don't often keep -- I don't believe that there is actual records of the numbers of those transactions and in some cases, some specific service charges are counted together in a single account so that it wasn't easily available to just aggregate it, to do it on a number of transaction bases.


MS. GIRVAN:  So you take 2009 and have some level of increase above that?


MS. McLORG:  Because we filed our rate application, of course, in October of 2009 we were largely relying on the 2008 forecast, but I will -- I would ask you to look at the answer to -- we just recently answered a Schools Interrogatory I believe that asked us to provide the actuals.


MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, okay.


MS. McLORG:  And that is Schools 13, so we have provided there the 2009 actual results for change of occupancy, reconnection charge, et cetera.  So that may help you in determining or reviewing the forecast levels.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you could go now to CCC 24.  So what I was looking at here is -- it's the simple calculation really, and I could probably do it myself, but basically taking all of the smart meter project costs to date and determining the per-customer cost.  So essentially adding up O&M and capital for a smart meter program and figuring out on a per-customer basis what that cost is; do you think you could do that?


MS. McLORG:  Is that including historical costs spent to date or forecast for '09 and '10?


MS. GIRVAN:  It's everything.


MS. McLORG:  Yes, I can do that.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thanks.  What would be helpful, actually, is spent to date, and then the forecast as an add-on to that.


MS. McLORG:  Yes, I can do that.


MS. COCHRANE:  That will be Undertaking No. 6.

UNDERTAKING NO. 6:  To ADVISE WHAT COST SPENT IS ON PER-CUSTOMER BASIS AND ALSO FORECAST AS ADD-ON FOR 2010

MS. McLORG:  Can I ask one question, please?


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  Because customer counts vary year over year, would you like a cost per customer per year or are you looking to understand the cost on the basis of your customer count forecast in 2010.


MS. GIRVAN:  2010.


MS. McLORG:  Thank you.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you go to CCC 20.  And the question was estimating the impact on the revenue requirement if the Board-approved return on equity was 9.5 per cent 9.75.   All I am really looking at here - and I could probably do the math - but at 9.75 what's the increase to your revenue requirement to what they have filed?  Or have you filed -- does the update include the 9.75?


MS. McLORG:  The update -- the application update filed on January 11th does not include any change in ROE.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So I would like the difference between what was filed and -- Jay is looking at me.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just interrupt.  If you are going to get an undertaking, I was going to pursue this anyway.  There is a standard calculation of the deficiency that includes the components of revenue requirement, do you know the one I am talking about?  It's one of the standard components of the revenue requirement work form.


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you do that at 9.75 and update that as well.


MS. McLORG:  I believe we have provided an update using 9.75 as an answer to one of Schools'  interrogatories.


So we have provided -- in response to CCC 20, we provided the actual dollar values and you would like us --


MS. GIRVAN:  I just want to know the incremental increase specifically.


MS. McLORG:  I can do that.


MS. GIRVAN:  I am sure you probably know it off the top of your head.


MS. COCHRANE:  Undertaking No. 7.  Can we just clarify it for the record, I didn't get it.


MS. GIRVAN:  It's basically taking what is the impact on -- the increase in the revenue requirement for moving to 9.75 return on equity versus the return on equity that was filed in the application.


MS. COCHRANE:  Thank you.

UNDERTAKING NO. 7:  TO PROVIDE THE INCREASE IN THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR MOVING TO 9.75 RETURN ON EQUITY VERSUS THE RETURN ON EQUITY THAT WAS FILED IN THE APPLICATION


MS. McLORG:  Just at the 9.75 level.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  You had originally asked for there --


MS. GIRVAN:  No, that's fine.  And one last question.  If you go to CCC 17 - and this is probably for you, George - this is the regulatory costs.  I just -- I would just like to get a better understanding of what's included in the $186,000 in consulting fees.  I mean you could break it down for me or you could try to explain exactly what was done.  I see what is listed there, but it still seems like a lot of money to me.


MR. ARMSTRONG:  I don't have any information off the top of my head of how those costs break down within those categories, if that's what you are asking for.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  If you could provide that, that would be great.


MS. COCHRANE:  That will be Undertaking No. 8.

UNDERTAKING NO. 8:  PROVIDE BREAKDOWN OF $186,000 COST FOR CONSULTING FEES.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  Before handing back to Mr. Shepherd, just a couple of Board Staff questions, please.

Questions by Mr. Shields:


MR. SHIELDS:  Your reply to Supplemental Interrogatory No. 2 provided the reliability information.  And in some of the graphs there were no points shown for the year 2006.  Do I take it that the data did not exist for 2006?


MR. STARCK:  That is an embarrassing "yes".  2006 is the year we assumed the operations in Gravenhurst, and unfortunately our data for many months in that year, the code 2, the supply issues, the spreadsheet became corrupted and we haven't been able to recover it.


So that "N/A" was shown on our original filing.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.


In response to Board Staff Supplemental No. 6, a sheet from the MEARIE report was presented, and Veridian was shown as the third line on that sheet.  Can you tell me the basis, please, on which that -- that ranking occurred?


MR. CLARK:  The ranking of that report is ranked highest to lowest on a calculation of the customers per employee.  So Veridian ranked the third-highest on a customer-per-employee ratio compared to the other utilities.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  And finally, Supplemental No. 11.  The question was regarding the retroactive ratemaking.  And the question asked to identify any case law and precedence that you might use.  ATCO Gas was identified as one case; do I understand that's the only precedence that you have at this stage?


MR. TAYLOR:  No.  No.  Well, we don't want to -- we are not in a position to make argument at this stage of the proceeding.  But ATCO is one case; we may rely on other cases when we formulate our final argument.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay.


MR. TAYLOR:  We will be doing it in argument-in-chief, so you will see it before you reply.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay.  Fair enough.


MR. TAYLOR:  Yeah.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  Mr. Shepherd.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  So I have probably about another 20 to 30 minutes.  If you would like, we could probably finish and then have lunch.


MR. SHIELDS:  I am seeing shaking of heads.  Please carry on.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Everybody thinks that's a great plan?


MR. TAYLOR:  Do we have to have lunch with you?  Is that what you --


[Laughter]


MR. SHEPHERD:  I would never be that cruel.

Questions by Mr. Shepherd (continued):


MR. SHEPHERD:  So let me start with -- I am looking at - and this is just a follow-up to what Julie asked - I am looking at tab 5 of the revenue requirement work form you filed on January 19th.  You've filed an update of the work form, right?


MS. McLORG:  Are you referring to the one within the application update?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  And this is Tab 5, which is the revenue sufficiency/deficiency sheet that we just talked about, showing a deficiency of $3.76 million.  But this is still at 801 ROE, and I am just looking around for -- where is the one that's at 9.75?


MS. McLORG:  Response to Schools Energy Coalition Interrogatory No. 10.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Number 10?  So this is number 10.  This is the second-round number 10?


MS. McLORG:  No, the first-round number 10.  Would you like to look at my copy?


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, that's okay.  I have mine.


I see. Okay.  You are right.  So this one, this has not changed your long-term debt or your short-term debt; you left those the same, but you changed the 8.01 to 9.75?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that increases your revenue requirement, your deficiency from 3.76 to 5.71, so almost $2 million.  That's the only change in this, right?


MS. McLORG:  It is.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I just have a couple of follow-up questions, then, on some of these other questions.


The first one I am looking at is VECC No. 59, and this refers to an update to your hiring plan.  You didn't hire as many people in 2009 as you planned, and as a result, there is some sort of domino effect, I guess.  And that means that your compensation in the test year is down $337,000.  Is that -- you're proposing to reduce your revenue requirement by that amount, 337?


MR. CLARK:  There wouldn't be a one-to-one relationship between that, because some of that 337,000 is related to capital.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So can you tell us -- now, your update in January doesn't adjust for this, right?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So can you tell us what the adjustments are to your capital and operating costs as currently filed in the update, to reflect this 337?


MS. McLORG:  We could undertake that.


MS. COCHRANE:  That will be Undertaking No. 8 (sic).

UNDERTAKING NO. 9:  TO PROVIDE ADJUSTMENTS TO CAPITAL AND OPERATING COSTS TO REFLECT REDUCTION IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR COMPENSATION.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Then I am looking at Energy Probe No. 53, which actually is a follow-up on our original Interrogatory No. 9.


And what they are asking is for a comparison of the budget, your board-approved and the budget that you are asking for from this Board.  And what you said in the answer is that the difference between the two is that the board, the board of directors approval includes the smart meter program expenses in your budget?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is that the only difference between the two?


MS. McLORG:  Within the operating and capital programs, that's my understanding.  I -- actually, I believe within the capital program there was one further project that was identified and included within the budget that was not included within our 2010 cost of service.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I am going to come back to that in a second.  I saw that.


MS. McLORG:  Okay.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Then the next one is Energy Probe 54.  This, I hadn't seen this in your prefiled information that you have some special rule with Belleville with respect to tree trimming.  Can you help me understand what that is?


MR. STARCK:  The City of Belleville is rather unique in that it does not permit other parties to engage in work on its roads without it being in control of that work.  In our other municipalities, I guess, as is common with most utilities, the utility itself or the utility engages a contractor under its control to do tree trimming.  In Belleville what happens is we submit a list to the city of trees that require trimming and then the city engages in a contractor.  They also, of course, entertain requests from Bell and Rogers and anybody else who requires that work.


Once that work is completed, the city staff, through some process that I must admit we are not familiar with or aware of, apportions those costs to the various requesting utilities.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you pay them and you have no control over what they charge you?


MR. STARCK:  That's right.  Based on the difference that you may notice in costs, it has not been a concern to date, other than the fact that there is a loss of control.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So it ends up being cheaper.


MR. STARCK:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's a good thing.  But I guess the question I would ask is do you have -- when you do tree trimming, it's different from when a city does tree trimming; right?  You are doing tree trimming for safety and reliability reasons, right, and when a city does tree trimming it's more beautification, and branches not falling down on roads.


So do they approach it differently?  Like are you concerned that they are not going to achieve your safety and reliability goals because they are doing it the way you would?


MR. STARCK:  We provide the city with sort of general requirements that we are looking for, and to date the work that the city has done for us is adequate.  All told, we would prefer to be in control and to actually have managing control over the contractors doing this work around our facilities.   But to this point, it has been adequate.  We believe it's certainly meeting any requirements of ESA or public safety.


MR. SHEPHERD:  When you go to a tree trimming contractor like Davey or somebody like that, you are going to somebody who is experienced at making sure that your lines and equipment are cleared properly; right?  Is Belleville going to similar people?


MR. STARCK:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So the people actually doing the work have a similar experience level, similar ability to do the job that you would ask them to do any way?


MR. STARCK:  Well, again, we do advise the city what we require and the city is certainly aware that there is trimming around energized facilities.  The contractor, under Ministry of Labour rules, would have to be sufficiently qualified.  We provide those requirements and the city follows those.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I guess what I am asking is do they end up going to the same contractors that you do anyway?


MR. STARCK:  Well, the contractors we would use are definitely on the city's list.  I can't recall who they have actually picked.  There are a few more than the ones we've typically used.  I believe, and this is only our belief, that the cost difference is the fact that the city is able to share the costs of trimming with other utilities.  That's not something that we do when we do it ourselves.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood, okay, thanks.


The next question concerns Energy Probe No. 64, which is, 64A talks about the in-service date of your new head office, I guess.   This is your new head office in Ajax.


MR. STARCK:  Yes.


MS. McLORG:  I said Mr. Clark will answer that one.


MR. STARCK:  I will deflect, no problem.


MR. SHEPHERD:  At the time you -- the original estimate, it wasn't clear whether it was going to be in service in the test year.  Do you have a sense, now, of whether it's going to be in service in 2010 or whether it's going to be spring 2011?


MR. CLARK:  Question 64 related to the option 6 which was an option that was not selected.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh.


MR. CLARK:  Option 2B was the option that was selected and option 2B, we are confident that the expansion will be completed before December 2010.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Now I have a number of questions on Schools Supplementary No. 7.  And Supplementary No. 7 is the material that you presented to the Board of Directors.  And it has an income statement and then it has a whole bunch of stuff on capital.  And the income statement is a multiple year.  I assume that 2008 is actual?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And 2009 plan is what you originally got approved, and 2009 is your current expectation at the time you presented this of what 2009 is going to be.


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And then 2010 onward are budget and forecast, 2010 is a budget, and 2011 and onward are forecasts.


MS. McLORG:  Correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And what you have called 'service revenue?  Is not service revenue requirement as we think of from a regulatory point of view, it's actually the commodity portion of the bill.


MS. McLORG:  Commodity and distribution.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The reason I ask that is because the cost to power is equal to that line.


MS. McLORG:  Sorry, yes, you are right.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Then you have a line that says "prorate adjustment."


MS. McLORG:  Correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Which is big this year.  Then small for three years, and then big again in 2014.  What is that?


MS. McLORG:  This is simply a function of the way our model calculates distribution revenue based on allocating one rate for 4 months of the year and another rate for 8 months of the year because, of course, this forecast is based on a calendar year.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So everything from the line operating - the various expense categories, those are all calendar year; right?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the service revenue and distribution Revenue, those are both calendar year or are they --


MS. McLORG:  They are calendar year.  We provide budgets to our board of directors on calendar year.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But based on May 1st rates.


MS. McLORG:  No, based on calendar year.  So it would be one rate from January to April 30th, and another rate from May to December.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's how I don't understand the prorate adjustment then, because if that $51 million in distribution revenue already adjusts for the fact that 4 months are one rate at 8 months are at another rate, why would you need to reduce the revenue by the prorate adjustment.


MS. McLORG:  The total distribution revenue should be looked at as one number, the prorate adjustment is simply a function of the model.  There is a net gross margin number which is distribution revenue.  That is the calendar year distribution revenue.  We were asked to provide operating and capital budgets so --


MR. SHEPHERD:  The net of the 51,049 and the 1623 in 2010 is what you actually expect to get in distribution revenues in 2010; right?


MS. McLORG:  What would be recognizing in 2010, correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The net of those two.


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So that's 49,426.


MS. McLORG:  426, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So that means that that 51,049 is your distribution revenue for 12 months at May 1st rates; right?


MS. McLORG:  Sorry can you repeat that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  The 51,049 here is distribution revenue for 12 months at May 1st rates.


MS. McLORG:  I would have to look at the model to see how it actually calculates.  The net number is 49,426,000. Can I ask -- I am trying to understand the concern or the interest in that number and the prorate when the net number is provided two rows down, and that's the net number that we forecast.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand that.  What I am trying to determine is -- you see, you have an ROE at the bottom.


MS. McLORG:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Right?  That ROE is after you -- is after you adjust for a million, six in reductions in revenue in 2010, and I am trying to mentally calculate what is the actual ROE you are expecting to earn in 2010 on a regulatory basis, because on a regulatory basis you wouldn't include that 1623.


MS. McLORG:  I don't know if that's true.  Again I would have to look at how the model is actually calculating.  It is just simply a calculation that our actual model does.  So the number that you should be concerned with for distribution for distribution revenue forecast in 2010 is the 49 million, 426.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But that's not what you are asking for from this Board.  You are asking for 51,049.


MS. McLORG:  No.  No.  The gross margin or distribution revenue -- oh, from this -- from the Ontario Energy Board?


Well, that would be our revenue requirement and our service revenue as calculated in the application update.  The two will not match, due to the fact that calendar year and rate year are not equal.  And as we stated, this 2010 plan includes revenue and operating expenses for smart metering activities, which are not included in the revenue requirement asked for in our cost-of-service application.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Now, are these numbers in this income statement, these are not updated for the 9.75 percent ROE?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So when these were calculated, you were expecting 8.01 per cent ROE?


MS. McLORG:  Because they do include the activities for smart metering, although the ROE, the equity and the calculations reflect the revenue and incremental operating expenses for smart metering in 2010.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And this is also assuming that your cost-of-service years are 2010 and 2014, right?


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And then moving on to this PowerPoint of the capital plan, and I am -- they are not numbered, but I am looking at the one that says -- that is "2010 Capital Expenditure Plan" and starts out "Development Work"?  You see that page, 15276?


MR. STARCK:  I do.  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And if I understand what Ms. McLorg said the other -- a few minutes ago, the only thing that's different between this capital plan and what you have asked the Board for is this seat and feeders thing, right?


MS. McLORG:  There is also smart metering included in this.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, there's smart meters.  Yes, of course.  My apologies.  Okay.  But otherwise, if we did a side-by-side, it's going to be identical?


MR. STARCK:  I would say yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thanks.  Then I am going on to IT capital.  And my question here is -- and maybe it's sort of a backhanded compliment -- you are planning to acquire an asset management system for $200,000?  That doesn't seem like the normal price to me.


MR. STARCK:  No, I don't think we are blindly optimistic.  If you recall from our original evidence submitted, we have just begun, I guess, getting into a far more formalized process of asset management.  And that includes, I guess, really searching the market as to what other utilities are doing, what applications exist.


You are absolutely right.  In my experience, complete asset management solutions that usually come with consultants are many, many multiples of that amount.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Attached to them, right.


MR. STARCK:  Yes, exactly.  This is literally a first attempt to at least get a product that will take over applications that we currently use spreadsheets for, and that would basically begin to create a database of asset projects for us, and then move from there.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You are actually anticipating that you are going to do this in-house, right?


MR. STARCK:  With the assistance of this solution, yes, this software.


MR. SHEPHERD:  It's like Crystal Reports or something?


MR. STARCK:  Something like that, yeah.  Yeah.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And is this the same thing true of this $180,000 fir a GIS system?


MR. STARCK:  The GIS system is a very large software package -- staff attached to it and data -- and it really is a continuous work in progress, if I can use that term.


MR. SHEPHERD:  This is on your existing system?


MR. STARCK:  This is additional capitalized additions to the existing system.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And my last question, then, relates to the last page of this package, "2009-2014 five-year capital expenditure outlook."


There is a note at the bottom with respect to a $3.5-million land purchase for the Seaton Transformer Station.  When are you closing that to rate base?


MR. STARCK:  I defer that to Laurie McLorg.


MS. McLORG:  The 3.5 million investment within this high-level plan is forecast for 2011.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But that's when you are going to spend it.


MS. McLORG:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I asking:  When you are you going to treat it as used and useful?  It's for a transformer station, right?


MS. McLORG:  It is for a transformer station.  We actually hadn't turned our minds to the rate base accounting treatment of it at this point.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And that's all my questions.  Thanks.

Procedural Matters:


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you.  Can I just clarify, please, what our expectation should be on the undertakings?  When we might receive those?


MS. McLORG:  I am just trying to recall them all and the requirement for them.  I think we should be able to file them by Wednesday, largely.  That would be my...


We would hope to file all of them by Wednesday.


MR. SHIELDS:  Okay.  Thank you.  Finally, then, intervenors.  Any last questions?  Veridian, any final comments?


MR. SHEPHERD:  I have one question.  You had commented earlier that you were going to file some additional material that wasn't available today, and that you were expecting that we would then ask questions on it tomorrow or Wednesday.


MS. McLORG:  That was in relation to the answer to Schools Interrogatory No. 9.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is there anything else other than that?


MS. McLORG:  We provided answers to all of the other questions, I believe.  Schools Interrogatory 9 is the only one that wasn't provided today.


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, you had some Energy Probe ones that are coming tomorrow or Wednesday as well.


MS. McLORG:  Oh, those were the initial ones that Mr. Aiken asked when we could -- when we would have that information available.  Yes, correct. Particularly on the unbilled information.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So the reason I brought that up is that I guess I want to know whether we are planning to come back for some more fun and games like this, or whether we are done.


MR. SHIELDS:  I was about to suggest that the vast majority of the questions seemed to be answered, and I am not sure there is anything to be gained by coming back here Wednesday, unless somebody can't live without that highlight of their life.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You are not going to be here in town if we end it right now, right?


MR. SHIELDS:  What do you mean?


MS. McLORG:  When we'll be in town when?  Wednesday?


MR. SHEPHERD:  You are not staying in town?  You're --


MR. STARCK:  No, we are travelling from the far reaches of the GTA.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I grew up in Ajax; it seems far to me.


[Laughter]


MS. McLORG:  So is the understanding that anything that -- for example, the answer to Schools 9 and the follow-up for the Energy Probe questions would just be filed electronically as soon as they are available?


MR. SHIELDS:  That's what I am suggesting, if that's acceptable to the intervenors.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Mm-hmm.


MR. SHIELDS:  Thank you for that.  Any final comments from Veridian?


Given, then, that we don't have to meet on Wednesday, our next time we get together will be at the settlement conference next week, which is February 16th and 17th.  And with that in mind, I would like to introduce you to the person who will be the facilitator at that event, and that is Chris Houseman, who is sitting at the back, who joined us during the morning.


And if there is no other business, I would like to thank everyone for coming along and thank you for a very nice conference.


--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 12:46 p.m.
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