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Friday, October 24, 2014
--- On commencing at 9:28 a.m.


MS. SPOEL:  God morning.  Please be seated.

Good morning.  The Board is sitting today in the matter of an application by Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc., Board File EB-2014-0083.

Could I have appearances for the record, please.
Appearances:


MS. CACERES:  Good morning, Madam Chair, Ms. Long.  Monica Caceres, counsel for Hydro One Brampton.  To my right I just have my clients with me, Mr. Dan Gapic and, to his immediate right, Mr. Marc Villett.

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you.  And --


MS. LEA:  Jennifer Lea for Board Staff, with Martha McOuat.

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you.  And we're sitting this morning to hear the argument in-chief of Hydro One Brampton Networks.  Unless there are any preliminary matters...
Preliminary Matters:


MS. LEA:  I do have a preliminary matter.  I think that Hydro One Brampton supplied on the record yesterday the undertaking that they gave in the hearing, and I have been given a hard copy today, but I understand that the answer in the undertaking may be contrary to something Mr. Gapic put on the record in the transcript.  I wondered if that needed some change or note.

MR. GAPIC:  I can -- yeah, on the record, I was reading the transcript, and we were discussing the impact on customers with going from a five-year-period disposition to a three-year-period disposition, and I had indicated that -- well, at least in response to Jennifer's -- Ms. Lea's question in relation to the impact that it would be going down, but I actually thought she was referring to the total dollar amount of the account 1576 going down with the three-year disposition.  So just for clarification, when you look at the undertaking you will see that the bill impact does go up.

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you.

MR. GAPIC:  Welcome.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

MS. SPOEL:  Any other preliminary matters?  If not, then Ms. Caceres, it is up to you to proceed.
Closing Argument by Ms. Caceres:


MS. CACERES:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

On behalf of Hydro One Brampton, which I may also refer to as "the company" through my submissions, I present this oral argument-in-chief in respect of an application by the company under section 28 of the Ontario Energy Act, seeking approval for changes to the rates that Hydro One Brampton charges for electricity distribution to be effective January 1st, 2015.

On October 9, 2014, Hydro One Brampton filed with this Board a settlement proposal which represented a partial settlement of the issues in this proceeding.  At our oral hearing on October 22nd, 2014 the Board accepted the settlement, leaving for determination three outstanding matters.

My submissions today will be limited to these three outstanding matters, which I will address in the following sequence:


First, the determination of the correct amount for disposition in account 1576 and the appropriate disposition period;  

Secondly, the load forecast methodology pertaining to weather normalization;


And lastly, the appropriate percentage to be used to calculate Hydro One Brampton's working capital allowance.

Now, turning to issue number 1, the deferral account 1576 disposition.


The Board wrote a letter of July 17, 2012 entitled "regulatory accounting policy direction regarding changes to depreciation expense and capitalization policies in 2012 and 2013" to all distributors, to provide them with regulatory accounting policy direction intended to establish consistency between those distributors which had already adopted IFRS and those opting to take advantage of several accounting-standards Board deferrals in the mandatory adoption date for the new set of accounting standards.

Hydro One Brampton complied with the Board's direction and implemented the required changes to its accounting practices for depreciation and overhead capitalization effective January 1st, 2013.  The impacts of these policy changes were recorded in account 1576 consistent with Board guidance.

For Hydro One Brampton the account came into existence on January 1st, 2013 when Hydro One Brampton started principal entries to this account, and the company forecasted the balance of this account to the end of December 31st, 2014 in order to be able to dispose of this account through a rate rider effective January 1st, 2015.

Further, there were no carrying charges applied to either the 2013 transactions booked to account 1576 or the forecast transactions for 2014.  This is also consistent with Board's guidance.

Hydro One Brampton complied with the OEB's directions from the Accounting Procedures Handbook Frequently Asked Questions, dated July 2012, which I will hereon refer to as APH, where the Board described the accounting treatment of account 1576, accounting changes under CGAAP for distributors to record the financial differences arising as a result of the election to make accounting changes under Canadian GAAP in 2012 or to make these accounting changes in 2013 as mandated by the Board.

The company performed its accounting procedures consistent with Frequently Asked Questions number 2 and Appendices A and B attached to the July 2012 APH Frequently Asked Questions.

As submitted in this rate application, the balance for disposition is 6,622,303.  This includes the total projected account 1576 principal balance as at December 31st, 2014 of 4,835,563.

In addition, the annual weighted average cost of capital amount of 357,348, totalling 1,786,740 over a five-year proposed disposition period has been added to the balance of account 1576 to calculate the rate rider, but it has not been recorded to account 1576, which is consistent with the Board's direction.

The details of the projected account 1576 principal balance have been presented in appendix 2EE, consistent with the instructions in this appendix, where the company provided the two-year, 2013 and 2014 cumulative difference between the projected December 31st, 2014 closing, PP&E balances under former CGAAP of 337,131,156, and the projected December 31st, 2014 closing PP&E balances under revised CGAAP of 332,295,594, translating in a net difference of 4,835,563, which is the principal balance being requested for disposition.

The detailed components of this projected balance of this account was provided in Exhibit 9, tab 4, schedule 1, page 3 or 4 in table 1, entitled "1576 accounting changes under CGAAP".

Four different types of transactions were booked to this account in relation to depreciation reductions, increased losses on early retirement, reductions to fix asset capital additions related to reductions to overheads applied to capital accounts, as well as some inventory recoveries of retired assets which could be reused.

The transactions booked are consistent with the OEB accounting treatment in the APH Frequently Asked Questions of July 2012.

In addition, Hydro One Brampton complied with the Board's June 25th, 2013 letter captioned "accounting policy changes for accounts 1575 and 1576", where the Board advised electricity distributors of the new accounting policy deferral accounts 1575 and 1576 with respect to the disposition of these account balances effective for the 2014 cost-of-service rate applications and subsequent years.

The Board required a rate-of-return component to be applied to the balance of account 1576 upon its disposition in rates, and required the use of separate rate riders for the disposition of the balances in accounts 1575 and 1576.  Hydro One complied with this direction at the time it disposed of account 1576.

In addition, Hydro One Brampton's requested disposition is based on a five-year proposed disposal period.  The company proposed to dispose of the debit balance in this account through a volumetric rate rider to be recovered over five years.

This is also consistent with the Board's guidance in its June 25th, 2013 letter to distributors entitled "Accounting policy changes for accounts 1575 and 1576."

Previously under 3rd generation incentive rate-setting IR, with a single cost of service forward test year, the Board set disposition of these balances over a period of four years to align with the rate-setting cycle.

As Hydro One filed its rate application under the Renewed Regulatory Framework for Electricity Distribution, selecting the rate application filing option based on the 4th generation incentive rate-setting IR, with a single cost of service forward test year, the company proposed a recovery period which aligns with the proposed five-year rate-setting cycle.

A five-year disposition period has less customer impact than a shorter disposition period.  The total impact to a typical residential class customer consuming, on average, 800 kilowatt-hours per month, based on using a five-year disposition period for this rate rider is $2.04, or a 1.71 percentage.

In response to Undertaking No. J1.1, Hydro One Brampton calculated the impact of a three-year disposition period if a three-year disposition period was used, and it is $2.20 or 1.85 percent.

A five-year disposition period allows for lower bill impacts and rate smoothing during the five-year 4th generation IR rate cycle.

In addition, the disposition period requested by Hydro One Brampton is consistent with the Board's approval of five-year disposition periods in a number of 2014 cost of service rate applications, including Fort Frances Power Corporation, Haldimand County Hydro Inc., Niagara on the Lake Hydro, and Orangeville Hydro, where each of these distributors applied five years of return based on the weighted average cost of capital, which is consistent with Hydro One's approach.

However, in Hydro One Brampton's case, the amounts were recoverable rather than payable, since the company had implemented a change in depreciation policy related to its fixed asset service lives as part of its 2011 cost of service rate application.

In summary, it is Hydro One Brampton's respectful submission that the company followed the OEB accounting procedures and direction provided by the Board in letters to distributors.  The company applied the methodologies and performed its calculations consistently and accurately, and the balance of the account includes only amounts that are eligible for recovery due to the change in accounting policy.

In addition, the company has selected a disposition period consistent with its five-year rate-setting cycle, and the five-year disposition period would have a lesser bill impact to customers in the 2015 test year than a three-year disposition period. 

The company respectfully asks that the Board approve the rate riders applied for in its application. 

Now, I would like to turn to the second issue before the Board, the load forecast weather normalization methodology. 

The approach Hydro One Brampton used to weather-normalize its 2015 load forecast was by averaging ten years of historical heating degree-days -- which I will refer to as HDD data -- and cooling degree-days -- which I will refer to as CDD data -- by month, and then used this normalized weather data in its regression analysis.

Since the company included ten years' of data in its regression analysis for power purchases, for consistency Hydro One Brampton also used ten years of historical HDD and CDD data for weather normalization purposes in its regression analysis.

Although distributors in Ontario used a varying number of historical years of data to perform weather normalization in their 2013/2014 cost of service rate applications, Hydro One Brampton submits that the majority -- being 11 distributors -- used ten years of historical HDD and CDD data in their 2013 and 2014 cost of service rate applications, which can be referenced in Exhibit No. K1.1, document 6, page 6 of 11.

Moreover, Hydro One submits that in the Itron 2013 weather normalization survey, 28 percent of the 135 respondents also used ten years of historical data, and about 33 percent of respondents used 30 years of historical weather data, which is found in Exhibit No. K1.1, document 7 on page 8 of 11.

Hydro One Brampton also submitted a forecast with its rate application of the impact of using 20 years of historical HDD and CDD data for weather normalization, based on the averaging approach, as well as its 2015 load forecast based on the ten-year averaging approach.

The load forecast would have been 5.5 gigawatt-hours lower based on the 20-year average approach.  I refer you to Exhibit -- tab number -- sorry, Exhibit No. 3, tab 1, schedule 1, page 9 of 23, table 5, "Forecast purchase kilowatt-hours excluding CDM and wholesale market participants."

The ten-year averaging approach which the company used had the effect of lowering rates slightly. 

Moreover, at Exhibit No. K1.1, the graph in document 8, page 9 of 11, illustrates that the use of the 20-year trending approach to weather normalization creates an even larger variance in actual year-to-date August-purchased kilowatt-hours than does the ten-year averaging approach to weather normalization.

Therefore, the ten-year average approach to weather normalization provides a more reasonable forecast. 

In addition, at Exhibit No. K1.1, the graphs in document 9 on pages 10 and 11 of 11 illustrates that the ten-year averaging approach to forecasting weather provides a better forecast of HDD and CDD weather data than the 20-year trending approach to weather normalization.

The forecast ten-year average CDD and HDD days are closer to the actual year-to-date September 2014 CDD and HDD weather data.

Furthermore, in response to Energy Probe 3, Energy Probe 56 TC part (c), Hydro One Brampton answered that the impact on revenues would be a reduction of 166,128 to revenue deficiency if the 20-year trending approach was used.  This is less than half of the company's materiality threshold.

Hydro One Brampton respectfully submits that it is not aware of any other distributor in either Ontario or North America who used trended historical data for weather normalization.

The trend methodology is inconsistent with the average methodology that is used by distributors in Ontario and across North America. 

As per Itron's 2013 weather normalization survey excerpt provided in Exhibit No. K1.1, document 7, page 7 of 11, normal weather represents an expected weather condition and is typically represented by an average.  The survey does not indicate that any respondents performed weather normalization based on any other approach than using the average calculation.

Hydro One has used a reasonable approach to weather normalization in its 2015 load forecast, consistent with approaches used by other Ontario electricity distributors and other distributors in North America. 

For the aforementioned reasons, Hydro One Brampton respectfully requests approval for its weather normalization approach used in its load forecast for its application.

Now, moving to our last issue relating to the working capital allowance, I would like to discuss the company's position with respect to the appropriate percentage factor to be used to calculate Hydro One Brampton's 2015 working capital allowance. 

First of all, I would like to recap the basis on which Hydro One Brampton arrived at the working capital allowance that is included in our rate application. 

On April 17, 2012, the Board issued a letter to all licensed electricity distributors entitled "update to Chapter 2 of the filing requirements for transmission and distribution applications allowance for working capital", updating the options for the calculation of the working capital allowance for the 2013 rate year.

Prior to this, the Board's filing requirements for cost-of-service distribution rate applications provided for a 15 percent rate to be used for the calculation of the working capital allowance.

In the April 12, 2012 letter to LDCs the OEB stated, and I quote:

"The Board has reviewed the approaches to the calculation of WCA and will not require distributors to file lead/lag studies for 2013 rates, unless they are required to do so as a result of previous Board decision."

The Board determined that the default value going forward would be 13 percent of the sum of cost of power and controllable expenses and that this rate would be applicable to the 2013 rate applications and beyond.

Distributors would still have the option of completing and filing a lead/lag study as part of their cost-of-service rate application.

This is reflected in section 2.5.1.3 of the filing requirements for electricity distribution rate applications, which describes the Board's expectation with respect to the working capital allowance and allows for the default 13 percent approach in the absence of previous Board direction to undertake a lead/lag study.

Hydro One Brampton filed its working capital evidence in Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 1, consistent with the Board direction provided in section 2.5.1.3 of the Ontario Energy Board filing requirements for electricity distribution rate applications.

Because it had not conducted a lead/lag study, nor was it directed to do so, Hydro One Brampton determined that it should use the Board's default value of 13 percent in its application.

The common practice amongst LDCs is to use the 13 percent allowance.  Ten of the 11 2014 cost-of-service filers used 13 percent allowance when filing their applications.  And I refer you to Exhibit K1.1, document 5, page 5 of 11.  The only exception was Veridian, which had previously agreed in 2012 to file a lead/lag study.

The OEB accepted the use of the 13 percent working capital allowance in a number of decisions on 2014 electricity rates, such as Burlington Hydro, Oakville Hydro, Cambridge and North Dumfries Hydro, Kitchener Wilmot Hydro, Cooperative Hydro Embrun, Fort Frances Power, and Hydro Hawkesbury.

It is noted that Hydro Hawkesbury and Fort Frances are monthly billing utilities, and the Board accepted the use of 13 percent for their working capital allowance.

Furthermore, in their decisions the Board stated that, and I quote:

"It does not consider it appropriate to adopt the results of a lead/lag study from another utility without a thorough analysis concluding that the two utilities are comparable."

I refer you to 2014 Hydro Hawkesbury COS application decision and order EB-2013-0139 and 2014 Fort Frances COS application decision and order EB-2013-0130.

In the case of Centre Wellington the Board accepted CWH's proposal to use 13 percent, as it is consistent with Board policy and there is no compelling reason to depart from that policy.

With respect to VECC, it proposed 12 percent on the basis of a lead/lag study for another utility, and on that basis -- and on the basis of several settlement agreements.

In accepting settlement agreements, and I quote:

"The Board has made it clear that there is no precedential value in the individual components of a settlement agreement.  The Board recognizes that all settlements contain trade-offs.  The Board is also reluctant to adopt the results of a lead/lag study from one utility to another without a thorough analysis of the circumstances for each utility."

And I refer you to the 2013 Centre Wellington Hydro COS application decision and order EB-2012-0113, where the excerpt is taken from.

Moreover, Board Staff in their submission on SEC's motion in the Kitchener EB-2014-0155 proceeding stated that, and I quote:

"The use of guidelines to achieve an acceptable level of consistency in administrative decisions is particularly important for tribunals exercising discretion, whether on procedural, evidential, or substantive issues in the performance of adjudicative functions."

This is referenced in the motion to review and vary the Board's decision and order EB-2013-0147 brought by the School Energy Coalition, and the reference is contained in Board Staff submission page 4, EB-2014-0155.

Various courts have recognized that the use of guidelines enhances the consistency of decision-making so as to ensure that similar cases receive the same treatment.

The issue of monthly billing and its impact on working capital has been raised.  The working capital guidelines under section 2.5.1.3, filing requirements for electricity distribution rate applications, do not distinguish between utilities that bill their customers on a bimonthly or monthly basis.

Consequently Hydro One Brampton interprets the 13 percent working capital allowance to be applicable to all utilities that do not file lead/lag studies, regardless of their billing frequency.

Hydro One Brampton has been on monthly billing for over 30 years.  Initially all customers were read quarterly, billed estimates for two months, and trued up on the quarter.  In 2000 Hydro One Brampton started to read all accounts monthly, thereby removing the estimating of bills.

There is some helpful information on monthly and bimonthly billing practices in a draft report of the Board from proceeding EB-2014-0198 entitled "electricity and natural gas distributors, residential customer billing practices and performance", dated September 18, 2014.

Section 3.1.2 of the report -- which is in Exhibit K1.1, document 1, page 1 of 11 -- states, and I quote:

"53 out of 72 electricity distributors provide monthly billing to their non-seasonal customers.  Based on this information, the majority of LDCs using the 13 percent working capital allowance are already on monthly billing."

We realize that there have been recent lead/lag studies from Toronto Hydro and Hydro One Networks that have yielded results different from the 13 percent working capital allowance.  However, there are a number of reasons why it is not appropriate to apply the results of one utility's lead/lag study to another.

And I will proceed to set out five examples.  First, lead/lags are unique.  In general, the operations of each utility are different and as a result the leads and lags will be unique to each utility.  For example, accounts payable in payroll practices could differ across utilities.  It is not appropriate to adjust only one element of the utility's lead/lag study without looking at the entire picture.

Secondly, lead/lag methodology and understanding of business operations.  Navigant has performed a number of lead/lag studies that have been accepted by the Board in previous rate hearings.  For example, on page 136 of Energy Probe's cross-examination compendium, Navigant describes the methodology used for the latest Hydro One Networks distribution lead/lag study.

The description of their lead/lag methodology states, and I quote:

"Performing a lead/lag study requires two key understandings:  first, developing an understanding of how the regulated distribution business operates in terms of products and services sold to customers purchased from vendors and the policies and procedures that govern such transactions; and secondly, modelling such operations using data from a relevant period of time and a representative data set, it is important to ascertain and factor into the study whether or not there are known changes to existing business policies and procedures going forward.  Where such changes are known and material, they should be factored into the study, to develop an understanding of Hydro One Networks' operations, interviews with personnel within HONI's accounts payable, customer service, wholesale market operation, human resources, payroll, treasury, and tax departments were conducted."

A lead/lag study was not performed for Hydro One Brampton.  Since a lead/lag study was not completed and interviews were not conducted with Hydro One Brampton staff, we do not have information on specific expense leads and revenue lags.  Therefore it is not appropriate to apply the results of lead/lag studies from other companies to Hydro One Brampton. 

Thirdly, significant variances in lead/lags from other studies.

The results of lead/lag studies filed by other utilities have demonstrated that the leads and lags are unique for each utility, and that there can be significant variations between utilities.  This is demonstrated in the expense lead comparison amongst LDCs in table -- found in expense lead comparison amongst LDCs table in Exhibit K1.1, document 2 and 3, on pages 2 and 3 of 11. 

For example, Hydro One and Toronto Hydro's OM&A leads are much higher than other utilities compared with other lead/lag studies. 

There is also a 26.56-day variation in leads between utilities for OM&A and expenses, a 770 -- a 177.32-day variation between utilities for PILs, and 190.01-day variation for interest expense.

This serves to illustrate why it is not appropriate to impose the results on one LDC's lead/lag study to another.

Fourthly, new customer information systems.

Both Hydro One and Toronto Hydro implemented new customer information systems, which have significantly contributed to their lower working capital requirements compared with their previous lead/lag studies. 

On page 3 of Toronto Hydro's lead/lag study, Navigant states, and I quote:   
"The results of the study indicate a lower working capital requirement compared to THESL's EB-2007-0680 distribution lead/lag study.  The primary reason for the difference is the decrease in retail revenue lag days due to the upgrade of THESL's customer information system since the prior study."

Similarly, in the latest Hydro One Networks lead/lag study on page 6, Navigant states, and I quote:    
"Interviews with billing staff with Hydro One Networks and analysis of meter billing data indicated that HONI customers have an average billing lag of 7.7 days, which is significantly shorter than the billing lag in the prior study due to the implementation of a new customer information system.  The reference is taken from Hydro One lead/lag study dated December 3rd, 2013, EB-2013-0416."

Hydro One Brampton does not have a new customer information system.  As outlined in Exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 1, page 13, Hydro One Brampton's AS400 system is over 35 years old. 

Lastly, Hydro One Networks' business outsourcing.

As outlined on page 142 of the Energy Probe cross-examination compendium, Hydro One Networks -- Hydro One Networks outsources their customer service operations, finance, payroll, information technology, IESO settlement services and supply management services to Inergi.

In comparison, Hydro One Brampton performs all of their customer service operations, finance, payroll, information technology, IESO settlement services and some supply management services in-house.

The business processes and thus the leads and lags associated with outsourcing these functions, as Hydro One Networks does, would be significantly different than performing the services in-house like Hydro One Brampton does.

These are examples of the reasons why it is not appropriate to apply the results of one utility's lead/lag studies on another. 

Now, Hydro One Brampton supports the Board's initiative, as part of section 4.1.2 of the draft Report of the Board on Electricity and Natural Gas Distributors' Residential Customer Billing Practices and Performance, to consider whether amendments to its WCA policy are warranted, and agree that it is important to examine factors beyond the impact of monthly billing on WCA.

Both the methodology and percentage allowance associated with a determination of working capital should be included in a comprehensive review.

For example, a key component in the formula for calculating working capital is the cost of power.  Under 4th generation IRM, our rates will be essentially set for five years, except for a small annual adjustment. 

However, the cost of power is expected to increase significantly over this period of time, an estimated 10 percent increase above and beyond the expected annual IRM price cap adjustments, based on the Ministry of Energy's 2013 Long-term Energy Plan and highlighted in Exhibit K1.1, document 4, page 4 of 11. 

A working capital amount established in year 1 of a five-year IRM will not be sufficient to finance this additional working capital burden.  We believe an adjustment for items such as this should be built into any new working capital methodology. 

There are several components that are involved in calculating the working capital percentage in a lead/lag study, including service lag, billing lag, collections lag, payment processing lag, cost of power lead, OM&A expenses lead, PILs lead and interest expense lead.

The service lag, which is impacted by billing frequency, is only one of nine elements that should be examined in arriving at a working capital allowance percent through a lead/lag study.

Any changes to working capital guidelines should consider all aspects of the working capital methodology.  If changes are going to be made to Board policy or guidelines, then they should be applied consistently to all utilities. 

In addition, we agree that any resulting change should be applied on a prospective basis.  This was recently communicated in a letter from the Board Secretary to Mr. Jay Shepherd on October 7, 2014 on the subject -- and I quote –- "Electricity distributors working capital allowance," stating that, and I quote:

"As you may be aware, the Board's practice to date has been to apply any changes to policies prospectively.  Therefore the existing policy will remain in effect until the completion of policy review on WCA."

Hydro One Brampton respectfully submits that it has followed the Board's filing guidelines and has provided substantive reasons why it is not appropriate to simply apply the results of selected components from one utility's lead/lag study to another utility.

In the absence of its own lead/lag study, Hydro One Brampton respectfully requests that the Board -- that the Board's default percentage factor of 13 percent be used in calculating its working capital allowance. 

Madam Chair, Panel Member Long, these are all of my respectful submissions on the three outstanding matters before the Board.

MS. SPOEL:  We have no questions.  Thank you very much for your very comprehensive submissions.  Those are very helpful.

MS. CACERES:  Thank you, Madam Chair.

MS. SPOEL:  Ms. Lea, before we adjourn for today, you sent us an e-mail regarding a proposed schedule for argument, and I forgot to bring it with me, so could you remind us of what your proposal is?  Because we had some concerns.

MS. LEA:  Certainly.  The proposal was that Staff file on November 3rd, intervenors file on November 5th, and the reply argument be filed by Hydro One Brampton on November 14th. 

MS. SPOEL:  In this particular case, we don't see any particular reason for -- given that Staff didn't take a position, at least in cross-examination, on most of the issues.  So we are a bit mystified as to why Staff would file before the intervenors.  We think that it would be appropriate for Staff and the intervenors to file at the same time.

Our initial thought had been that perhaps October 31st would be appropriate, but perhaps we will give everybody an extra weekend if they think they need it and make them all due on November 3rd. 

It would be our preference, if it is possible, for Hydro One Brampton to file a week after that.  Would that be acceptable, to file on November the 10th? 

MS. CACERES:  Yes, Madam Chair.

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you.  That will give us an extra week, effectively, to get our decision done. 

MS. LEA:  Thank you. 

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you.

Are there any other matters before we adjourn?  If not --


MS. CACERES:  No, Madam Chair.

MS. SPOEL:  Thank you very much for your attendance this morning.  And we will look forward to the written submissions from the other parties. 

MS. CACERES:  Thank you. 
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 10:10 a.m.
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