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Friday, December 1, 2017
--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Good morning, everybody, and welcome to the second day of the technical conference in case number EB-2017-0024.  We are continuing with the questions by Board Staff, and before we get into that are there any preliminary matters or any follow-up from yesterday that we need to put on the record?  Undertakings?


MR. SMITH:  Not for our part, no.


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right.  Okay.  Then I'll turn over to Mr. Davies to continue.

ALECTRA UTILITIES - PANEL 1, resumed

Mike Matthews

Tom Wasik

Indy Butany-DeSouza

Natalie Yeates

Heather Clark

Greg Lyle

Continued Questions by Mr. Davies:

MR. DAVIES:  Thank you.  Can everyone hear me on this?  It's working?  Okay.


The next question I had related to PRZ-Staff-27.  And this interrogatory relates to the accounting order for the OEB's approval of the Metrolinx crossing remediation project related capital expenditures.  And I just wanted to get some clarifications on some of the issues relating to these agreements, because you also have a similar one in the Enersource rate zone as well.


And the first thing is, is it correct to say that the agreements that were struck related to these projects in both the PowerStream and the Enersource rate zone would involve PowerStream and Enersource rate zones picking up all costs related to the adjustments you need to make for these projects?


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  While there's negotiations still ongoing with Metrolinx as it currently stands, Alectra and, frankly, any other distributor that has the Metrolinx GO crossings in its service territory would currently be expected to pay the full amount.


MR. DAVIES:  Could you explain why that would be the case?


MR. MATTHEWS:  So these projects are all with respect to crossings of the GO Train tracks.  Currently for every crossing there is an agreement that was signed off originally with CN, but Metrolinx has assumed those crossing agreements.  And in those crossing agreements it's -- it says outright that the utility is required for any relocation costs with respect to those crossings.


MR. DAVIES:  So it was an original agreement with CN that was reached some period of time ago?


MR. MATTHEWS:  Yeah, these are longstanding agreements that anytime where we, I guess, go near or across the tracks we have to sign these agreements.  They are done for each crossing individually, and a lot of those agreements have been in place for, you know, in excess of 40, 50 years.


MR. DAVIES:  And there is no provision for any renegotiation of these agreements?


MR. MATTHEWS:  Well, that's what we're attempting to do.  But legally we're bound by those agreements.


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The agreements certainly did not contemplate the magnitude of project that is now being undertaken by Metrolinx.  The expectation at the time of the entry into these standard agreements was that they were for normal course moving distribution plant as it relates to the railway crossings.  But those are the only agreements that are in place that -- and they specifically put the onus and the cost on the utility.


MR. DAVIES:  Thank you.  I think this is in the Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, page 7, which is related to the Metrolinx crossing project.


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I assume that you're on page 7?


MR. DAVIES:  That's right.  Yes.


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have it.


MR. DAVIES:  Okay.  Lines 15 and 16 -- and this is a clarification question -- it says:

"Alectra Utilities requests that these expenditures be recorded in a variance account for future disposition."

Is that a mistake?  Should it be a deferral account, or are you asking for a variance account?


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, I mean, there is a zero base line here.  It should have said "deferral account".  I think elsewhere in the evidence we referred to "deferral account".  The request is for a deferral account.


MR. DAVIES:  Okay.  Thank you.


In terms of these deferral accounts that you're requesting for both PowerStream and Enersource rate zones, you're asking in both rate zones for an ICM that is almost at the calculated ICM threshold.


Could you discuss why, if the capital projects that have been recorded in these deferral accounts go through for both PowerStream and Enersource rate zones, this would not be the equivalent of getting approval for capital spending above the calculated ICM threshold, and if you believe that is not the case could you explain why that would not be the case in your view?


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The amounts for -- that are in question at this stage are unknown to us and, frankly, as we've said in our evidence, we don't have better information for the schedule either at this stage, hence the request for the deferral account.


The amounts are completely outside of our control, as is the timing, and that's the reason for which we think it's appropriate to request a deferral account.


Frankly, I think this is a broader and generic issue that will impact a number of other LDCs as well, and so when you consider the normal course of business, this is well beyond anything that any distributor could anticipate or plan for.  And that's the reason that at this stage we're asking for a deferral account.


MR. DAVIES:  Okay.  Could you just clarify the relationship between the deferral account and the amounts that would be going into those accounts, and for example, for the PowerStream rate zone you have 11.2 million of capital expenditures for the YRRT project.


[Witness panel confers.]


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So the amount that's been identified for YRRT is known.  We've been negotiating with them.  We have a schedule for it.  For the Metrolinx Go electrification, not only, as I already stated, do we not know the magnitude and the timing, but in terms of a project as a whole or the GO electrification across the province, it's going to be exponentially larger, is our understanding to date, than any of the similar relocation projects that we would otherwise undertake.  And that's the reason that we've set it apart and different from other relocation work that is part of the ICM request.

MR. DAVIES:  Thank you.  The next interrogatory response that I have a couple questions on is G-SEC-3.  And the question relates to page 3 of that response.

On that page, lines 9 to 11, you make the statement the cable replacement at Steeles and Fairview Heights in Markham would be similar to the above work, except that the system voltage is also being converted to the present day primary supply voltage of 27.6 kV.

So the question that we had based on that is:  Are there any other projects, in either the PowerStream or the Enersource rate zone, that would have voltage conversion in addition to replacing cables or pole lines?  More generally, do any of these projects have more than one purpose, similar to this project?

MR. MATTHEWS:  One second.  We just want to check.  So the project you refer to was the Fairway Heights and that does -- that project does also entail not only cable replacement, but also conversion, converting those feeders or that supply from 13.8 to 27.6 -- sorry.

So on the Fairway Heights, yes, that's a conversion and that area of Thornhill is supplied by John MS.  Part of the longer term benefits of the project is to decommission John MS in about the 2020 time frame, approximately, by converting Fairway Heights; that's one step towards doing that.  So that project entails both voltage conversion as well as cable replacement.

As well, the Royal Orchard rear lot remediation also entails not only replacing end-of-life assets that are located in the rear lot, but also doing voltage conversion there as well from 8 KV to 27.6 kV.

MR. SHEPHERD:  May I ask a follow-up?  The Fairview Heights project, you have a plan to get rid of John MS, right?

MR. MATTHEWS:  I mean, our plan is over time to convert that load, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so you have a bunch of projects to get there, right, various steps to get there, some of which you've done and some of which you're going to do between now and 2020?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And this is one of those steps?

MR. MATTHEWS:  This is one of those projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When did you start this?

MR. MATTHEWS:  When did we start?

MR. SHEPHERD:  The various projects that would end up with John MS being closed.

MR. MATTHEWS:  I think there has been various different projects over -- I mean, I'd say over the last decade or longer, where we have done voltage conversion.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are we talking two or three, or are we talking about twenty?

MR. MATTHEWS:  I would have to go back and look, but my experience, I've been at Markham Hydro since 1989.  We've done conversion projects not annually, but there have been consistent voltage conversion projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. DAVIES:  I had a similar question on a project in the Enersource rate zone, and that is Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, page 21.

It's starting at line 8 and it relates to the sub- transmission expansion, and you say there subtransmission expansion capital expenditures allow Alectra Utilities to build additional circuits on its subtransmission system as required to meet growing load demands.  The level of capital expenditure for this category is expected to be steady in support of ongoing efforts to meet load demand in growth areas.

And the question is would this type of expansion have any impact on distribution losses, or does it just expand service to the new area?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Davies, this specific investment is required for areas that have growth need.  And so providing these subtransmission feeders into these areas provide our customers with the ability to connect and have capacity.

So some of the areas we identified in our distribution system plan include the downtown core, as well as some of the business district areas in Mississauga that these feeders are going to be utilized and provide our customers with the ability to connect.

When we design the subtransmission feeders, we do look to right size, we do look to optimize the system to ensure good performance and good reliability.  So it's one of the objectives to ensure that we design and build the subtransmission to minimize such losses as you identified.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, can I just follow up on that?  If you -- if the average voltage at which you distribute power goes up, generally speaking, your loss factor will go down, right?

MR. WASIK:  All things considered, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so the more you do these voltage conversion projects the lower your loss factor should be, generally speaking?

MR. WASIK:  One of the benefits of a voltage conversion project is as you identified.  We're talking about a subtransmission feeder expansion here.  So I just want to make it clear, Mr. Shepherd, we're talking about two different things in this particular realm.  One talks about upgrading the distribution system from a lower voltage to a higher voltage.  This particular one talks about a subtransmission expansion, which is the 44 or the 27.6 KV feeders, which are different -- slightly different than the distribution system that we're talking about with regards to these subdivisions or --


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you're suggesting that these subtransmission expansion doesn't reduce your loss factor?

MR. WASIK:  No, I'm just identifying that you're talking about two different types of investments, and having feeders that express into specific growth areas and are designed to provide our customers capacity are going to be designed in a manner that are compact and will provide lower losses.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. BRETT:  One quick follow-up on that.  My follow-up on that is -- and you may have already said this -- are you -- is part of your project there to increase the voltage of the subtransmission lines?  Just expand the lines at their existing voltage?

MR. WASIK:  So subtransmission -- in the Enersource rate zone the subtransmission system runs at a 27.6 or a 44 kV system.  There isn't a plan to change those voltages.

MR. BRETT:  So in other words the specific -- let me just pursue that a little more.  The specific project -- the specific expansion, sorry, that's the subject of Mr. Davies' question, does any of that work involve an upgrade from 27.6 to 44?

MR. WASIK:  It does not, Mr. Brett.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. DAVIES:  The next area of questions I have -- and this is the last area -- relates to PRZ-Staff-8, and in part C of that interrogatory you were asked with respect to the 6.6 million increase from the 2017 cost-of-service application to the 2017 forecast, for the CIS upgrade, to please explain why it was necessary to advance the upgrade, given the merger.  And the response referred us to PRZ-AMPCO-4, where you responded that:

"The advancement of the CIS upgrade to 2017 was necessary due to project support on the current version of the Oracle Utilities Customer Care and Billing ending June 2018.  The upgrade ensures immediate and longer-term product support to 2023."

Could you discuss in a bit more detail why it was necessary to make this expenditure, given the merger and presumably the merging of the IT systems as part of the merger?

--- Panel confers.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Davies, the advancement of the CIS upgrade is as we've identified in the response to part A of PRZ-AMPCO-4.  We have an identified end to product support, and so that's the reason for the upgrade advancement.  Beyond that, the further -- any further CIS projects are part of the transition costs related to the merger that were identified in the MAADs proceeding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have a bunch of questions on this, so I might as well get them in now.  Alectra is standardizing on the Oracle Utilities platform that PowerStream currently -- or originally used, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the only reason you needed to advance this was because the whole organization is going to standardize on this, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, that is not correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if you weren't standardizing on this platform, then you wouldn't care that in June 2018 support is going to be ended.  You're not going to spend a lot of money on that, because you're standardizing on a different platform, but if you're standardizing on this one then you have to advance it.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, that's not correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Explain.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  PowerStream already has CC&B, as you just stated.  The product support for that is ending, and that's the reason for the upgrade.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you were standardizing on a different platform -- I'm trying to think of what the other one is you're using, but Horizon is using a different one, I know -- then you wouldn't have to upgrade because you would simply import PowerStream over to the new one, right?  You would just get rid of the Oracle.

--- Panel confer.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As you know, as most people are aware, a CIS conversion takes more than one year.  Regardless of the system to which we were going, the product support for CC&B is ending in June, as we've identified in the response to PRZ-AMPCO-4, and so we would have needed to upgrade PowerStream in any event.

As it is, Enersource is on CC&B as well, and had we, to use your hypothetical, Mr. Shepherd, had we gone to Enersource CC&B we would be doing an upgrade as well in order to achieve the same ends.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And Brampton and Horizon are not on Oracle CC&B.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Okay.  So let's go with that, though to be clear and just as a reminder to everyone, the CIS conversion project is part of the merger transition costs and outside of this.  But in the case of Brampton that isn't on CC&B you're right, it's not.  It's on a relic AS400 system.  So we're certainly not going to that.

And then finally, in the case of Horizon, Horizon is on an old Daffron system, which was also slated for review and likely conversion, but that would have been part of a separate speccing project discovery and conversion to another system as well.  I mean, taking three systems that are -- two that are common and then moving them all to a Daffron system is unlikely to be the way we would have gone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  But two of the four are already on a common system.  Had we gone to the Enersource version, we would have still been doing an upgrade for the PowerStream or for the Enersource.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm not suggesting for a moment that there is anything wrong with standardizing on Oracle CC&B, believe me.  All I'm suggesting is that the acceleration only happened because you made that standardization decision.  If you made a different standardization decision, that would not have happened.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Only in the circumstance that we went to something other than CC&B.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then related to that, there is evidence in the Brampton stuff -- which I know I'm not allowed to ask questions on, but I'm going to anyway -- that you had budget for ERP, which I know is different.  It’s JDE, right?  The ERP system is JDE?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you had budget for about 11 million in 2015 and 2016, which was built into rates, but you didn't spend it.  And now you have 2017 and 2019; you have 21 million.  Is that now a merger cost, or is that still part of base capital?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Shepherd, can you provide me with a reference to the 11 million dollars that you just quoted?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.  BRZ-Staff-9 is where the 11 million is, 5.2 in one year and 5.6 in the other year, I think -- if I remember correctly.  I don't have it in front of me.  Sorry, it's 10 million, 10.122 million.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'm still trying to turn it up.

MR. SHEPHERD:  BRZ-Staff-9.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Your question was whether the ERP conversion is part of the transition costs?  The answer is yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the conversion, the actual amount that you're spending, which is in 2017 and 2019, it was surprising to me that there was nothing in 2018.  Do you know why that is?  As I understand it, there's 6.8 million in 2017 and 14 million in 2019.

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, could I have a reference?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm looking for it right now.

MR. WASIK:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But I don't know where it is.  Will you accept my number, subject to check?  I wrote them down, but I didn't write the footnotes.

MR. WASIK:  I'll see if I can locate it.  I think I know which one you're referring to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There is a table of changes year by year.

MR. SMITH:  I'm just laughing because there are so many tables.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It’s several pages of detailed explanations.

MR. SMITH:  I understand, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, if I could take your attention to 2-VECC-9?

MR. SHEPHERD:  2-VECC-9, there we go; that's probably it.  That's the one.

MR. WASIK:  Page 4, just to clarify the 14 million that you're referring to, it was a forecast for the CIS implementation --


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's CIS.

MR. WASIK:  -- in 2019, which is distinct and separate from an ERP implementation, which was in 2017.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Ah.  So you deferred the ERP.  It was in rates and you deferred it; that's fine.  But now you have -- in 2019, you have a CIS expense to convert to Oracle CC&B?  Is that what that is?

MR. WASIK:  That was a forecast on a business plan that Brampton rate zone was to have a CIS implementation completed in 2019, and that budget reflects the implementation of that system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you're not currently expecting to have to spend that?  Or maybe to simplify the question, or if you do have to spend it, it will be a merger cost?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I need longer arms when sitting at this table, but yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  Since we're in this area, we might as well keep it in one place.  I'm a little bit confused.  I’m probably the only one.

In the original question where the table was showing the 7.5 million dollars in CIS spending, which is at Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, there's an amount of 2.99 million in CIS spending in '18.  So I'm confused.

If CIS is a merger cost, what's the 2.9 million in '18 related to?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Garner, can you please tell me that reference again?

MR. GARNER:  I’m looking at Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10.  It's the reference that started this discussion from the interrogatory that Board Staff was at, PRZ-AMPCO-4, and I think that's the reference table that they were looking at.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Garner, are you on page 10?

MR. DAVIES:  It says page 9, table 95 in the interrogatory.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  table 95, though?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, table 95.  Am I using a different version than yours?

MR. QUINN:  table 95 is on page 10 for me.

MR. GARNER:  That's right.  For me, too.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  But the table 95 reference is helpful, thank you.

MR. GARNER:  For some reason, my PDF pages look different than your PDF pages; I don’t know what’s wrong.  Anyway, there is a 2.996 million -- do you see it? -- in CIF information DSP 2018 for PowerStream RZ.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Garner, the reference to the 2.9 million in CIS for 2018 ties back to the PowerStream DSP.  We can take an undertaking to provide further clarity.

MR. GARNER:  Here is my confusion maybe you can help clear up.  I thought all the IT matters related to ERP, CIS.  There's actually a couple of other ones, GIS, OMS, et cetera, were all --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  SCADA --


MR. GARNER:  Yeah.  Were all transition costs.  So --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  -- whenever -- yeah, whenever I saw those costs now in '18 I was confused, because I would have thought when you were adding that up for the purpose of the ICM those costs wouldn't exist in -- as part of your calculation, because they would all be taken out.  Am I wrong?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As identified elsewhere in our evidence, the -- these IT-related costs, if I'm going to loosely lump them together, are part of the merger transition costs, as you've identified, Mr. Garner.  In terms of reconciling this one figure, I'll go back to my earlier statement of, I can take an undertaking to provide --


MR. GARNER:  Sure.  I guess to make the undertaking clear that I'm looking for is to understand what those costs relate to, but also the corollary would be to understand whether they were included in the calculation of the threshold for the ICM or not.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. SMITH:  I understand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just ask a follow-up to that, and it may be it's more general.  There's two things.  You have to calculate the --


[Cell phone sounds]

MS. GRICE:  I'm so sorry.

MS. GIRVAN:  She's trying to wake everyone up.

MR. GARNER:  Now that you have your intro, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You have to calculate the threshold and you have to calculate the available ICM amount, right, and those involve a base capital amount.  I'm assuming that when you did those calculations, you removed from your base capital budget for 2018 all transition capital costs; is that right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes. I think that's exactly what Mr. Garner is getting at --


MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm expanding it beyond IT to everything.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I understand the question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  And that's very articulate, so thank you, that's exactly right.

Now, moving on, a second question related to the CIS forecast -- the '17 costs of 7.5 million, I'll call it, that are in that table for the Oracle licensing, servicing whatever the term is.  Was that -- is that cost related only to PowerStream?  So were those -- was that service agreement related to servicing more than simply PowerStream?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'm sorry, I was taking a note on the undertaking, but -- so can you --


MR. GARNER:  I can repeat it, certainly.  For the $7.498 million that exists as a forecast cost in CIS for 2017, those costs relate to a service agreement, a licence agreement, I imagine, for the Oracle system.

My question was, is that agreement limited to support for PowerStream, or is it broader than PowerStream?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  In the multitude of people I've brought with me today, Mr. Garner, I have not brought the IT expert.  So I will undertake to provide.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  And --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, we should mark that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Was there an earlier undertaking --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.  JT2.1, confirm the ICM calculation removes the transition costs.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1:  TO CONFIRM THE ICM CALCULATION REMOVES THE TRANSITION COSTS


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And JT2.2 will be...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Will be to confirm that the 7.498 million that's shown in table 95 relates to the PowerStream rate zone.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  (A) TO CONFIRM THAT THE 7.498-MILLION THAT'S SHOWN IN TABLE 95 RELATES TO THE POWERSTREAM RATE ZONE; (B) TO FILE THE CONTRACT, OR TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE ARE CONFIDENTIALITY CONSTRAINTS TO FILING.

MR. GARNER:  Is there a contract that is signed for this $7.5 million?  As part of the undertaking, could you undertake to see if there is a contract and if there are no issues of confidentiality to file that contract; and if there are issues of confidentiality to simply tell us that there are such issues?

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.  We'll have to review the contract, obviously.

MR. GARNER:  I understand completely.

Now, moving on to the Brampton ERP system, as I understand, and correct me if I'm wrong, the 11 or 10.1, I think it is, and $5.2 million that are being spent, are being spent, that weren't being spent earlier are now being spent in 2017 on ERP; is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  Can we please have a reference?

MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry, wherever Mr. Shepherd was.  It's the VECC reference, I think it is.  Yeah, 2-VECC--- it's in the VECC reference that we have, 2-VECC-9.  This is where we asked the thing.  And you have --


MR. WASIK:  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  -- the -- Mr. Shepherd gave the right number, and I can't find the right number, but it's on that page about the ERP stuff.  My question is really this, is there was, I think, roughly $15 million, is that right, on ERP that was not spent is being spent?  No?

MR. WASIK:  One moment.  I'll look that up.

MR. GARNER:  Mr. Shepherd is correcting me saying that there is 10 million in rates; i.e., that was approved prior, but still wasn't spent, as I understand it.  And then another subsequent...

I think if you go also to BRZ-Staff-9 you'll find the response that actually brings out the 10.122 and then the 5.065 million discussion that I'm referring to.  I think that's where there is another reference to that same ERP amount.  So when you've found it I can -- I'll ask my question.

MR. WASIK:  I'm there with you.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I hope I ask the question you can ferret over.  So there was 10.12, and then on subsequent 5.16, and what I'm understanding is the monies were not spent in the time lines that were expected, but then are now being subsequently spent in 2017; is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  So that's not correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.

MR. WASIK:  I would like to clarify that.  So the 10.122 is a combination of the 5.065 expenditure in 2015, and the 5.075 expenditure in --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  5.057.

MR. GARNER:  And that makes the 10.1.  You're right.  I've counted that extra.  So let's talk about the 10.12.

MR. WASIK:  And I think it's also important to reflect that as per the distribution system plan, the former Hydro One Brampton was expecting that ERP system initially to be put into service in 2016.  So it wasn't expected to be into service into 2015.

MR. GARNER:  Fair enough.  Thank you for that correction.  Here is what I'm trying to understand.  The amount, which you've corrected is 10.122, is that now being spent in '17 in order to implement this ERP system and ...


MR. WASIK:  So the '17 amount that's forecasted is 6.8 million.

MR. GARNER:  Only 6.8 million.  And I remember there's someplace where I believe we even asked the question about implementation date -- oh, you have at the bottom of that IR.  The implementation is in progress.

Is it in-service now, this investment of 6 million and change on the ERP?

MR. WASIK:  Excuse me, Mr. Garner, I misspoke.  There is going to be no expenditure in the Brampton rate zone on the ERP system, because that implementation is going to be completed as part of the transitional costs.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I think I'm a little confused now.  There was originally 10.1 million dollars for this project.  That subsequently was reduced to 6 million dollars and change.  That is being put into service -- I thought it says it’s being put into service as we speak.  I think in that IR, it says it's being implemented.

MR. WASIK:  The project has started.  It is not being put into service in 2017.

MR. GARNER:  Oh, it’s not being put -- so when it says the ERP implementation is in progress, that just means that ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It's underway.

MR. GARNER:  Underway.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  But it's not going to be completed in 2017.

MR. GARNER:  So where does the 6 million dollars show up in all of this?  Is it showing up as a '17 cost?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As part of the response to BRZ-Staff-9, part A, we've identified in, I guess the second --towards the end of that first paragraph, that the ERP implementation is part of the transition and will be incurred likely in 2018.

MR. GARNER:  That's why I was confused.  So the 6 million dollars we’re talking about, which I had incorrectly as 10 before, 6 million dollars now and change, that gets booked in post ’18.  It's not been again included in any of your base calculations, and it's not been priorly booked in '17.

I'm trying to find out where that 6 million dollars ends up showing itself.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  My colleague is just turning up some evidence for me.

In the meantime, there is a reference -- maybe this helps for JT2.1.  I'm not suggesting that I'm not going to complete the undertaking, but in reference to table 95, on page 11 of that same part of the evidence, it identifies -- we've identified that the investments related to merger transitional costs and synergies have been excluded from the general plant expenditures in table 95.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That being said, I have undertaken to provide for JT2.1, and we'll still do so.  But I thought that might be helpful.

MR. GARNER:  It is, and the confusion I'm having, to be clear, is simply that some IT costs like this appear to be what I call pre built-in and done, because they were being done in progress and some are like a post as far as the transition costs, and I wasn't sure where this one lies in the sense of the dollars being spent.

So if you can clarify that, that would be very helpful.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I can do the same for the Brampton.  I think that's probably more helpful than us continuing to dig out the evidence.

MR. GARNER:  That probably is, and saves time.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Is this a separate undertaking?

MR. GARNER:  You can simply add it.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I think it's part of JT2.1.  I think what it means, and the note I had taken was for all rate zones that have an ICM.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have a follow-up to that.

MR. GARNER:  Go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am looking at 2-VECC-9.  This is October 11th; you said your current forecast for general plant for Brampton was 11,047,804.  This is in 2-VECC-9, and that includes the 6.8.

I heard you say you're not going to spend that this year, is that right, the 6.8 million?  Sorry, you’re -- yeah, you're not going to spend it in 2017?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The project is underway, as I identified, but the entire project will not be completed by December 31, 2017.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you're going to spend it, but some of it’s going to be in 2018 instead of '17.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it’s all be coming into service in 2018?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  There is a staged plan for the ERP implementation.  I just don't have handy at what point in 2018 Brampton comes online.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's still merger costs, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then why is it in this forecast, if it's a merger cost?  I thought you said you took them out.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The reference that I gave you to table 95 on page -- Exhibit 2, tab 3, page 11, I identified the reference to the capital on the PRZ table, which was table 95, was exclusive of merger costs and synergies.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if we go to -- never mind, that's fine.

MR. GARNER:  If you're ready to move on, I have one more and I think it will eliminate my questions I had in this whole area.

When I took a look at the Enersource distribution system plan that was filed, and I believe the date on that plan is ’17, mid '17 sometime, what I was struck by was -- and I could be incorrect, so correct me if I'm wrong.  I was struck by the lack of any planning around IT.  Now, I realize IT is a transition cost, but I would have thought in the distribution system plan that was done a year after, there was going to be a fair amount of discussion about ERP and CIS and how that was all going to be done.  And either I'm wrong that somehow I missed it in the distribution plan, but I was just wondering if it was included in the distribution plan at all, and if it was not, a discussion about IT-related distribution projects, the reason for eliminating it out of the plan.  Do you know?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Garner, if I can turn your attention to page 168 of the DSP, we did include general plant asset investments in the DSP that are specific to the Enersource rate zone, and we further explained that other -- and we also included some other information technology that are specific to the Enersource rate zone in terms of what needs to be done.

But relative to Alectra corporate IT investment plans, those are not part of the DSP, as they are going to -- they are not part of the specific investments in the Enersource rate zone, and so they're going to be borne through the transitional costs by the shareholder.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe can I put it this way and tell me if this is a proper characterization:  I saw also there was -- it's not that there is not some IT discussion, and it's very light and very sort of focused toward Enersource.  But the planning for the corporate -- Alectra's corporate merging of IT was not put into the DSP, because that will come later as part of a different planning exercise?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I think there's...

MR. WASIK:  One moment, Mr. Garner.  We're just pulling up the evidence.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe I should do the same.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So Mr. Garner, I can offer a few references.  The first in the application, Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, page 22, at the bottom of the page, lines 16 to 19.  We have a discussion regarding the Enersource rate zone IT expenditures being lower because they are part of the consolidated utility.

The second reference I would take to you is in the distribution system plan attachment 50 of the application, Roman numerals at the start of the DSP, Roman numeral page little 5, little v.  The very final -- the very final -- the final paragraph is in light of the formation of Alectra Utilities there is a reference to the general plant investments at the bottom of that page.

You're right.  The DSP is light on general plant investments because it's been stripped for those that are part of the transition costs and merger savings.  As you know, as part of the -- part of the MAADs proceeding we had identified that a consolidated DSP will be forthcoming in 2019, and that DSP will speak to general plant for Alectra as a consolidated entity.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  The only table, though, I found in the DSP is at page 264 of that document, which in my document PDF is PDF 283, if that's helpful, and that's a table of general plant.  And because it was, as I say, scarce on information for the reasons I imagine that you've given on larger IT issues, I was unable to ascertain what the three -- they're not large amounts, but what the 341 -- and I take it that's 341,000 in that table.  And 50,000 -- what those were all about, because those things were not part of -- those would be transition costs in '17.

Now, those are small amounts, so I had simply thought they were probably just maintenance concepts inside the thing.  Would that be correct?

MR. WASIK:  So Mr. Garner, those specific information technology investments that you see on table 54 relate to specific elements related to the Enersource rate zone.  So there's -- for the specific facilities in both Mavis and the Derry Road offices, as well as the staff that work there.  So they're upgrades to photocopiers, printers, and things along -- that are specific to those particular functions --


MR. GARNER:  But one says "ERP system", right?  One is actually on the ERP system.  So -- and again, they're not large amounts, so I don't want to belabour this, because I'm just thinking -- and if you can confirm this -- they're simply maintenance -- small maintenance items left of the systems in the last year.  I'm satisfied with that.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You're referring to the $50,000?

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, exactly, and --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yeah.

MR. GARNER:  -- and the 341, as I hear you saying, is a commingling of many other IT type issues.  Is that --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  And hence the bucket item of IT general --


MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  -- as opposed to the minuscule ERP system amount of $50,000.  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  I'm satisfied with that, and thank you, Mr. Davies --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Just before we leave this, do I understand that for 2018 the only capital costs you have that are not part of one of the rate zones, the only common capital costs, whether IT or anything else, are transition costs?  You don't have any common capital costs that you haven't allocated to a rate zone that are part of your base capital?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  There would be some ongoing IT costs that are --


MR. SHEPHERD:  That are common to all four areas?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That are separate from those -- what we've identified in terms of transition costs are the IT projects that were enumerated, frankly, back in the MAADs proceeding as well, and then that we've talked about this morning and have been the subject of interrogatories.  There is ongoing basic IT costs as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I haven't made my question clear.  Let me rephrase it so it's clearer.

This application proceeds on the assumption that all of the capital costs relate to a rate zone, right, all the capital costs that we see, anyway, in the application that the Board sees are allocated to a rate zone.  There are no common capital costs.  There are some common capital costs that are being borne by the shareholders, but those are transitional costs.

So I'm asking the question, are there some capital costs that are common and, if so, where are they in these various four budgets, these capital budgets?  Or are there none that are common in those capital budgets?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  They're specific to each of the rate zones.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All capital costs are specific to a rate zone.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you have a head office, for example, say head office of Alectra.  The routine capital spending on that head office, not the stuff that's transitioned, but just the routine stuff, that's being borne by the Enersource rate zone because it's in their rate zone?

--- Panel confers.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Each of the rate zones have a building.  The maintenance costs are being born across each of the rate zones.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I was asking about capital costs.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I think you went to maintenance, though.  I think you said that there was -- if I have it incorrectly, then I have it incorrectly.  But I thought what you said, Mr. Shepherd, was -- for instance, there is ongoing maintenance.  Maybe I should go back and allow you to say it again.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Remember this application only talks about capital.  We're not talking about O&M costs.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I understand that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm asking that -- you have a head office building in the Enersource area.  Are capital expenditures on that building that are not transition costs being allocated to the Enersource rate zone?  Similarly, the head office of the utility is in Hamilton.  Are capital costs of that building being allocated to the Hamilton rate zone, and so on?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It might be helpful if I refer to Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, page 22.  About three quarters of the way down the page, lines 12 to 15, is where we identify, for instance, capital projects that relate to the Enersource rate zone that are, for instance, building or facility related.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  And those would be tied back to the Enersource rate zone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In the PowerStream rate zone, the head office, what used to be the head office of PowerStream, is actually now essentially unregulated, right, because it's mostly unregulated activities?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, that's not correct.  We had discussed during the MAADs proceeding the distribution of the activities across the three -- across the three buildings.  And IT, for instance, is housed at Cityview, which is the building you're talking about.  There’s a number of functions that are housed there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Its primary function -- it's called the innovation and design centre or something, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It's not called that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Something like that some, airy-fairy word.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I wouldn’t use that from a branding perspective, but we're talking about the Cityview building.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I had understood that that is, for example, where your solar business is, and where most of your unregulated businesses are.  Isn’t that right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As I said before, there are a number of functions that are at Cityview.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So let me give you an example, because I'm trying to understand how you're allocating this.  There is no current -- you only have three head offices, right?  So there isn't one in Brampton, so the Brampton rate zone doesn't have capital costs associated with any of the head offices, true?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We still have an operations centre in Brampton.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, yes.  But you have lots of operation centres all over the place.  I'm not asking about those.  I'm asking about the administrative centres.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  But the Sandalwood building is an operation centre.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could I ask for a clarification?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me finish and then we'll ...

I’ll give you another example:  Horizon.  So when you're calculating the ESM, for example, for Horizon, the entire cost of that building -- which is running the entire utility for the whole of Alectra, right -- the entire cost of that building capital and operating is in the ESM as part of a Horizon cost, even though it's covering all of Alectra.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, but the ESM is related to 2016, so I --


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So when you do 2017, do you have an allocation system?  We're almost finished.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We can talk about that next year.

MR. SMITH:  We can talk about that next year with the ESM.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Where I'm going with this is we're now almost finished with 2017, your first year of being merged.  Do you have an allocation system for the common costs, the costs that apply to the whole area, and is it in place at this time?  Capital or operating, I don’t care.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That work is underway currently.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So not in place yet, but it will be?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then this new DSP that you're going to file next year is going to show ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We are not filing it next year; we are filing it in 2019.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just a clarification question.  Take for example the Cityview building, where is the rate base associated with that?  Is that all in the PowerStream rate zone currently?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  In 2017.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. DAVIES:  I have one last question on PRZ 8, and then I'm done.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't believe you.

MR. DAVIES:  The question is this ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  PRZ 8?

MR. DAVIES:  PRZ 8, yes.  It's actually a more general question, but can it be assumed on a going forward basis that IT expenditures, and potentially other common elements of this kind, will be harmonized and that base IT expenditures for each rate zone should be decreasing in the future?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As I responded to Mr. Shepherd, Mr. Davies, we are undertaking that allocation work currently.  I can't tell you the outcome.  But the allocations, the work on the allocations is underway.

MR. DAVIES:  Okay.  So you can't make a definitive statement?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I can tell you that there will be an allocation and part of the -- as part of the MAADs proceeding, we had indicated that part of the savings is that there should be, in the long-term, reduction in IT costs, which was your reference.

MR. DAVIES:  So would it be reasonable to expect that base IT expenditures in each rate zone would likely decrease, but ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I cannot confirm that.

MR. DAVIES:  Okay.  Thank you.  And that's all my questions.

MR. SMITH:  I have a request, if we're moving to Mr. Brett, if we could just break five minutes early for reasons that I'm sure ...

MR. BRETT:  I support that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  I'm sorry, I didn't catch that.

MR. DAVIES:  Earlier break.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yes, let's break now for fifteen minutes.

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.
--- Recess taken at 10:53 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:17 a.m.


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everybody.  Mr. Davies has finished his questions on this topic for Board Staff, and I believe Mr. Brett is next on behalf of AMPCO.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry, BOMA.
Questions by Mr. Brett:


MR. BRETT:  Would you turn up BOMA 112, please, 112, page 2.  It's actually pages 2 and 3, but page 2 will be enough to ask the question.

Okay.  What -- I had asked -- or BOMA had asked you to provide a list -- a prioritized list of the -- all of the -- all of the Enersource projects in order of priority, which you did, and which I appreciate.  And that's what you can see on table 1.  And it goes over on to -- on the next page, but I don't think we need to go there.  This is by way of introductory comment for you.

And then what you also gave me -- we also asked for and you gave us priority ranking for each category; in other words, each of the access capital, services capital, renewal capital, and general plant capital.

What I would like to get from you -- and I -- is -- and it's not on this response because I didn't ask for it.  But I would like to get from you, if I could, each of the ICM packages, if I can put it that way, the group of projects for Enersource ICM and also PowerStream ICM prioritized in the same way that you've done all 47 projects and the different categories.

Can I get that as an undertaking?  If you need a reference for those lists of projects, you probably know them much better than I, but there's -- you can find the Enersource list at Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, table 137.  And you can find the PowerStream list at Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, page 13.  Those are just from the respective managers' reports, I think.

But in any event, you know, there's, what, ten to 12 projects on each of those two lists.  But I would just like you to prioritize them for me.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Brett, if I can turn your attention to ERZ-Staff-38, page 2 and 3.  It's the response to part A(i), in which Board Staff asked for the ranked list, the proposed ICM projects in the Enersource rate zone, and that is provided in response to part A(i).

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  And what about the PowerStream?

 MS. BUTANY-DESOUZA:  We're just confirming.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Brett, as I said in the response to ERZ-Staff-38 A(i), we have the --


MR. BRETT:  Once more, please.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, in response to ERZ-Staff-38.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Pages 2 and 3 provide the prioritized list of projects for the Enersource ICM.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We did not have a similar prioritized list for the PowerStream rate zone.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Can you provide that now, please, as an undertaking?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be Undertaking J2.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.3:  TO PROVIDE A PRIORITIZED LIST FOR THE POWERSTREAM RATE ZONE.

MR. BRETT:  Could we go back now just to the initial list to -- go back for a moment to BOMA 112, page 2.  Okay.  We're there.  I just have a couple of clarification questions here.  And really all I'm trying do is make sure I understand the hierarchy of projects, if you like, the broad way in which you categorize projects.  And I know there's material on this in the DSP, and I can refer to that, although perhaps I don't need to.  But I just want to take a look at this project, this table 1.  And when I -- am I correct, when I look at the first ten items here, starting with new subdivisions, going down to LRT underground and overhead, when I see those two -- those ten items, those ten items are either customer access, they're access projects for shorthand, and they either -- they're one of two or three categories.  One of them is projects that you have to do because you're required to do so by municipalities, by law, or by the Distribution System Code.  And then there's another group that -- like new subdivisions, industrial, commercial services -- I'm reading them in order here of ranking -- residential service upgrades, metering renewal, new metering installations.  Those are really all -- probably fall into your category of service projects, but am I right in -- the reason they're at the top of your list is because your policy is -- and you've stated this, I think, quite clearly in the DSP -- is that your first priority group of projects is always access projects that you have to do because of -- by virtue of law or -- and I include in that regulations, like the DSC codes, et cetera -- on the one hand, and on the other hand those parts of your services projects group that have to do with effectively signing up new customers, getting new customers on stream and stuff ancillary to that, and that's because you're also required to do that by the DSC.

So I just wanted to confirm that's -- I've got that right, essentially, that, you know, if you need references to the DSC I can give them to you, but I'm just looking at this list and taking it off this list.

The policy that you spell out -- and it's at page -- well, let me just stop there.  Am I right about that?

--- Panel confers.

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Brett, I would like to confirm.  But I would like to also clarify, because I think it's going to be helpful that we identify that as per our DSP, while prioritize mandatory projects, there's mandatory elements and system access.  There is also some mandatory projects and system renewal, and there also is some mandatory projects in system service.

So mandatory projects do go to the top of the priority rankings, in terms of which initiatives are prioritized first.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I'm a little -- I'm a little curious about your statement about there being mandatory projects in system renewal.  Let me be clear what I mean, so we're not caught up in semantics here.

A mandatory project, as I understand it, is a project that you must do as a matter of law.  You must do, or you would be in breach of an agreement or a legal requirement, or an order from your owner or owners, municipalities, or a provision in the Distribution System Code or some other code.

Those, to my mind, are categories -- that's what you -- that's my concept of a mandatory project.  Do you have a different one?  I mean, mandatory in the strict legal sense that you have to do it, otherwise you could risk being put into trusteeship or getting into all sorts of problems with your owners or the province.

MR. WASIK:  So there are those requirements also in the other system investment categories, in addition to system access.  You're very correct, Mr. Brett, that those are the drivers of the system access investments, but there's also regulatory and code requirements in system renewal as well.  For example ...

MR. BRETT:  System service, sorry?

MR. WASIK:  System service and system renewal.

MR. BRETT:  I agree with you on system service, just to shorten the conversation.  I understand that, for example, you have requirements to hook up new customers in the Distribution System Code; I understand that.

Perhaps you could focus on how you see mandatory projects arising in the system renewal area.  Do you want to just speak to that, if you could?

MR. WASIK:  Absolutely.  Mr. Brett, in some of the system renewal investments, we have -- as we talked about at great length over the last day and a half -- replacement programs and replacement projects.  I'll talk about the replacement project first.

The one that we've put forward for the ICM is the replacement project for the leaking transformers.  Now, in that particular project, we have identified that as a mandatory project because once oil has leaked out of a transformer, we're obligated to clean-up and remediate the particular site.  So we identified that is as a project necessary in order for us to be compliant with environmental regulations.

Another example of a system renewal would be a program.  So when we talked about programs over the last day and a half, we mentioned that, for example, when a car hits a transformer and takes that transformer out of service, those customers are out of power.  So it's a top priority for us to go and then repair that transformer immediately and bring those customers back on to service.  So that's a system renewal investment and we are obligated by the Distribution System Code to go out there and try to bring that customer back online as soon as possible.

MR. BRETT:  That still fits with my criteria of you're required to do it by the code?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  The reason I wanted to get that clear, and I think you have clarified it, is that in your distribution system plan -- I don't know that you need to turn this up.  You can, if you wish.  It's page 300 of 405. I wanted to read you a sentence that I think confirms what you’ve just said.

Alectra Utilities considers expansion related system service projects and programs mandatory -- mandatory -- and will take priority over other system renewal or general plant investments because these investments are required to meet customer service obligations in accordance with the DSC, or to remain compliant with regulatory and legal requirements.

So that really just confirms what you've told me, right?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, Mr. Brett, that's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, let me move on.  Of course you have other sorts of system service projects that are not required by the code or by -- could you give me an example of a couple of system service projects that are not mandatory?  They don't necessarily need to be from this list or anything.  I'm asking for generic type projects.

If you're having trouble finding one, I'll move on.

MR. WASIK:  I've spotted one, Mr. Brett.  So that would be the investments related to SCADA and automation switches.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.

MR. WASIK:  Those would not be mandatory.  Those are enhancements that we put into the system to provide more robustness in the capability of remote and switching capabilities.

MR. BRETT:  Fair enough.  And then finally, looking at the same table, if I go down to the very bottom and look at items -- this is the prioritize -- table I, the prioritization of the 47 projects.  If I go down to the very end of it, I see projects starting with WiMAX and going through to the end.

Those are -- well, I guess with the exception of the SCADA automation, those are general plant projects, right? I think you've said elsewhere in your plan that -- I mean, nothing is unimportant, but those are your lowest priority general plan projects?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Brett, I would like to clarify that the WiMAX wireless network project is a system service investment.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. WASIK:  So that is a communication network that we are building for the distribution assets.

MR. BRETT:  That's sort of like SCADA.

MR. WASIK:  It's going to be supporting SCADA and other communication technologies as automation rolls out through our distribution system.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  And I'm not -- if you just briefly turn up BOMA 131 -- and just by way of preface, this is the same set of questions on the prioritization  for PowerStream that 112 dealt with for Enersource.  So it's the very same thing, and I'm not going to deal with it in any length.  But I have a question, actually I have a couple of questions on the order, on the priorities here.

In this case, your priorities -- this is table I of 131.  You've done this a little differently, in the sense that you've listed -- again you've given the list of 30 some projects from 1 to 48, I guess, 48 projects.  But the initial projects, your highest priority projects there, you've got all of the road replacement -- road change projects, but you also have -- you have the metering projects.  You also have new subdivisions, which was in common with the Enersource, but you have industrial -- a minute here.  I'm not -- I'm sorry, I'm -- let me just get the right -- get the right section here.

I'll take it off the screen.  At the very top of your list you have got -- you have got unforeseen projects, pole replacement program, four circuit pole storm hardening, storm damage, and then you go on to talk about your road projects, but you have your top priorities -- this is a long-winded way of saying your top priorities are different here.

And I understand -- I think I understand why you have the storm damage replacement and unforeseen projects.  I understand that.  It's a somewhat different concept, but I understand it, but I'm curious as to why you would have your pole replacement projects and your four circuit poles storm hardening project, which I'm interpreting as a preparatory project to make sure that you're more resilient, your system is more resilient.

Why do you have those at the very top when you don't have comparable projects at the very top in the Enersource list?  In other words, in Enersource you stick to your access projects, you have your road replacement projects and you have your connecting new service projects, that category of service project, but here you've got a different kind of a slant on it.  Why is that?  Or is that just that you have different people doing this in different --


MR. WASIK:  So that's part of it, Mr. Brett, is that there is a slightly different prioritization practice at the PowerStream rate zone than there is at the Enersource rate zone, but I think it would be very helpful for us to clarify to you, Mr. Brett, that the first set of projects are all determined to be mandatory.  And so that -- it's just, you know, they all need to be done and they're all going to be completed, so it's just a slightly different reorder of the mandatory projects in the top ten or 12 projects --


MR. BRETT:  I think our problem here is semantics.  When you say "mandatory", I just want to make sure I understand what you mean.  If you take something like -- because we had this issue with other companies.  Toronto Hydro used to come in, and Hydro One would come in and say, well, everything is mandatory, it's all mandatory, it's all very important, it has to be done, the company will not go anywhere if it's not done.

What I'm asking you about -- when I say "mandatory" I'm asking you about -- let me put it another way.  The pole replacement program, that, as I understand it, correct me if I'm wrong, is not a program that you are required to do by law in the same sense that you're required to move your overhead system from one side of the road to another if the municipality asked to you do so.  That's a program, is it not, that you have some discretion over?  You may have greater or less discretion on various renewal projects, but you have some element of discretion.  In that sense, in the sense I'm using mandatory, that is not a mandatory project.  Do you -- do you understand what I'm saying?

MR. WASIK:  So I think it would be helpful, Mr. Brett, if I explained what kind of work is involved in the pole replacement investment.  And so that particular line item captures situations where maybe a car accident hits a pole and we have to immediately go out there and spot-replace that particular pole.

So we would -- that is the reason why it's determined mandatory, is because it's a reactive, imminent replacement for public hazards and safety, which we do determine to be mandatory, because, you know, we work with appropriate police and fire to go and secure the particular site and repair the pole, and that is captured under this particular investment category.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  That's helpful.  I had mischaracterized that.  But that is very different from a proactive pole replacement program, in the sense that we see in some cases where, you know, you decide that over the next five years you've got to replace 400 poles in various parts of the -- various parts of Enersource, so you're not -- that's not indicating that program, that's -- what you're saying here is that -- what you're telling me is there is a problem, there's an accident, it's broken, it has to be fixed, and you have an obligation to do that tout de suite, and I -- is that it?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, I would agree to that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I ask a follow-up on that, Tom?  Where is your regular pole replacement program on this list then, where you don't have to replace them, but you're going to anyway?

MR. WASIK:  So the element of that scope that you're asking for, Mr. Shepherd, is also included in that investment category.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so how does that differ from -- that's number 2.  How does that differ from number 12?  Isn't number 12 also, you know, a car knocks something down?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then it sounds like what the real -- the correct answer is is that the pole replacement program that's number 2 is the discretionary one that you have a plan for, and way down the list at number 12 is the mandatory one where a car knocks it down; isn't that right?

MR. BRETT:  It should be reversed.

--- Panel confers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Would it be faster if you undertook to respond to this one?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Just one second.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Sorry?  I'm just, I'm thinking of time.  We only have so much.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We'll take the undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO CLARIFY THE PRIORITY OF THE REGULAR POLE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Are you still -- are you giving the undertaking, or are you --


MR. SMITH:  Yes, yes, we're giving the undertaking.

MR. BRETT:  So I can go ahead?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Just a quick question on, I believe it's 131 -- BOMA 131D.  Can you just turn that up.  I'm going to come back to these tables, but I -- yeah, okay.  No, that's not what I want.  All right.  Let's move ahead here.

Could you turn up Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, page 13 of 36, please.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Brett, I'm going to need you to repeat the reference, please.

MR. BRETT:  Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, page 13 of 36.  It should be a list of projects, ICM projects.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And then I wanted to ask you just a little bit about the road authority project, which is at the top of the list there.  And I guess I'm a little bit -- as I understand this project, you've had some discussions with other people about it, and I'm not so concerned with the detailed aspects of the project.  But my understanding is -- I think this was covered yesterday.  If the Board said no to this project, we don't want to include it in the ICM, it's clear to me that you still need to do this project.  This is a mandatory project in the best sense of the word, I guess.

Now, what do you do in the event that the Board says no.  It's 11 million dollars of capital, and I assume that what you need to do is then go back to your base and reduce your base spending, cut some -- cut 11 million dollars, or whatever the appropriate number is, out of your non-ICM capital in order to be able to do that.

Am I right in that?  Is that how that works, or would work?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yes, Mr. Brett.  If we were to not get the funding, we would have to do the York Region Rapid Transit project.  So if we do not get the ICM funding we are requesting, we would have to re-evaluate our capital budget expenses.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  And is it not reasonable to think that with your highest priority projects, which are -- among which are your road replacement projects or asset movement projects such as this one -- and you have another one in the Enersource list of ICM projects, the Cawthra Road replacement or movement of poles, other infrastructure around that intersection, if you're with me.  Is it not reasonable that those projects really -- those high priority projects which you have to do come what may in that year should be in the base, should be in your base budget not in your ICM budget?

I was surprised and curious to see that you had put these in your ICM budget.  I would have thought that you’d get a more transparent and a sort of a truer reflection of what you're actually -- what your capital project actually is and would be in different circumstances, if you put those projects in your base.

Could you comment on that?  If you want to give an undertaking, that's --


MR. MATTHEWS:  So, yes, we do have road widening, typical road widening is part of our base capital and we do carry that year after year, typically based on historical spend in those areas for road widenings, et cetera.

The difference is in the case of the York Region Rapid Transit, and I would point to the evidence in PRZ-Staff-7, page 2, lines 15 through 18 -- or actually 16 through 18, and this is with respect to our decision from the EB-015-003.

PowerStream suggests that any reduction to its capital spending program was inappropriate, but that a reduction of 23.22 million dollars was feasible, except that an additional 20 million may be needed for York Region Rapid Transit projects.

So our DSP includes -- the DSP we filed in 2015 does include road widening projects and that is part of our base capital, but this is above and beyond that.

MR. BRETT:  Just so I have that straight, so what you filed in your -- this is in your earlier DSP, your 2015 DSP?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Correct.

MR. BRETT:  You filed 20 million -- or sorry.  Yeah, 20 million you filed in your base; is that what I heard?

MR. MATTHEWS:  That's what our request was, yes.

MR. BRETT:  And so then in your revised, in this case, in your second DSP, you've got -- you still have the 20 million in your base?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Brett, there is no second DSP.  The DSP that has been filed here is the Enersource rate zone related DSP.

MR. BRETT:  Sorry, are we getting ..

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You were in PowerStream.

MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry.  So your initial -- the plan you're speaking of, the PowerStream DSP, was approved when?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  August 2016.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  And that's what this quote refers to, that you say 20 million may be needed for York Region later on.

Let me just -- would you please turn up -- this is one we looked at a moment ago, but Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, table 137.  That's the Enersource list of projects, of ICM projects.  I'm not sure I have the page right here.  Just a second.  I probably have it in here.  Hey?  I gave you the table.  It's 137.  And the --I'll give you the page.  Just give me a second here.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have it.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, in this case you have a road-widening project, QEW, of 1.2 million.  Now, that one -- what would be your comment -- how would you address my comment with respect to that particular project?  In the...

MR. WASIK:  So Mr. Brett, I would provide -- or ask to turn your attention to page 265 of the DSP, which is table 55.

MR. BRETT:  Sorry, 365?

MR. WASIK:  Page 265 of the DSP.

MR. BRETT:  All right.

MR. WASIK:  It's table 55.  So what -- similar to what Mr. Matthews explained for the PowerStream rate zone, the QEW Evans to Cawthra project was identified as an investment that wasn't currently supported by rates because there are other 2018 projects already that were previously identified.  So the QEW was identified as one that wasn't already supported by existing rates.

MR. BRETT:  So when you say this is in this capital plan, I'm just trying to get my head around what you're saying.  You're saying that this project -- you made up the plan, this wasn't included, and you've now added it as a sort of late edition?  Is that what you're saying?  Or could you just be a little more --- could you just explain to me exactly --


MR. WASIK:  Sure.  So --


MR. BRETT:  -- what you mean when you say it wasn't included in rates, rates for what year and --


MR. WASIK:  For 2018, for the column in 2018 --


MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MR. WASIK:  -- we identified an investment need to complete road relocation at QEW from Evans to Cawthra, and what we identified was that was -- that required incremental funding because it was above what existing rates would support.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I ask a follow-up on that, Tom?  So you looked at all your road projects and you said, okay, well, we have too many road projects for our budget, so whatever is in excess, whatever road projects are not covered by the budget, they qualify as ICM?

MR. WASIK:  I wouldn't say that they -- that would be the practice, Mr. Shepherd.  What we said is we evaluated what our 2018 investments were and we tried to understand what was causing the investment needs to increase, and we identified that one of the drivers for an increase was road widenings, and then we identified that particular project as one of the candidates for a requirement, and we bring that forward for consideration for incremental capital, because it's not currently supported under the existing rates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but how is it different from the other ones?

MR. WASIK:  It was just identified at a later stage during the practice.  So the first ones, the ones that are above it, were identified prior.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you'd already used up your budget and you had no more budget.

MR. WASIK:  That's --


MR. SHEPHERD:  And which one is it that is the ICM?  Is it the 1 million-294 or is it the 1 million-617.

MR. WASIK:  It's 1 million-617.

MR. BRETT:  Cawthra.  Evans to Cawthra.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's the one that is the ICM?

MR. WASIK:  Yes.  But one of the points that I would like to bring to your attention is that's gross of capital contribution, so you have to net out capital contributions to bring it forward to the amount that's on table --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  137.

MR. WASIK:  -- 137.

MR. BRETT:  That's about 300,000 in capital --


MR. SHEPHERD:  And -- and --


MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, and so -- so the -- on table 137 it says a million-294, right?

MR. WASIK:  No, you're looking at --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes, that's right.  Table 137 says --


MR. WASIK:  Yes.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  -- 1.294.  Net of capital contributions.  If you look at Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 11, page 34, which is the business case related to this same project, it identifies the capital contributions of .325 million.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it's just accidental that it's exactly the same as the other project?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Pardon me?

MR. SHEPHERD:  To the dollar?

MR. WASIK:  So the -- well, the budgeting for the Creditview Britannia Argentia does happen to coincidentally align with the budget for the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  To the dollar.

MR. WASIK:  -- QEW Evans.  There was an adjustment for the change of our capitalization policy.  That's why the numbers roll into that particular amount.

MR. SHEPHERD:  To the dollar?

MR. WASIK:  There was an adjustment for the capitalization that's why the dollar numbers roll into that particular amount.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What was the adjustment?

MR. WASIK:  That is the amount that was budgeted, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I -- to be frank, nobody is going to believe that these two projects ended up with the same net number to the dollar by coincidence.  So I'm going to ask you to undertake to explain why they ended up at the same number.  There presumably is some reason.

If you say the answer is coincidence, that's great.  I'm giving the opportunity.

MR. WASIK:  Yeah, we'll do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be Undertaking JT2.5.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you, Tom.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  TO EXPLAIN WHY TWO PROJECTS ENDED UP WITH THE SAME DOLLAR FIGURES.

MR. SMITH:  Parenthetically, I'm not sure about the editorial prior to the undertaking, Mr. Shepherd, but -- about what people will or won't believe, but we're happy to take the undertaking.

MR. BRETT:  You got the undertaking?

MR. WASIK:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So going back for just a moment to the Enersource -- the PowerStream roads project, the YRRT, so you gave the explanation, and so that really is the -- it's the fact that you had -- what you're really sort of relying on there is, I take it, is the fact that you had identified this need and -- earlier in your previous case.  And the Board -- I guess the Board -- you'd asked, just -- I can't remember all the details of that case right now, but you had asked for 23 to do this project, and the Board -- at that point you were, what, a couple of years ahead of when the project was due to commence?  You had a little bit of breathing time, and then the Board said no, but you -- or you accepted the reduction as part of -- how did that work exactly?  Did that come out as part of a settlement conference, or was that -- actually, you can give me an undertaking on that too if you wish.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I just didn't --


MR. SMITH:  I'm not sure, Mr. Brett, I'm appreciating the question you want answered.

MR. BRETT:  The question I want answered -- let me put it this way then.  Do you have any other reasons for not including the YRRT project, the 14 million, whatever it is now, as a -- you have now as an ICM project for PowerStream, do you have any other reason why that is not in the base, as opposed to in the ICM column, other than the fact that you had asked for this money earlier and were refused it and in that process you told the Board that you were going to need $20 million eventually -- maybe I could tack on just a little piece here, that I assume that the Board did not say to you in its decision that you were going to get the 20 million; is that fair?  I mean, is the second comment fair and the first comment clear, or first question clear?

--- Panel confers.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We're just verifying one item, Mr. Brett.

Mr. Brett, in the EB-2017-003 proceeding, the PowerStream custom IR, PowerStream had identified that it would need 20 million dollars related to this YRRT project.

You're right.  The decision doesn't specifically itemize YRRT; it was an envelope production.  But PowerStream identified in the application while any of reduction  -- and it's in the decision, that any reduction to its capital spending program was inappropriate, but that a reduction of 23 million was feasible, except that an additional 20 million may be required -- may be needed for the YRRT project.

MR. BRETT:  Are you reading from PowerStream's ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I am, page 14.

MR. BRETT:  It’s argument, effectively.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'm just quoting back to you the decision.

MR. BRETT:  You're reading from the decision?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Correct, not the argument.

MR. BRETT:  I'll have a look at that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I have clarification?  What's the difference between the 11 that you've applied for now and the 20 that was in that case?  Is the 11 just the 2018 amount?

MR. MATTHEWS:  The 11 million is the amount for 2018.

MS. GIRVAN:  And what's the total forecast of the project?

MR. MATTHEWS:  One second, we have that.  The total net we expect is 30.8 million.  And the reference for that is attachment 33, table 3.

MR. BRETT:  Excuse me, could you read that passage from the decision again, please?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sure.  It was from the decision EB-2015-0003, the top of page 14, where PowerStream identified except that an additional 20 million dollars may be needed for the YRRT project.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  I would like to just move on to another area briefly here.  Would you turn up BOMA 89, please?  Okay, we have it on the screen here.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We don't have it yet.  One second, please.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Can you scroll down a little further there, and go back up again to the top?  That's fine.  Do you have it now?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  I'm looking at the -- looking at this list of ICM projects here.  We're looking at Enersource here, but I think the same question would apply to PowerStream.

You've said, I think -- you specify in your evidence, and I think you made a remark yesterday to this effect, that you expect all of these projects to be in-service by the end of 2018.  And this answer here in B, you say:
"A decision from the Board before February would ensure that all the ICM projects proposed would be completed before year end."

That's year end 2018 for the ICM projects, okay.

So I think it's clear now that we're going to have -- by way of preamble, we're not going to have a decision of the Board by the first of February, by February.  I've forgotten when exactly your reply is due, but it looks like sometime in February.

MR. SMITH:  January 30th.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, so the day before, unless we have a real acceleration in decision-making.  Let's suppose that you get a decision -- given all of this, and I understand when you wrote this, you wrote this several months ago.  I'm assuming -- and this is what I would like to ask you about, and correct me if you think I'm making a wrong assumption.  I'm assuming, given the fact you're not going to get a Board approval until, let's say for sake of argument, May 1st, you will not get all your projects in-service in 2018.

And my question to you is assuming that were the case, what does that -- in your view, what does that mean?  I seem to recall reading a passage in the Board's policy pronouncements on this in '16 and 2014, 2016, that one of the -- that you had to have the projects completed.  If you're going to fund them through the ICM, you need to complete the projects in the year in which you've asked for ICM funding.  There's obviously two parts to this question.

Could you comment on that?  In other words, do you agree some of the projects won't be done by December 2018  in all likelihood and if so, if you don’t, why not?

And if you accept my proposition about some won't be completed, then what's the consequence of that in your view for your ability to -- what's the consequence for your ability to fund those through the ICM, the 2018 ICM?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Mr. Brett, just thinking about your question, I think a good -- I think a good portion of the question relating to ICM policy is a matter of argument.  But I do think it's fair for you to ask by when do you need to start on these projects in order to get them completed by the end of 2018.

MR. BRETT:  Well, let's take that then as the question.  And I guess the other part of the question would be -- and if you don't -- we're talking about several projects here, so it's not all -- sorry, I'll let...

MR. SMITH:  I understand your follow-up question.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Okay.

MR. BRETT:  Yeah, okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So Mr. Brett, we would refer you to BOMA 89, part B.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The second half of that introductory paragraph prior to the list, where we say that we have designed -- we're readying designs and permits for the end of 2017.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  A decision by the Board -- I won't accept your premise that we won't get a decision until May.  We're hopeful that we will have a decision in March.  If we had a decision by the end of March we believe that we would still be in a position to complete the projects in 2018.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And when you say that are you referring to all the projects or just some of them?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  All of them.

MR. BRETT:  You understand, that's -- as I understand it, that's different than what you've said here, right?  You've said here that you'd have to have a decision before February to ensure all the ICM projects would be completed.  So you're just shifting that a bit, that goal.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  By one month.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Would you turn to page 260 of 405 of the DSP, the Enersource DSP.  I only have two areas left, and so hopefully we can move through these two areas.  So 260.  Just push that up so we can see the table, perhaps.

Okay.  So this is a question that's directed to the subdivision renewal program.  And it shows here over a five-year period that you're going to have approximately $102 million worth of subdivision renewal in this program.  And you have several of those projects, of course, in the -- well, in the Enersource ICM in particular you have at least three that I've read in attachment 47, perhaps four, and I can't really cite the PowerStream.  I'm not -- let's just focus on the Enersource side of this for a moment, because it's the same general point.

Now, at the same time you identify in your list of projects all your capital projects for -- well, I guess it's the same number, I'm sorry.  In table 55, just for completeness, you talk about your material capital projects over the five-year term.  And in that table, which, you know, is a comprehensive table, you identify 25 projects over five years as a total cost of $102 million.  And of those 25 projects, six -- it seems like six are in the ICM -- the Enersource ICM.  That sounds a little high to me, but there is at least four, if I go by memory.

Now, I guess I have a couple of questions here.  Number one is, can you tell me if we have in evidence -- if we have in evidence the number of projects subdivision renewal amount of work that was done in the last five years, in the historical five-year period?  I think it's in the evidence, but I'm not certain, and if it isn't I wonder if you could provide that going back to 2012.

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Brett, I would like to turn your attention over to Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 1 of our evidence, which is page 19.

MR. BRETT:  Page 19 of your DSP?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, the actual.

MR. SMITH:  Of the underlying...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Of the application.

MR. BRETT:  Oh, I see.  Yeah, okay.  Oh, I see.  So you're -- there it is there.  That's the historical information in the first line?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.  Just one point I wanted to highlight is that there is an error in terms of the terminology.  That's a subdivision renewal projects, and not program.

MR. BRETT:  I see.  So you've used the word "program" throughout your DSP -- actually --


MR. WASIK:  Just on this and the previous table you referenced to was incorrectly stated as program.  It should be projects.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, the -- with respect to the -- you may have been asked this question before, in which case I apologize.  I wasn't sure about this.  But you've included certain of these projects -- first of all, I'm right in thinking that some of the subdivision renewal, I'll call them projects, because that's what you want to call them right now, I guess I'll say without prejudice, but in any event you've got -- four of them, I believe, are in the ICM list for Enersource.  But you have others in the overall list, you have others that are not in, right, that are not in the ICM list that are in the base list, if I can put it that way, in the list of 47 projects?

MR. WASIK:  So only several -- I can give you the exact number of the subdivision rebuilt projects are included in our ICM request.

MR. BRETT:  I think it's four.  I have that -- I have a -- I have an attachment 47 here in front of me, and I'll let you -- I don't want to prolong this.  I'll let you -- there's -- there are -- there are -- I can give you numbers if you want them.

MR. WASIK:  I count six, Mr. Brett.

MR. BRETT:  Six.  Okay.  So six are in, and then there will be a number of others that aren't in the ICM that are in the -- but in the list of capital projects for '18; is that right?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MR. BRETT:  Do you know offhand roughly how many?

MR. WASIK:  I can provide that for you in one second.  That is for four projects.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And is there any -- I mean, I know that each of these projects has a particular narrative associated with it.  My question to you is, in -- can you -- can you distinguish -- and I haven't looked at how these projects -- let me just put the preamble to you.  I haven't actually -- I have looked, but I can't recall exactly how these projects line up in terms of their priority -- overall priority in the 47 projects.  And I'm not going to ask you that.  I can check that.

But leaving that question -- leaving that question aside, and let's assume that there -- just leaving that question aside for the moment, can you make a comment about why those six are included in the ICM and the four are not, but they're in your base capital?  Is there a general comment you can make about that?

MR. SMITH:  I'm cognizant of the time.  Why don't we take an undertaking, Mr. Brett?

MR. BRETT:  Fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO COMMENT ON WHY SIX SUBDIVISION RENEWAL PROJECTS ARE IN THE ICM LIST FOR ENERSOURCE AND FOUR AR NOT


MR. BRETT:  Would you turn up page 324, please, of the DSP -- sorry, 324.  This is a short question.

I just want to call your attention to the first bullet, and I just want to read part of it to you.  It says:
"2012 to '16 shows significant overspend on system renewal projects primarily due to two drivers: transformer replacements and subdivision overhead."

And then you go on to say:
"Second, a higher number of subdivision overhead rebuilds."

I take it that's either/or subdivision or overhead rebuilds, "were completed to optimize usage of outside workers.  This was necessitated by lower activity in subtransmission expansion," which is categorized as system service, "which led to unforeseen availability of workers and allowed more rebuild projects to be completed."

So effectively, am I -- I mean, that seems relatively clear on its face.  I'm inferring from that that what you do over in the company is if you have excess labour because of deferral of certain projects, you move them over to do other projects.

Is that fair?  I mean, you don't want -- and I take it -- well, let me just put it that way.  You move people over to do other projects that can soak up the capacity, effectively?

MR. WASIK:  I would categorize it the other way, Mr. Brett.  We look at resource constraints as one of the pacing and prioritization constraints that we evaluate, and if resources are available, that removes that constraint in that we can move forward with specific investment needs that have been identified.

So we try to optimize work levels across the various different operational functions, and ensure that that constraint is appropriately managed.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, fair enough.  When I read this last sentence here, it says "which led to unforeseen availability of workers and allowed more rebuild projects to be completed."

As I understand it, what happened is you had sort of a plan that you were going to do a certain amount of activity in the subtransmission area and, for various reasons, that didn't come about.  So you had the people that you were going to use to do that work and you shifted them over, which allowed you to do more subdivision overhead renewal work, rebuild work, right?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.  So having available resources lifted the constraint, and we were able to go and complete some of the other system renewal work.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  But your initial plan was not that you had the resources to use there.  Your initial plan was to use the resources in the subtransmission area?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.  We had constraints initially, and those constraints were lifted afterwards.

MR. BRETT:  The last question I wanted to ask had to do with BOMA 54, if you could turn that up, please.  And this question really -- I ask this question to try and get sort of a ground level view of -- well, let me take a half step back.

You had said you were going to have savings of 6.8 million, I believe, as a result of pacing certain projects, spreading out the cost of certain projects in the Enersource rate zone.  And the 6.8 is shown down at the right-hand corner of this table -- of this response.  So you answer here that various pacing adjustments were made.  Some projects were moved out to later years, while some were accelerated to balance the workload.

So what you have here is this 6.8 is kind of a net number, as I read it.  That as a result of this shuffling
-- I'll call it shuffling of expenditures over years.  And for example, an example of what I mean here is -- for example, if you look at the very beginning, the top projects, you know, you can see that the Webb station, you had planned a million 7 in 2017 and a million 5 in 2018.  So what you've done is pushed those back, as I understand it, to 99 and 20 with a net effect of zero.

Am I understanding that right?  In other words, you're pushing the work -- now, there may be something else that's happened in respect of Webb.  But leaving that aside for the moment, in terms of what you showed in this table, you've pushed PEM back to later years, but the net effect is zero.  In other words, there is no net saving from that.  I mean, there are net savings in certain other things.

But am I right?  Do I read this correctly, the first line?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Brett, which line are you referring to?

MR. BRETT:  I am having trouble reading this damn thing, but it's CO504 Webb MS, line 1.  Are you on the same table I am?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, I am, Mr. Brett.

MR. BRETT:  My question is:  Have I characterized that properly?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, and just to clarify, what the first line reflects is that we removed the needs for Webb MS from ’17 and ’18, and we’ve placed them in '19 and ’20.

So you would have a subtraction in '17 and ’18, and addition in '19 and ’20, and that's how the pacing is reflected across all the specific investments that we identified.

MR. BRETT:  Right, and for example, you’ve moved -- other things you’ve moved up.  If you look at line 3, project CO504 Park Royal, you did have it planned for 2017; you’ve moved it up to 2018, right?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  That's actually increased your spend in 2018.  And if you look at the bottom for a moment, the LRT construction, people have spoken about this, and the LRCIAC, you've taken the construction, 4 million, out of 2018, and that was in -- but you put it back in 2022, and that's because, as you said, there has been a delay and you're not going to get into construction in any great amount in 2018, right?

MR. WASIK:  What that reflects, Mr. Brett, is that there is an expected six-month delay.  We anticipate the light rail transit construction to start in the summer, so we've taken a portion of the 2018 investment requirement for the light rail transit and recognized that the project schedule will maintain but it will shift by six months.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.  I recall that now.

And just as an aside, the LRCIAC is what?  Is that your design work?

MR. WASIK:  So the light rail transit and the LRCIAC, the CIAC is the capital contribution related to light rail transit.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I understand.  And then in -- in another case here you have -- if you look at the Duke MS feeder service, that's C0507.  You had projects planned, as I understand that, for 2000 -- you had expenditures programmed for 2021, 2022 of about 2.4 million, and you've moved that out another -- to future years.  And so it no longer is in the five-year period we're talking about, right?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct, Mr. Brett.

MR. BRETT:  Just going back for a moment to the York MS, you have a reduction of York MS of 800,000 in 2022.  How does that -- can you explain that, what that number signifies?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, we have decided to defer further investment at York MS in 2022.  It's no longer part of our plan in the 2017 to '22 time frame.

MR. BRETT:  It's out of your plan altogether?

MR. WASIK:  For that time period, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you, those are my questions.  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Brett.  And who do we have next?  Okay.  Ms. Grice.  Then how long do you expect to be, Ms. Grice, subject to follow-up questions?

MS. GRICE:  I'll say an hour.  So should I go for half an hour, something like that?  Or what --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yeah, well, that's -- I was going to see if we want to do lunch at 1:00 or go a little further and...  How is the reporter feeling?

MR. SMITH:  We'll go 'til 1:00.

MS. GRICE:  We'll go to 1:00?  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just ask a procedural matter?  It's clear that we don't have time to finish today.  And I'm wondering whether we need to discuss how to deal with that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Why don't we do that when we break for lunch, and we'll also see what -- on staff's end what -- if we can connect with the panel or...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.
Questions by Ms. Grice:

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'm going to start with PowerStream questions.  So my first one in is relation to the supplementary questions that were sent out to me regarding questions I asked at the ADR, and the first question is regarding AMPCO 19 supplementary.

Okay.  In the supplementary response it was regarding providing the latest asset condition assessment for PowerStream.  And it was mentioned today that the latest DSP for PowerStream was approved in August of 2016.

And I just wanted to ask, you now have a new asset condition assessment, and I wondered how this information has been factored into the 2018 budget, or if it has.

--- Panel confers.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the DSP that was approved in August of 2016 still holds.  This report, the station asset condition assessment report of 2017, helps inform us in the future years of the DSP going forward and informs us as well towards the decision with respect to the switch gear replacement at the 8th line MS 323.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And what's the latest date of the asset data in this report, the June 2017 report?

--- Panel confers.

MR. SMITH:  We'll give you that by undertaking.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.7:  TO PROVIDE THE LATEST DATE OF THE ASSET DATA IN THE JUNE 2017 REPORT.

MS. GRICE:  I just wanted to clarify one last point.  So the DSP that was approved in August of 2016, was that based on the 2015 asset condition assessment?  Was that the date of the Kinectrics report that underpins that DSP?

MR. WASIK:  For clarity, Ms. Grice, is that the -- PowerStream did not utilize Kinectrics to undertake the asset condition assessment.  It utilized its own internal resources to complete the assessment.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And was that based on 2015 asset condition data?  Or maybe that can be part of the same undertaking?

MR. SMITH:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Great, thanks.  So we just need an undertaking number.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Sorry, I thought you were going to make that part of JT2.7?

MR. SMITH:  2.7, yeah.

MS. GRICE:  Oh, I'm sorry, yes.

Okay.  My first question is related to AMPCO number 1 -- PRZ-AMPCO-1, sorry.  And in the response there we asked for a forecast for 2017, and then actuals to date, and I just wondered if you're still on target to meet the forecast that you've shown for 2017 of 122.35 million?  And if not, if you could provide an update?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Ms. Grice, where is the 122?

MS. GRICE:  Under forecast 2017.

MR. SMITH:  121,976?  Is that what you're talking about?  Yeah, okay.

MS. GRICE:  I'm sorry, I'm sorry, yes, 121,976.

MR. WASIK:  Yes, we're on-track for that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

And then similarly under AMPCO -- PRZ-AMPCO-2, we asked for a breakdown in the table for the latest forecast and actuals to the end of the year.  Would you be able to update this table with the Q4 forecast, and an actual year-to-date for 2017 that you're forecasting?

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, we don't have a Q4 forecast, but we can provide a Q3 forecast for this table.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then if that --


MR. SMITH:  We should give that a new undertaking. 2.8?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yes, JT2.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.8:  TO PROVIDE A Q3 FORECAST FOR THE TABLE AT PRZ-AMPCO-2; AND IF POSSIBLE TO UPDATE THE YEAR-END FORECASE


MS. GRICE:  If you need to, you could update your forecast for year-end in this table, too, at the same time.

MR. SMITH:  We'll see what we can do.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  PRZ-AMPCO-7; in the table here, it shows cable injection and replacement work that was forecast in the DSP, and then what has been proposed in the 2018 ICM, as per attachment number 35 of your evidence.  And I'm just having a little bit of difficulty in matching up the ICM projects to what's under your system renewal spending.

If you could help me out here, or agree do it as an undertaking, that would be helpful.  For instance, cable injection program for 4.376 million, I can't find that in attachment number 35.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We'll provide it as an undertaking.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.9:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE FOUR ITEMS IN THE TABLE AT PRZ-AMPCO-7, TO MATCH UP THE ICM PROJECTS TO WHAT'S UNDER THE SYSTEM RENEWAL SPENDING

MS. GRICE:  Just to be clear, I'm just looking for clarification of -- there's four items in that table.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You're referring to?

MS. GRICE:  table I.  So it’s not just the first one, cable injection, but all four.  I'm sorry, did it get a number?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  JT2.9.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  On page 2 of the same interrogatory, at the top of the page, line 3, it begins:
"Alectra Utilities expects to deliver the desired outcomes that benefit customers on schedule, within scope, and with lower cost than it would have otherwise under a program structure."

And I'm just having difficulty understanding, from a project management perspective, how and why that would differ.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the distinction between the program structure and the project structure.  The program was based on general high level estimates to do a certain amount per year.  I believe we identified 25 kilometres per year of cable replacement.  We've restructured that into specific projects and by doing so, we are able to develop more accurate estimates for those projects, with more specific schedules targeting specific areas.

So it just provides more -- first of all, from an estimate point of view, the estimates are more detailed.  We're doing preliminary designs and then detailed designs in determining what the budgets are.  And then we can schedule more precisely our resources based on those detailed designs.  So the whole process is more accurate than on a program basis, where you're just generally replacing a certain amount of cable on an annual basis and not determining exactly those locations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That sounds -- sorry to interject, but that sounds like what you do normally.  You have a program that says we have we're going to do 25 kilometres and then as the year comes up, you start to specify which kilometres are we going do, who is going to do it, how do we assign the people, what's the actual cost going to be.  The that's what you normally do, right?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, what we identified in our response to PRZ-AMPCO-7 was we listened to the Board's decision.  We recognized that unit pricing and generality in terms of approaching cable replacements was something that we wanted to look at, we evaluated how to properly manage this investment requirement.

So what we did was we looked at each specific area and said we're going to treat it as a project, and let it stand on its own merit.  And they're identified and ranked and prioritized based on their own project, as opposed to one program standing.

What that allows us do is to get more specific.  It allows to us evaluate the benefits to the customers for that specific scope, that specific neighbourhood, and it allows us to manage it within our project management practices to ensure we deliver it on scope, on budget, where in a program, if a specific area isn't selected, it just rolled into the next year.

This particular approach puts more discipline behind it, in the sense that we identify the specific scope, the specific budget, the value to the customer and the timing, and that's the redesign of the approach to these particular investments that is we're identifying here.  It’s that by moving away from operating this as a program and operating that as a portfolio of projects, each project has to stand on its own merit.

But each project requires to have its budget, and its budget is completed by the technician and the crews going out to the particular site, studying it, understanding it, and being more accurate in terms of the details that are required to better budget these specific neighbourhood replacement projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You just repeated exactly what I heard, almost word for word.  Nice to be on message, but my question was a different question.  How do you normally do it if it's a program?

You didn't give me any of that.  Please respond to my question.

MR. SMITH:  I think the witness did respond to your question, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Where in that was anything about how you used do it as a program?

MR. SMITH:  The witness answered that as part of his answer.  He explained exactly what they used to do, if you take both Mr. Matthews's answer and Mr. Wasik's answer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm sorry, I didn't hear any of that.  So what you're saying then is that you didn't have a specific budget and specific costing for a particular area under a program?  You'd never do that?  You would just send people out into the field and say, hey, go replace some cables?

MR. WASIK:  What I identified, Mr. Shepherd, is that by managing these investments by projects, each area has to stand on its own merit, as opposed to a program where you use an average unit cost across for some type of a kilometer and operate within a budget.

This is specific to a need, an investment need for an area, and what we're doing is we’re applying project management disciplines and practices within the framework of a scope, of a budget, of a timeline that is different because you can't do that on a program basis when you're operating on a per unit measure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's my question.  So when you did cable replacements on a program basis you didn't apply project management concepts?  You didn't try to make sure it cost the least it could?  You just took the unit costs, whatever they were, and said that's fine?  Is that how you ran it?

MR. WASIK:  What we're saying now is by breaking up each specific neighbourhood as a project we're ensuring that the scope and the budget follows that particular amount, and we're being able to be more granular in terms of our investments, as opposed to an annual program.

So we're improving on our practices in reflection of what the Board's decision said to us and we're trying to make the improvements to be more accurate, to provide better budgets, and to evaluate each specific area that we want to undertake on its own merit relative to the entire capital portfolio that we have.  That's what we're saying, Mr. Shepherd, is we've made improvements to address what the Board's comments to us were.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wish you would stop talking about what you're doing now.

MR. SMITH:  No, Mr. Shepherd, why don't you let Mr. Matthews answer?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I actually let the gentleman answer and waited until he finished, and I'm trying to get --


MR. SMITH:  And you cut off Mr. Matthews.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Actually, he cut me off, but that doesn't matter.  I'm still asking a simple question about how you did it before.  And I asked a specific question:  Did you simply rely on the unit costs and not try to get the costs low or not?  Is that true?

MR. MATTHEWS:  The unit cost was used to provide the budget envelope for the program.  It wasn't based on specific estimates, and I think that the Board decision in 2016 questioned the validity of that budget envelope.  By now re-looking at the process and looking at each area on a project basis, we're not using that high-level estimate, we're actually using specific estimates.  It gives us a more accurate budget, a more accurate time frame.  It also allows us to look at each specific project on its own merits.

For instance, the Fairway Heights project that we have in our ICM ask, there is more than just the cable replacement as part of that, there is also benefits to the conversion away from a poorly performing station, John MS, upgrading to 27.6.  So we're looking at each one as a specific project with its own benefits to the customer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When you implemented cable replacement in the past before you went to this newfangled method, when you implemented it in the past did you try to get the lowest possible cost, and no matter what your budget envelope is, did you try to get the lowest possible cost for each individual cable replacement activity?

MR. MATTHEWS:  We would always attempt to do it at the lowest cost.  I would say, however, that there is more discipline to this approach because the scope is defined.  There cannot be scope creep, there cannot be additional things taken into account.  The project stands on its own merits.  All the specific elements of that project are built into the design.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so in the past when you -- you literally sent people out into the field and said, go replace some cables, or did you say, replace the cables in this area and here is what we think the specific cost should be for that area?

MR. MATTHEWS:  We would have an estimate for the budget purposes.  Then we would send out our contractor and the designer, and they would come up with an estimate for that area.  And then we would continue on once we had completed that area to the next area.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So what -- sorry, just --


MR. MATTHEWS:  Until we had exhausted either the 25 kilometres or the funding available.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So here is what I'm trying to get at, and this is the thing that's confusing me.  It sounds like you've changed how you budget for these types of projects, which I understand is a great improvement.  I'm not disagreeing.  But that in the actual implementation you're still doing the same thing; that is, trying to keep the cost down, trying to be very precise and controlled in how you do it; is that fair?

--- Panel confers.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So getting back to what I stated, the benefit of doing it in this manner is that each project stands on its own merits, it's prioritized each year, and it has to stand alone.  So if we -- through our prioritization process, if it does not stand on its own merits by comparison to other projects, we now take it off the list and move on to other projects.  We don't just go and continually replace cable at 25 kilometres per year, as what we had done under the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  I just have one follow-up question.  You mentioned under the program that when you get a location between A and B you provide an estimate.  Do you also provide a schedule to your contractors to say, you need to have it -- you need to start it on day X and finish by day Y?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So for each project we would complete the preliminary design.  Then we would, with our contractor, go and get the -- we would refine that design, and part of that is also establishing what the schedule would be.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  You said under a project.  I was talking about under the program.  Would it be the same under --


MR. MATTHEWS:  Under the prior program?

MS. GRICE:  Under the program, your prior program.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Under the prior program?  Under the prior program we would identify, you know, the -- we're using 25 kilometres, so it's typically what we had identified.  We would identify the candidate areas, the 25 kilometres' worth, and we would work with our contractor to complete that through the course of the year.

MS. GRICE:  But you --


MR. MATTHEWS:  And that could move around subdivision to subdivision, you know.  It wasn't just restricted to one area.  It could be in multiple areas across the service territory in that year.

MS. GRICE:  And when you start an area do you give your contractor a schedule, that you have to start that area on day X and finish by day Y?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Well, typically that is worked out with the contractor as part of the whole design and scheduling process.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry, can I just interrupt?  I just got confused on this, just one -- there are projects, but there are still programs, aren't there?  You still do it?  Programs are now eliminated as a concept completely within the utility?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Programs with respect to cable replacement are not -- no longer the way we do it.  It's each individual area is done as a specific project.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  And just generally now speaking is programming still -- I'll use the term programming still a concept in budgeting of any of the asset --


MR. MATTHEWS:  There are still other programs that are in place.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  It's five after 1:00, so should we break for an hour?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Let's do that and return at 2:00.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 1:05 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:03 p.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everyone.  Ms. Grice, I believe you were in the middle of your questioning?  All right.  Proceed.

MS. GRICE:  I'm continuing on with PowerStream.  I just have a few questions left.

If we can please turn to PRZ-AMPCO-8, on page two of that interrogatory in table I, it provides a list of pole replacements in the PowerStream rate zone, and I note the first five are from system service and then the last two are from system renewal.

I just wondered if we need to make the distinction between wood versus concrete poles, or if all of those pole replacements are wood?

MR. WASIK:  Just like to clarify all those poles are wood.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Next is AMPCO 10, and if we can turn to page 2, table 1.  And this may be in evidence, but I could not find it.  If we could get the number of switch gear unit replacements planned for 2018, just to add on a column to that table.

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, what we identified here is that we forecast based on the three year average of the dollars.  We don't forecast the number of units failed.

MS. GRICE:  Is it possible to derive the number of units that made up that estimate?  Like, could I average the units over the three years as well?

MR. WASIK:  There is some variation, so that would not be an accurate reflection of the number of units.

MS. GRICE:  I understand.  Thank you.  AMPCO 13, please.  This interrogatory just shows the results of the 2016 pad mount switch gear, down at the bottom in table 1.  It shows 268 units were identified as rusting, and I believe those units are forecast for replacement.

I just want to better understand.  How do you measure rusting?  Do you have degrees of measurement?  Do they get a score?  If you can help me understand rusting.

MR. WASIK:  Yes.  So in the context of grading the various different impacts, what we look at is whether or not the rusting causes some form of mis-operation of the device.  So if we can't open the door, or if the door doesn't securely hold the transformer, that would be one criteria.

We also look at whether or not the rusting takes away from the security.  If somebody can maybe -- you can see live wires, or quite possibly some exposed elements, those would be the criteria we would evaluate to determine if it's a safety hazard and move to replace those.

MS. GRICE:  All 268 then have some form of mis-operation?

MR. WASIK:  There would be a gradient of different levels of rusting among the 268.

MS. GRICE:  Is my understanding that the 268, though, the plan is to replace them over the next five years?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  AMPCO 17, please.  In table 1, I'm looking at the first project and it shows the timing is 2019, and it's been moved forward to 2018.  And then there is a note and under number 1, it says that the start date for the circuit breaker replacement at Richmond Hill has increased by one year.  Urgency has increased due to the failure of the M8 circuit breaker in May 2016.


Is the M8 circuit breaker part of TS number 1, or is that at another location?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yes, that's part of TS 1.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  I just need to go quickly to the business case summaries related to this project.  I'm looking at page 40 of attachment 33.

Right under the picture there, you reference that there has been a recent study conducted by Kinectrics.  Is that in the evidence anywhere?

MR. WASIK:  It is not.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to file that?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.10:  TO PROVIDE A COPY OF THE KINECTRICS STUDY REFERENCED ON PAGE 40 OF ATTACHMENT 33


MS. GRICE:  AMPCO 18, please.  I just wanted to ask first off if I can get an Excel version of the spreadsheet that was part of AMPCO 18.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.11:  TO PROVIDE AN EXCEL VERSION OF THE SPREADSHEET IN PRZ-AMPCO-18


MS. GRICE:  Under the assets related to cable, I notice that feeder and distribution quantities are mixed into one number.  Is it possible to get the quantities for those two categories separated?  Is that easy enough to do?

MR. WASIK:  Unfortunately, we would not be able to separate them out like that.

MS. GRICE:  My understanding is what was provided here was all of the assets that are going to be replaced under your system renewal category, what has been replaced under '16, '17 and what is forecast for 18.

Under AMPCO supplementary 18, you provided -- just bear with me here, I'm getting it myself -- the assets that were replaced on a reactive basis, so under an emergency basis.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  18 supplemental, is that what you're referring to?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.  That table has planned and reactive.

MR. WASIK:  Unfortunately, we're not able to provide forecasted for unplanned asset replacements by category.  As we’ve said, those budgets are based on dollar amounts, not number of units.

MS. GRICE:  And it’s based on historical spending?

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  But this table here, aside from the forecasted amounts, the actuals that have been provided are -- those are system renewal planned plus the reactive quantities, correct?

MR. WASIK:  No.  If you saw the comment at the very bottom, we do not track it that way.  So we're only able to provide you the replacements based on the planned asset replacement under the asset renewal category.

MS. GRICE:  I thought supplementary 18 provided planned -- oh, okay.  I'm sorry, okay.

I have another question, though.  In response to the supplemental interrogatory, you indicate that you don't track assets that have been replaced under system service and system access.

And we just were looking at an interrogatory where you were able to provide a table that shows the number of poles that are to be replaced under system service.

I'm having a little difficulty understanding how assets replaced under system service or system access are tracked in your system?

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, the difference would be whether they're planned or unplanned.  We don't forecast or track unplanned, just the planned assets.  So the specific numbers that you provided -- that we identified is we don't forecast unplanned, and that's why we can't provide that.

MS. GRICE:  You're speaking unplanned for system access and system service?  Because the last sentence under AMPCO 18 supplemental says:
"Alectra Utilities does not track assets replaced under the system service and system access categories."

MR. WASIK:  Yeah, I think the context for that was for unplanned replacements.

MS. GRICE:  So what I'm trying to get at and have an understanding of in the table is all of the programs or projects where PowerStream replaces assets.  And my understanding is there's replacement under renewal.  There's replacement or new assets being done under system service and system access, and then there are reactive replacements.

I wanted one table that shows the full spread of all the projects and programs, how many assets are being replaced, historically and planned with the caveats that you've mentioned for the years that are in the table.  Is that possible to get?

MR. WASIK:  For the planned projects?

MS. GRICE:  For historical as well.  The table has '16, '17, and then what's forecast for '18, noting that you wouldn't be able to give the reactive or unplanned quantities.  But would you be able to update the table with all of the programs reflected where assets are replaced?

MR. WASIK:  Project -- all the projects?

MS. GRICE:  Sorry, all of the projects?

MR. WASIK:  We can look into that and we'll -- we can explore how to put that table together.

MR. SMITH:  Yeah, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That's JT2.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.12:  TO UPDATE THE TABLE WITH ALL OF THE PROGRAMS REFLECTED WHERE ASSETS ARE REPLACED.

MR. SMITH:  If there are any caveats, Ms. Grice, we'll note them on the table.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

And then I just had one last question related to that.  When you're undertaking your maintenance programs of your assets and you identify an asset that requires replacement, does it get referred to your capital program or do you have dollars set aside in -- under your maintenance program to replace assets?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So it's all replaced under capital, reactive capital.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

And then I just have one last -- a couple last questions related to your business-case summaries, and that's in attachment 33.  If we can go to page 21, please.  This is related to the Royal Orchard rear lot supply remediation.  On the page above "options considered" it says:

"Based on two failures per year and assuming each failure affects 168 customers."

I just want to confirm that this is real data that's happening with respect to this area?

--- Panel confers.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the failures per year are based on our historical system-wide per kilometre.

MS. GRICE:  And then do you track failure data, say, for -- specific to Royal Orchard?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So not specific to Royal Orchard, but we do track each location for each failure or fault.

MS. GRICE:  And then I just have one last question.  When you mention then it's a system-wide failure rate, do you have thresholds that you set for different asset groupings to know whether or not location-wise you're exceeding that threshold?  For instance, I don't have a sense of what two failures per year means in terms of severity.  Do you look at it that way at all?

MR. WASIK:  So Ms. Grice, the assessment in terms of the impact -- and this is going back to how we structured the project, is that we evaluate the potential impact of reliability using experienced failure rates and the number of customers in that area for that type of a system.

And so the perspective that we would look at is we would look at the number of customer minutes of interruptions as an indicator for us to determine the impact and the severity in terms of the reliability.

MS. GRICE:  So then you give this project a score in terms of reliability, and so how do you differentiate your reliability scores when you're looking at a system-wide average?  Or do similar projects get the same score?

MR. WASIK:  So the benefit of organizing our work in the project is that each project is then, as you identified, scored through the use of our Copperleaf software application, and in that it takes into consideration the impacts of reliability.

So each project has an input in terms of its impact on reliability, and that's evaluated and weighted.  I believe we provided our evidence, a description of how the value framework of the Copperleaf system is utilized in the PowerStream rate zone.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So I would like to add on this Royal Orchard project that the two failures per year would be failures of backyard construction type overhead, so it's specific to this type of plant.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

And I have one additional question on page 28.  And at the bottom of the page it -- you provide the average feeder, average interruption frequency index in the past three years for specific locations.  And then you compare it against the average SAIFI index.  And I just wondered, do you have a FAIFI index that you have for all of these feeders?  Do you have that type of index as well?  Like, do you roll it all up into a FAIFI index?

MR. WASIK:  So Ms. Grice, to be clear, the FAIFI is a specific feeder average interruption duration index, and it's a methodology we utilize to identify the worst performing feeders, both in terms of the duration and frequency of outages.  So that index that you referenced is specific to how -- to the calculation of a feeder.

MS. GRICE:  But then you don't take all those feeders and come up with an average of all the feeders for duration and interruptions.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So Ms. Grice, if I can draw you to -- attention to -- the attention on page 29, the paragraph ending at the top of the page.  So there is a FAIFI ranking, and as the last sentence says, John F5 is the ninth worst and John F6 is the 46th worst ranked feeder in terms of FAIFI ranking of the 322 feeders.

MS. GRICE:  So would you be able then to provide the average FAIFI for -- and FAIDI for all of the feeders?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yes, we can provide that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That'll be JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.13:  TO PROVIDE THE AVERAGE FAIFI AND FAIDI FOR ALL OF THE FEEDERS.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

And then I just have one -- oh, yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do I understand correctly that FAIFI is just a feeder-specific SAIFI and FAIDI is just a feeder-specific SAIDI?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you can do that, actually, for any asset in your system, right?  In theory.  You don't, but you could, and the combined total of all of them would be your system SAIDI and SAIFI, right?  Is it more complicated than that, or is that basically it?

MR. MATTHEWS:  I can't answer that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.

MS. GRICE:  I just have a couple general questions regarding the business cases for PowerStream.  So the business cases that are included in attachment 33 for projects that were in the DSP, are they the same business cases that were prepared back then, just, you know, repositioned in this document, or have there been changes made to those business cases?  And I guess I'm thinking in terms of cost or scope.

MR. WASIK:  So I believe we provided in our evidence, there was a question about which particular projects were in the DSP, which were not, and we identified that for the projects that were in the DSP there were some changes, and we identified those.  I can pull up the reference to the IR response, but they may have been updated in terms of schedule.  Some of them have been updated with regards to scope, and others have been revised in terms of cost.  As we mentioned, some specific initiatives were reorganized from programs into projects, and because of that we now have detailed estimates for those particular projects.  So cost did change on some of them as well.

MS. GRICE:  If you have a business case for a project that is multi-year, let's say three years, and say it starts in 2016 and then the project changes, so by the time it gets to ’18, it has a different cost and say a different schedule, do you prepare variance reports on those business cases?

MR. WASIK:  Yes.  So we track the reports -- excuse me, we track the variances on the annual projects.

MS. GRICE:  And is there a threshold level of a variance where you need to go back to your board and get approval for a project?

MR. WASIK:  They are assigning authority levels that are utilized between managers, vice-presidents -- within management.

MS. GRICE:  But you don't have a project level to say if the variance exceeds 20 million, you need to go -- I'm being a bit extreme there, sorry.  If a variance exceeds, say, 20 percent of the project cost, do you have to take it anywhere?

MR. MATTHEWS:  We would take that to the executive committee, not to the board.

MS. GRICE:  Is there a threshold level of when you need to take it?

MR. MATTHEWS:  There is.  It's within the signing authority of each level.

MS. GRICE:  I see.  Those are my questions for PowerStream.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me follow up on that.  So what's the level at which you have to take it to the executive committee?  What's the dollar figure?

MR. MATTHEWS:  We don't have that here with us.  We can undertake that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I would have thought this was something that all the people in asset management knew.  You don't?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Since we're ten months into the company, these are new signing levels of authority.  We don't have them memorized just now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you undertake to provide that signing level?

MR. SMITH:  We agree to do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.14:  TO ADVISE THE SIGNING LEVELS OF AUTHORITY FOR PROJECTS


MS. GRICE:  I'm done with PowerStream now.  I just have a couple of questions on AMPCO's general questions, and then I'll move to Enersource.

So on G-AMPCO-1, we asked about the differences in the different types of system renewal asset management between each rate zone.  And under replacement of backlog of transformers, it says at line 21 that typically distribution transformers are run to failure due to minor impact on system performance.

Can you just explain to me why a transformer, if it fails, it sounds like it doesn't have a significant impact on performance?

MR. WASIK:  Typically distribution transformers only have a low number of customers connected to them, let's say up to fourteen customers are connected at a time.  So we take an approach to run to failure, and once we realize that a transformer has failed, we immediately go out and replace it and restore those fourteen customers, up to fourteen customers.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  G-AMPCO-3, please.  In this question, we just asked for any significant differences between the rate zones, in terms of business case preparation.  And at line 7, it says that -- sorry, I need to back up.

At line 5:

"The only significant difference in approach to the cost/benefit analysis between the four rate zones is the additional application of net present project value calculation in the PowerStream rate zone, as part of the investment software optimization completed in the Copperleaf. (See 55 asset investment software)."

Would you say that is the superior process for optimization of projects?  Is that sort of best-in-class for Alectra?

MR. WASIK:  Utilization of multi-constraint software like, the Copperleaf C 55 asset management, is currently determined to be the best practice.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  And then at AMPCO 4, we asked about how Alectra has achieved investment portfolio optimization across all four rate zones, and the response came back and talked about optimization within each rate zone.

Perhaps I didn't word the question as clearly as I could have.  But there was mention today made that you plan on preparing a 2019 DSP for all of your rate zones, and I Just wanted to confirm that as part of doing that process, you will be optimizing projects across all four rate zones. Is that the plan?

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, our intent at this point is to develop a uniform asset -- excuse me, a uniform distribution plan, but to continue to operate under four rate zones.  So our intent to is to develop that distribution system plan using a uniform practice, but each specific portfolio and capital investment portfolio will be directed at each rate zone.

MS. GRICE:  One last question ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I want to clarify that it is a 2020 DSP filed in 2019, just to manage expectations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Did I understand your answer correctly that you would be, for example, doing lower priority projects in Enersource -- projects in Enersource that were lower priority than ones in PowerStream, because you're doing them separately.  Is that right?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, it's very early days in the development of our DSP, so I wouldn't be able to provide you any further insight on that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  As of right now, there is no attempt to prioritize as between -- for the company as a whole.  When that comes, it will come over time as your asset management policies evolve and get more intricate.

MR. WASIK:  As I think I tried to explain in the previous response, we want to use uniform asset management practices, but we will continue to operate as four separate rate zones.  And so each particular rate -- excuse me, the investment portfolio for each rate zone will be independent.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, my question was -- my question was not quite that.  You're going to end up spending, I don't know, 300 million dollars a year on capital.  And even if you apply the same set of rules to each set, one year Hamilton will need more investment money than Richmond Hill will.

Are you not going to take that into account?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We are evaluating, and it is early stages, as Mr. Wasik just said.  We don't have a further answer at this time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Do you have a plan to utilize the Copperleaf system to optimize your projects across all four rate zones?  Is that part of the plan moving forward?

MR. WASIK:  It is currently under consideration.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Last question on the general area.  G-AMPCO-5, and then G-AMPCO 5 supplemental, the table provided in G-AMPCO-5 was updated as part of the supplemental.  If we can pull that up, please, because there was a change made to Enersource 2015 total additions.

MR. SMITH:  I'm sorry, we don't have that at hand.

MS. GRICE:  I’m sorry, okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have it in front of us.  I'm sorry, we can't pull it up on the screen, but we have it.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I just had a quick question about 2017 forecast additions for Enersource.  In G-AMPCO-5, it's 112 million, and then in G AMCO supplemental, it is 65 million.

That's a significant change.  I just wondered if you could explain why.

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, what we recognize is that the entire row was unfortunately copied and pasted incorrectly.  So we updated the entire row 4 for Enersource rate zone.

MS. GRICE:  I see.  Okay.  Thank you.

Okay.  I just have a couple of questions around just generally before I get into my specific AMPCO interrogatories around the Enersource application and the DSP.

So the application was filed on July the 7th, and then my understanding is you had a draft DSP March 30th, and that the DSP is underpinned by your asset condition assessment that Kinectrics did in 2015 dated August the 8th that was provided under 2 SEC 16.  And then you had a DSP ready and finalized June 20th of 2017.

So I just wanted to ask, since the 2015 asset condition ACA has been done for 2015 asset condition, have you done anything else internally to look at your asset condition for 2016?  Because my understanding was you annually look at your asset conditions in Enersource?

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, I think it would be helpful that we identify that the 2015 asset condition assessment was completed in August of 2016.

MS. GRICE:  Correct.  Sorry.

MR. WASIK:  And that is the most recent version we have, and we have not updated that.

MS. GRICE:  So you haven't done -- you have no new document internally where Enersource has gone out and prepared its own asset condition assessment?

MR. WASIK:  This is the most latest asset condition assessment that we have --


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. WASIK:  -- the Enersource rate zone.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

And then you had Vanry, a consulting firm, review your DSP, and they prepared a report dated July 4th, 2017.  So that -- you received that report after you finished your DSP; is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MS. GRICE:  So then the conclusions and recommendations that are included in the Vanry report -- and there's four pages of them -- I just want to confirm that you didn't adjust any of your thinking or any of your proposals because of that Vanry report?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And I just want to refer to just one thing in the report, which is on page -- I'm sorry, hang on here -- 23 of the report.

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, I just wanted to clarify, you asked in the previous question whether we made any changes to our DSP based on the final Vanry report.  So the final Vanry report was based on the final distribution system plan.

MS. GRICE:  Right.  But there's a bunch of recommendations in the Vanry report, and I'm just going to refer to one.  I just want to --


MR. WASIK:  But I think it might be helpful -- okay.  Please go ahead.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So page 23 of the report at the very top.

MR. SMITH:  Can you just remind us which attachment --


MS. GRICE:  It's Appendix G of attachment 50.

I could even just read it out.  It's only one sentence.  It's --


MR. SMITH:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  It says:

"Alectra Mississauga should require more justification for rejecting options, especially when an inexpensive option is rejected in favour of a more expensive one.  This includes the three-strikes rule for underground cable."

And then on the previous page, 20, or on an earlier page, it says:

"For example, many utilities have the policy of replacing underground cable after the third failure."

So I just -- that seems to be something that you might want to go back and look at your cable replacement program and look at, you know, which ones have had three failures, more than three failures, and perhaps that might have adjusted some spending.  So I just wanted to understand, I guess, if -- even if the date of the report is after the DSP and just prior to filing, I'm sure these recommendations were made -- you were made aware of before the final report
.
MR. WASIK:  So these recommendations were considered.  One of the things I think would be very helpful -- if we can turn your attention over to attachment 47, page 8.  I want to be very clear that Enersource rate zone does not use the three-strike rule, as was identified as one of the recommendations by Vanry.

We are putting forward some ICM projects that have well in excess of three failures per cable segment, so the particular example I'm putting you forward to is identifying the underground cable rebuild project at Glen Erin Drive and Montevideo, which identifies that in this particular area the count of cable failures is well excess over 16 failures, and there's specific segments in here that have had up to nine failures, as identified in the legend on the previous page of the diagram of our overlay methodology.

So we do not use a rule of thumb three strikes.  We are well beyond that in terms of the specific renewals, and that actually is the reason why we're in front with the ICM applications, is because we see the need for cable renewals, because we have had so many failures in these particular areas.

So we're beyond this in terms of the specific needs, but it does reflect that Vanry has identified that other utilities use the three-strike rule.  Our asset management overlay methodology is much more advanced than that.  We actually look for specific areas, and that's why we built the business cases the way we did based on actual need for customers with experienced failures.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

Okay.  With respect to AMPCO interrogatories regarding Enersource, I've got something quick on AMPCO number 1.  We asked in parts A and B -- wait a minute here -- oh, yes, to provide a list of projects that address the negative trend in system performance, and then in part B, the negative trend in customer service quality.  And both are put into one table.

I just want to make sure I understand it's because they address both of those things.

MR. WASIK:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

In AMPCO Interrogatory No. 2 you provide the number of failed transformers by year.  Would we be able to get the 2017 number to date?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, we can undertake -- yes, we can provide that.

MR. SMITH:  We'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.15.
UNDERTAKING NO.  JT2.15:  TO PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF 2017 FAILED TRANSFORMERS TO DATE.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  And I just have a quick question.  When a transformer fails does it always result in a customer outage?

MR. WASIK:  Under that -- yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  AMPCO 6, please.  This is an easy one.  I would just like to get the Excel spreadsheet for AMPCO 6.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.16:  TO PROVIDE THE EXCEL SPREADSHEET FOR AMPCO 6.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  AMPCO 8, please.  This is a table that shows the number of interruptions by cause code.  There was some discussion yesterday about the impact on major event days.  Would you be able to add one more cause code and provide the data for major events?

MR. SMITH:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.17:  TO ADD ONE MORE CAUSE CODE TO THE TABLE AND PROVIDE THE DATA FOR MAJOR EVENTS; TO ADD THE MINUTES THAT ARE ATTRIBUTABLE TO MAJOR EVENTS AS PART OF THAT INTERROGATORY.

MS. GRICE:  And would it be -- could you also please add the minutes that are attributable to major events as part of that interrogatory?

MR. SMITH:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  I just wanted -- this is a similar question.  This is AMPCO 10, and in this table we asked for the same sort of thing we asked under PowerStream, which is to get an idea of the number of units that have been replaced across the rate zone.

And my understanding is that what's been provided here is system renewal, and then the PCB and leaking transformer project are in this table.  Is that correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You are in ERZ-AMPCO-10, correct?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. WASIK:  I would need to confirm those numbers.  I would need to add those numbers up and confirm them.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I'm going to hold that, because I just have a few more other things to ask about the table before we get into an undertaking, if it's needed.

So similar to what I asked about with PowerStream, is it possible to get the table updated to show the replacements that have been undertaken under system access and system service as well?

MR. WASIK:  Unfortunately, I don't think we would be able to provide that information, because we don't track it that way.

MS. GRICE:  So when you -- when you are replacing assets as part of a project that's underneath either of those categories, and say you have to replace 50 poles, wouldn't there be a mechanism that tracks all of those replacements as well?

MR. WASIK:  I was thinking more along the lines, for example, if a customer wanted to upgrade their services, we would replace their transformer with a larger one.  So I'm just trying to think through how we would track that.  Without manually going through every single work order, we would have a very difficult time to give you an accurate number.

MS. GRICE:  So then I take from that that the table that's here, there's more assets being replaced than what's being shown in the table?

MR. WASIK:  We would have to look at that to confirm.

MS. GRICE:  Can we get an undertaking then, please?

MR. SMITH:  Yes we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.18:  TO UPDATE THE DATA IN THE TABLE IN ERZ-AMPCO-10

MS. GRICE:  It’s basically to update the table to attempt to include all of the assets in the table that are being replaced across all of your programs, and you can put in the necessary caveats.

MR. WASIK:  Projects.

MS. GRICE:  Projects.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  2 AMPCO 13, please.  In this Interrogatory, you provided attachment 50, which is a table that shows all of the projects for 2017 to 2022.  Would it be possible to get an update to the table that shows 2017, where we're at, so what the current forecast is for all of those projects.  Is that an onerous undertaking?

MR. WASIK:  Ms. Grice, we have previously accepted to undertake to provide an updated forecast.  But the level that you're asking for here, in terms of project by project, would be very challenging for us.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Don't you have an internal protocol that you're required to do a monthly report on projects over a certain size?

MR. WASIK:  I'm sorry, Mr. Shepherd.  A protocol or a practice?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Or a practice.  It's a rule that you follow, that every month, for projects over a certain size, you must provide a progress report, right, internally?

MR. WASIK:  For material projects, that is true.  But there are some projects below materiality here for 2017.

MR. SHEPHERD:  For all the ones above materiality, you would be doing that in any case, right?  So the information is available is my point.

MR. WASIK:  The information is available, but I would have to -- I would have to go back to find out what is possible in terms of the latest update.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if you could undertake to use your best efforts to produce whatever information you can provide.

MR. SMITH:  We always use our best efforts, Mr. Shepherd.  But we'll let you know what we can do for sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The original answer was we can't do that.  I'm getting something more than we can't do that.

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, what you're getting is there are projects below the materiality threshold.  I think we have to assess if what Ms. Grice wanted was a full update of the table, including all the numbers below materiality.  We may not be able to do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  We’ll give that an undertaking number, JT2.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.19:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE TO THE TABLE AT 2 AMPCO 13 TO INCLUDE 2017

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  My next question relates to 2 AMPCO 17.  I just have a clarification question on the table.  So under failures, I want to make sure these are all of your failures under all of the equipment for the years that have been asked for, correct?

MR. WASIK:  To confirm, the note on the bottom says these are failure data based on asset failures resulting in customer outages.

MS. GRICE:  So then you have additional failures that don't result in customer outages.  Is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  So that is correct.  There could be a failure that doesn't cause customer outage, a sustained customer outage.

MS. GRICE:  And when you develop your business plan, are you looking -- or your distribution system plan, are you looking at only failures that result in a customer outage, or do you look at all failures?

MR. WASIK:  Our practice is based on inspections, and those inspections would look at the specific condition of the asset.  That would also determine whether that asset has failed -- or has mis-operated.  Maybe if -- sorry.

Just to maybe add to that last comment, we do look at failure trends and that guides our decision-making.  But the basis of our data is largely inspections, and we look at our assets through that practice.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  And then the rest of the table was trying to get at your annual replacement rate for your assets.

So I just wanted to clarify.  The numbers that are showing up for the assets that have been replaced per year.  Can you tell me under what circumstance those numbers are being put in, what is the reason for the replacement?  Can you just confirm that for me, please?

MR. WASIK:  So I want to clarify that the figures in this particular table have been attained from our GIS systems, in terms of our records of assets that have been removed and replaced and the assets.  The GI system does not have the context to the reason as to why they were removed.

MS. GRICE:  But does that include -- does the replacement rate include all of the failures, as well as system renewal, system access, system -- is it including all of those categories?

MR. WASIK:  It includes everything that has been replaced through our -- on the system.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Is it possible, please, just as an undertaking to get that spreadsheet in Excel format, please?

MR. SMITH:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.20:  TO PROVIDE THE SPREADSHEET IN 2 AMPCO 17 in EXCEL FORMAT.

MS. GRICE:  And then I just have a quick question on 2 SEC 16.  And this is the interrogatory that provided the latest asset condition assessment report.  If we go to page 23, please, of the report, it states at the bottom of the upper section:

"A general comment that applies to all asset categories is that Enersource should consider collecting corrective maintenance information."

And I just -- oh, let me finish, sorry:

"Although the most recent inspection records are helpful in indicating an asset's current state, it does not give insight to past problems associated with an asset.  Corrective maintenance history is useful, in that it will highlight units or components of units that have been historically problematic or ageing at an accelerated rate."

I just want to understand what information are you collecting under corrective maintenance?  And what improvements could be made if Enersource is undertaking those improvements?

MR. WASIK:  So we are currently evaluating additional asset analytics capabilities of -- which also include collecting maintenance and failure information in a manner that we can use for further enhancements to our asset management practices.  But right now our capabilities in this area as identified by this recommendation haven't -- have not yet been fully developed.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

And on page 29 it shows a summary of the change in health index distribution for all assets, but I note that underground cables are not on that table.  Would it be possible to get the change in health index for underground cables?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we can do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.21:  TO PROVIDE THE CHANGE IN HEALTH INDEX FOR UNDERGROUND CABLES.

MS. GRICE:  That's it for that, and then I just have a few quick questions on Board Staff interrogatories.  Okay.  Board Staff 22, please.

MR. WASIK:  I'm sorry, is that ERZ or PRZ?

MS. GRICE:  I'm sorry, this is all Enersource, ERZ.

MR. WASIK:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  In this interrogatory you provide all of the weightings that you use to score the projects.  I just wondered if it would be onerous if you would provide the scorings for these elements for your ICM projects?

MR. SMITH:  We can do that.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.22:  TO PROVIDE THE SCORINGS FOR THESE ELEMENTS FOR YOUR ICM PROJECTS.

MS. GRICE:  And in ERZ-Staff-23 you provide a description of projects that are listed in that table and that the equipment -- or that the proposals are based on the latest information.  I just wanted to confirm, there haven't been any significant changes in the basis for the information that you're aware of related to these projects?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

Staff 24D.  There was a question asked:

"Is it typical for other Canadian utilities to utilize a pre-emptive replacement approach for this class of assets?"

And when I read the response to part D I don't believe that's answered, and I wondered if you would undertake to answer that.

MR. WASIK:  I can provide an answer.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. WASIK:  So it's -- we believe it's good utility practice to remove hazardous and unsafe assets from service, which includes leaking transformers.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me just follow up with that.  I understand you think it's good utility practice.  Is it common practice among other utilities to proactively replace this category of assets, or are they more typically run to failure?

MR. WASIK:  So Mr. Shepherd, we have clearly identified that we continue to run transformers to failure except in situations where there is an environmental or safety hazard that has to be addressed, and we believe that that's a good utility practice that other utilities also follow.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Board Staff 26, part D, please.

MR. WASIK:  Sorry, which part?

MS. GRICE:  26D.  And there was just a question there about providing the total ratio of buried cables that failed compared to the overall cable portfolio, and it says in part D that Alectra cannot determine the ratio of failures to total population.  I just wanted to understand better why not.

MR. WASIK:  So this specific ratio that we provided was as a result of that cable study that we have agreed to provide as an undertaking.  And the ratio of the failures that we referenced in this reflect the sample size of the failures that were part of that study.  So that is possible for us to provide.  We don't have the full ratio across the entire population.

MS. GRICE:  So you can't just add up all the failures across your rate zone and then divide it by the total population?

MR. WASIK:  I don't believe --


MS. GRICE:  Or is it not done that way?

MR. WASIK:  -- that's possible for us to provide.

MS. GRICE:  It is possible?

MR. WASIK:  No, it's --


MS. GRICE:  No, it's not, okay.

Staff number 36, please.  Just a reference in 36 to -- that you received three comments from out of seven large users.  I wondered if you could file those comments made by those large users?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.22 -- 23, sorry.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.23:  TO FILE THE THREE COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM OUT OF SEVEN LARGE USERS.

MS. GRICE:  I'm getting to the end, I promise.  Staff 57, part A.  It says "29 percent of units have reached end of life".  Could you just define what Enersource's definition of end of life is?

MR. WASIK:  I believe we provided some clarity on that in the DSP.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. WASIK:  We can take it as an undertaking to provide the reference of where that is in the DSP.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you very much.  And is the def --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.24:  TO PROVIDE THE REFERENCE OF WHERE THE DEFINITION OF END OF LIFE IS IN THE DSP; TO PROVIDE THE DEFINITION OF END OF LIFE FOR POWERSTREAM

MS. GRICE:  Is your definition of end of life the same in PowerStream, or is there a different definition?

MR. WASIK:  In reference to a switch gear?

MS. GRICE:  No, in -- just generally.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So they would be similar, but they may not be exact.

MS. GRICE:  And the part that they're not exact, does that affect spending levels?

MR. MATTHEWS:  I think without looking at the details, that's hard to ascertain.

MS. GRICE:  Could we get the definition of end-of-life for PowerStream?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We'll add it to the same undertaking.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  This is my last one.  Board Staff number 75, please.  In the response, you list when you would consider it -- switch gear requiring replacement.  I just wonder is the criteria that all four of these have to be met, or just one?

MR. WASIK:  To confirm, Ms. Grice, it's just one that would have to trigger.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Those are my questions, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Ms. Grice.  Mr. Garner, is next, I believe.

MR. SMITH:  I don't propose a break, but I do have to go to the washroom.  Can we just stay here?  I have to go to the washroom.  I think Ms. Butany-DeSouza has to go to the washroom.  We'll be two minutes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  We'll pause there.  Off the record.

--- OFF THE RECORD DISCUSSION.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everyone.  Let's continue with -- or begin with Mr. Garner.
Questions by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, and I will try to be succinct and quick.

First of all, I want to follow up something up that you said to Ms. Grice.  If you have a cable failure, does that always result in a customer outage?

MR. WASIK:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  The next thing is another clarification. In a few places, we used the Metrolinx crossing deferral account and the GO rail electrification sort of interchangeably.

There are two accounts, am I correct?  You're applying for two different accounts; one is in Enersource and one in PowerStream, is that correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That is correct.

MR. GARNER:  Are they essentially, though, the same type of account?  They’re both for crossings, they’re both basically with the same people.  Are they just named differently?  Is that correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  The next question I have is on -- actually it's on AMPCO 5, the supplementary.  Maybe you’ve addressed this.  I know Ms. Grice talked to AMPCO 5 and I was in the middle of trying to shorten my questions.

But here is my question, if you can bring up AMPCO 5.  Actually it won't matter if you bring it up, because there's two tables you have to look at concurrently.  One is in AMPCO 5, if it can be brought up while I'm talking, and what you gave in the supplement AMPCO 5, so it’s the supplement ...

MR. SMITH:  That's what we don't have, Mr. Garner.

MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry.  Then I can describe it, so you can do it from the description.

In G-AMPCO-5 supplement, you gave the in-service addition for the each one of the rate zones.  And when I compared that table to the capital expenditures for each one of those zones, I found significant differences in the total.

Now, that doesn't surprise me, because you must have work in progress.  But I wasn't quite sure also whether I was looking at two table, one net of capital contributions and one with capital contributions.

So here is my question, or maybe as an undertaking.  Could you take table I, which is in G-AMPCO-5, compare it to the table that is you gave in your evidence -- and I'm using as an example table 6, Brampton rate zone, Exhibit 2, tab 2, schedule 10, page 2, just as reference.  Could you take those two tables for each of the rate zones and explain to us the difference in each one of the years between the actual capital expenditure or the forecast capital expenditure and the in-service amounts in the AMPCO table?

And the reason I ask this is that there is a significant difference rising, so between -- in some places, the difference is maybe 10 to 15 percent.  But in other places, it's quite large.  It’s a significant amount that’s the difference between in-service and capital expenditures, and I'm looking for an explanation as to why.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I’d just ask that you give your reference one more time.  But we can undertake to reconcile between the two.

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  Do you want it now?  I thought I’d put it on the record, and then you could look at it.  But I'm happy to say it again.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, that's fine.

MR. GARNER:  If you have any problem, of course, we can communicate that.  So the difference between the in-service addition and the capital expenditures for each one of the rate zones.

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.25:  TO RECONCILE THE TABLE AT TABLE I IN G-AMPCO-5 WITH THE TABLES AT FOR EXAMPLE TABLE 6, BRAMPTON RATE ZONE, EXHIBIT 2, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 10, PAGE 2, AND EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCE FOR EACH YEAR IN CAPITAL EXPENDITURE, OR FORECAST CAPITAL EXPENDITURE AND THE IN-SERVICE AMOUNTS

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  My next question goes to the YRRT.  I had a question which I think you answered, but I want to make sure I'm clear on it.  My first question was going to be -- we had an interrogatory asking about capital contributions, and you said yes.  My question was going to be what are those contributions, and during this morning, you went to BOMA 54 and you had a $4 million amount at BOMA 54, and I just want to confirm that that $4 million is your estimate of the capital contribution to the YRRT project.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, the reference to BOMA 54 is incorrect.  If you -- for the contributed capital for the YRRT.  If you look at the response to Board Staff interrogatories G Staff 3 on page 3, top of the table, table number 2, the contributed capital is 14.17 million.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So I'm just -- 14.17 million is the contributed capital?  And is -- how --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So the gross cap ex for YRRT on table 2 is 25.4 --


MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  -- capital contribution, 14.17, so the net is the 11.2 million that's being requested in the ICM.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you for clarifying that.

Now, for the $14.2 million contribution have you signed an agreement with the authorities on that contribution?

--- Panel confers.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the 14 million as estimated based on preliminary design.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

Now, yesterday we had a discussion about what makes a deferral account and what makes it into the ICM.  And we came down to, I think you agreed with, it was about certainty on timing sched -- and sched -- or schedule, design, and materiality.  This certainly has materiality to it.  I wouldn't argue with it.  But as per design, when I go to your evidence at Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, in the description of that project, I paraphrase it, or maybe I can even quote from it.  It writes:

"With respect to BRT built for 218, Alectra Utilities' cost estimate incorporates the distribution plant relocation that will be completed in 218.  While Alectra Utility maintains close contact with coordination with YRRTC to obtain the best available information, it has no control over the design and time lines of the BRT development.  In light of this uncertainty and at the risk that the scope of the BRT built for 2018 may increase, Alectra Utilities believes that any cost variation should be addressed through an ICM true-up mechanism."

Now, that seems to go counter to your description of certainty in moving it to a deferral account.  It seems to actually describe your description of when to use a deferral account, as opposed to an ICM.  Can you help me with that?

--- Panel confers.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the business case for the YRRT was filed in July, but the business case itself was developed early in 2017.  Since then we have more specific information.  We have actually -- with respect to the schedule we've actually -- we've signed several purchase orders for work to start in early 2018.  So there's more certainty around the project.  We do know it is going to proceed.

MR. GARNER:  Can you tell us the size of the purchase orders you've signed for the work?  The quantum?

MR. MATTHEWS:  In the order of $10 million.

MR. GARNER:  And what does it mean when you sign a purchase order with -- who is it with, by the way?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So the purchase orders are through York Region Rapid Transit, but they are with various contractors who are going to complete various stages of the work.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Did those purchase orders commit you with those contracts to do work at certain times?  Is that what they are?  So --


MR. MATTHEWS:  They're contracts with time periods for the work, primarily driven, actually, by the York Region Rapid Transit schedule.

MR. GARNER:  What I'm trying to understand clearly in my own mind is the difference between what I would imagine you would be doing in recognition of the project, which is lining up contractors to do work and actually contractual and/or commitments by YRRT that the work needs to be done in a certain time frame.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yeah, the contracts specifically outline a completion period.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  Okay.  Thank you.

And Mr. Smith will be happy to know I've crossed off my questions during the last two days, and that's it for me, thank you.

MR. SMITH:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  So who is next?

Okay.  Ms. Girvan, go ahead.
Questions by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just one follow-up question that I had.  I think it was -- I'm not sure if it was Mr. Brett or Mr. Shepherd.  I just wanted to be clear that in terms of prioritizing the projects in this particular application, you've done it within rate zones, but not amongst the various rate zones; is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, that is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sort of like a silo kind of thing.

MR. WASIK:  We're working them independently, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thanks.

So yesterday -- I think I'm going to change microphones.  Okay.  Yesterday I was asking a question about the presentation that's found at CCC number 1, and in that interrogatory there's a list of -- and I realize you said at the time it was preliminary, but potential ICM projects for both Enersource and PowerStream.

So on this page 9 you've got these projects, and then -- and this is going to be an undertaking, because I think Mr. Crawford agreed -- Mr. Smith agreed to do this for me, because he said he was going to do it yesterday.

So anyway, what I would like you to do is take Board Staff number 3, which sets out in the application the specific projects that you've applied for for ICM.  I think you're familiar with that.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  And I want a reconciliation, because in these projects -- in this particular presentation some of the projects -- a lot of them are the same with respect to Enersource, maybe not as much with respect to PowerStream, and some of the project amounts are different.  So if you can reconcile that for me that would be very helpful.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we will do that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And what I was also looking at is --


MR. SMITH:  Let's not miss the undertaking --

MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, sorry, yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.26:  TO RECONCILE THE AMOUNTS FOR PROJECTS IN THE ICM APPLICATION, AS SET OUT IN BOARD STAFF 3.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yup, so it's both Enersource and PowerStream.  That's helpful.

And then I just wanted to try to understand how you ultimately came up with your ICM projects.  And let's take PowerStream, for example.  You did a DSP a few years ago, you made an application to the Board, the Board made a decision sort of commenting on some of those projects and some other projects.  You did a preliminary description of eligible discrete projects in March, which we see in the presentation; is that correct?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm telling you what I think you've done and if you can confirm, that would be great.

So then you went out to your customers, and I'm wondering what specific projects you went to your customers with?

MR. SMITH:  It's in the evidence, Ms. Girvan.  We're just going to dig it up.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Ms. Girvan, table 97 in the application, Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 10, page 13.

MS. GIRVAN:  That sets out the projects that were part of the customer ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You asked what we put to customers, correct?  So that table, for instance for PowerStream, sets out the list of projects that were put to customers.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So then you have ...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I follow-up on that?  So between March and June, you changed your projects, changed amounts and took some projects out and put some in.  And when did you go to the customers?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Between March and May.  I think we had this discussion yesterday that we that this was -- that the March tables, the page we are on was page 9, which was Enersource, and I'm taking you to a reference to PowerStream.  But let’s go notionally.

We had this discussion yesterday, that this was the preliminary list that we were continuing to review and revise.  We went out to customers in May.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it is in that two-month period that you changed the list?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We were continuing to review it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  And we went to customers.

MS. GIRVAN:  In coming up with the final projects, how did you do that?  Did you have a list of criteria?  You can undertake --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Let me clarify the question, though, before we go to an undertaking.  I don't know that we need to go to an undertaking; we may.  But is your question what was the criteria for the revision between March and May, or what was the criteria for what is in table 97 versus what is in the ICM?

If it's the former, then that was the undertaking we took yesterday.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I give you an example of what I'm looking for?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  In the March presentation, there is a radial supply remediation conversion.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, I didn't hear you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Radial supply remediation conversion, 1.628.  I don't think that's in the final list.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It is not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Then there’s another one about the two circuits on 16th Avenue, from highway 404 to Woodbine.  I don't think that's on the final list.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I thought that was the undertaking from yesterday.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, if that was, I just want to be clear how you came up with this final list, okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Trying to avoid adding another ...

MS. GIRVAN:  That's fine. As long as you understand that’s what I am looking for.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We've already got it.

MS. GIRVAN:  That's what I'm looking for.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  I just had a question.  Right now, are you currently operating as a consolidated utility?

MR. SMITH:  In what sense?

MR. GARNER:  Operating as an a utility, undertaking capital programs as a consolidated utility, sharing assets among the rate zones?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  As you know, some months ago, we just consolidated.  We are - from a management standpoint, we have consolidated.  We are beginning to revise our practices in order to consolidate those practices as one utility.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I ask a simple example?  If you have a problem in Brampton that needs a crew, and the closest crew is an Enersource crew in Mississauga, do you send them?

MR. MATTHEWS:  No.  The Brampton crews are working in the Brampton area, and the Enersource crews are working in the Enersource area.

If we do have a significant event, however, we are sharing crews at that time.  But typical work is done by the crews in their respective operating areas.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That sharing of significant events, that's not actually dissimilar from when you were separate utilities, right, and you had inner utility sharing agreements?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Similar, but not the same.  There's less -- you know, it's not a mutual aid.  It’s not mutual aid where there is invoicing back and forth, et cetera.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I just had a question, and this is a follow-up from Mr. Brett.  You have six subdivision rebuilds in the Enersource ICM category.

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.  That is what I said yesterday.

MS. GIRVAN:  There are other subdivision rebuilds in base capital, and it wasn't clear to me from listening yesterday what the difference is between the ones that are included in the ICM and the ones that aren't.

MR. WASIK:  The difference, as we identified in our evidence, Ms. Girvan, is that we don't have the capital funding to from pay for the additional projects, and that's why we're coming for an ICM request.

MS. GIRVAN:  But they are the same kind of projects?

MR. WASIK:  They’re different scopes, different locations, and different drivers, from that standpoint.

MR. GARNER:  The nature of the projects is the same?

MR. WASIK:  The nature of the renewals would be similar.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay. And are subdivision rebuilds the same as cable replacements?

MR. WASIK:  Not always.  So cable replacement does form part of a subdivision renewal, if it has an underground system. But that's one part of the work.

When we do subdivision rebuild, we also look at other assets in that particular area, like transformer and switch gear as well.

MS. GIRVAN:  If you can turn again to the presentation in CCC 1 -- let me look for the page.  Hang on, I think it's page 14.

It says here that strategic considerations with respect to your application, and there's a list there.  Can you explain to me the second bullet point: Enersource and PowerStream need a different application approach.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'll start with PowerStream.  In the case of PowerStream, the predecessor PowerStream filed custom IRs, as all of you are aware.  That was turned into a single for test year cost of service application.  Clearly, there were elements, significant elements of the application that the Board did not approve of.

So in identifying a different application approach, it was, we need to review the evidence from that previous application, take into account the Board's decision, and then consider the approach to the filing of any future applications.

Similarly, in the case of Enersource, Enersource filed an IRM plus ICM application but, frankly, without a complete DSP, and so in identifying that a different application approach was required, it was that there needed to be full evidence to support the ICM application inclusive of customer engagement, and that the projects prior to being filed needed to be reviewed relative to that which was filed in the 2015 application to -- if there were any specific key learnings relative to what should be -- how we should file in future.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And just with respect to the Enersource ICM, the Board accepted, I think, a capital contribution type project, but the Board rejected the other ICM projects; is that correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That was the outcome.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Were those projects completed?

MR. WASIK:  Some of the -- some of that work was completed, but I would have to take a look at --


MS. GIRVAN:  Could you do that for me?  Of the ICM projects that were proposed in the last Enersource case can you give me a status on those projects?

MR. SMITH:  Yeah, we'll let you know.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That's JT2.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.27:  TO PROVIDE, OF THE PROJECTS THAT WERE PROPOSED IN THE LAST ENERSOURCE CASE, A STATUS ON THOSE PROJECTS.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you in that same interrogatory, CCC 1, at the end of it there are two reports, memos, that were drafted by you, Ms. Butany-DeSouza.  The first one was in April 2017.  If you turn to page 3 of that.  I'm just trying to clarify this.  On page 3 -- they are not numbered, unfortunately -- it says here that "the Brampton Enersource and PowerStream rate zones will be filing for" -- and there's three bullets.  It mentions the ICM for Enersource and PowerStream, but it doesn't mention the ICM for Brampton.

Can you explain why that was the case?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I believe that I just missed it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So did you change your mind?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, I think I missed it in this report.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  All right.  If you can please turn to CCC number 2.  I just want to clarify something that Mr. Shepherd asked you about earlier.  This was asking about your separate accounting treatment.  And the answer says:

"All capital -- actual capital expenditures relating to distribution system investment and maintenance are recorded based on the rate zone in which the activity occurred."

And I'm just wondering currently -- I know you said you have a cost allocation study or something on the go.  Currently how do you allocate OM&A costs?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, I was distracted.  How do we...

MS. GIRVAN:  Allocate OM&A costs.  The answer to this question refers to capital expenditures.

MS. CLARK:  We're currently allocating the OM&A costs to -- like, do you mean by rate zone, like, allocation across rate zone?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MS. CLARK:  Through -- right now through the legacy way until the cost allocation analysis is done.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, can you just repeat that?

MS. CLARK:  Sure.  So each legacy utility had their own cost allocation method across different businesses, so we're doing it that way until we have a cost allocation study completed.

MS. GIRVAN:  So for 2017 you're still completely separated in terms of an -- from an accounting perspective?

MS. CLARK:  Not for OM&A, no.  So OM&A is -- for example, if an OM&A is a legacy -- or an Alectra combined OM&A, it may be booked in one utility for the entire company, for example.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I'll have to think about that.

Okay.  If you could turn to CCC number 4.  And this was just clarifying what relief that you're seeking with respect to the Enersource DSP, and it wasn't really answered, though I think what you've said earlier is that it's just, the DSP is just a requirement for the ICM.  Are you seeking any sort of formal approval of that?

MR. SMITH:  No, we're not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SMITH:  I think that's reflected in one of the Board's procedural orders as well.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you could please turn to CCC 6.  The question was directed at understanding -- I was really interested in understanding how you were applying the fair Hydro plan, and you filed a whole bunch of schedules that I'm having a hard time following.

Can you at a high level explain to me how you ultimately take your rates that you've applied for here and what you ultimately charge the customers after applying the Fair Hydro Plan?

MS. YEATES:  The impact of the Fair Hydro Plan is on energy rates, so it impacted the regulated price plan rates, so RPP rates for customers.  It does not impact the distribution rates in this application.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But it does with the overall bill impact, right?

MS. YEATES:  Yes, it -- yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  So do these overall bill impacts included in this answer take into consideration the Fair Hydro Plan?

MS. YEATES:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.

Okay.  CCC number 7.  I'll try to hurry along.  This goes back to the true-up for the proposed ICM spending, and I just wanted to confirm that Alectra is agreeable to report on the -- with respect -- sorry, let me start over.

With respect to the true-up are you willing to report on the same basis as you have in the Board Staff number 3 in terms of your ICM projects?  So at a project level versus an overall number you're agreeing to that?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

CCC number 18, please.  So the question was -- and this is a question for you, Mr. Lyle.  It says here that:

"Customers were not informed of the level of savings expected to result from the merger in the customer engagement process."

And I wanted to confirm with you, so that -- there was no discussion of the potential savings in the customer engagement process?

MR. LYLE:  No, there was not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And you don't think that that would be relevant to customers?

MR. LYLE:  This -- the point of the engagement was to give the company information to inform their business planning for this application, and since those issues have been dealt with in another application it didn't seem relevant to that.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We've shared with customers in the MAADs proceeding, everybody here as well, the merger savings at length during the MAADs proceeding.

MS. GIRVAN:  But you don't think the customers would have a different perspective on capital expenditures, if they had known that significant savings were resulting from the merger?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, the merger savings and the transition costs, as we've discussed, are tied.  They're part of the transition and this application is about the ICM funding, and we put the capital to the customers in the customer consultation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  If you can please turn to CCC 20, please.  This is the Enersource -- I'm not sure if this has been asked yet today.  This is the Enersource 2017 capital expenditures to date, and that was in August.  Do we have an updated number of a year end expected capital expenditure amount for Enersource and PowerStream?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I believe that we agreed to an undertaking with -- I believe it was with Ms. Grice.

MS. GIRVAN:  For both utilities?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have one utility.

MR. SMITH:  For both rate zones?  Yes, that's fine.  I think we did -- if we didn't, we are.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We did already commit to both.

MS. GIRVAN:  She said PowerStream, but I want it -- if you could include Enersource, that would be great.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  Could turn to attachment 35, please?  So this is a list for PowerStream, the 2018 projects.  Do you have the same level of detail for 2017 budget versus actual for PowerStream?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, just one second.

MS. GIRVAN:  It really is a detailed project listing for 2017.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Clearly, we don't have it here, but we would have a project list.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you can provide that, that would be great, thank you.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's JT2.28?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.28:  TO PROVIDE THE YEAR-TO-DATE BUDGET VERSUS ACTUAL FOR THE POWERSTREAM 2017 PROJECTS


MS. GIRVAN:  To include both the budget and actual spend.

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, no I don't think -- that I don't think we have.  The budget and actual spend for -- through 2017?  We're not done 2017.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We're already giving a year-to-date update.

MS. GIRVAN:  That’s fine.  Just the project listing is important, that would be great.

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Those are my questions.
Questions by Mr. Stephenson:


MR. STEPHENSON:  Good afternoon.  I’m Richard Stephenson, counsel for the Power Workers' Union.

I want to come back to this issue about the intersection between the application and the bill impact that you have forecasted in light of the Fair Hydro Plan.

The first thing is can you -- and this may be easy or it may be an undertaking.  Which of the rate classes for each of the rate zones is affected by the Fair Hydro Plan?  I know it's the residential rate class, but there may be others as well.  Are you able to assist us with that?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Residential customers for sure and, depending on their status designated or not, it can be GS less than 50 customers as well.

MR. STEPHENSON:  But none of the others, correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Similarly, but to a lesser extent, you could have a GS greater than 50 customer that's designated.  In that case, they would be eligible.  But in large part, this is residential customers, some GS less than 50, a minor amount of just greater than 50, likely.

MR. STEPHENSON:  In any event, you know because you need to know that for billing purposes, right?  You've got that in your system, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  So can you do this for us?  I want to get a sense of your total bills that you're recovering from your customers in terms of your distribution rates.  What proportion of them are governed by the Fair Hydro Plan versus those that aren't?  And I'm looking for this measured in two different ways.

One is by number of customers relative to your total customers, and the second is by way of dollars recovered from those customers relative to the total dollars you recover from your customers.  And I appreciate you don't have full year data for 2017.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It isn't in place all of 2017 -- sorry, can you hear me?  To be clear was introduced in tranches, if you will.

MR. STEPHENSON:  I understand that, but what I'm really getting at is -- maybe you can even do this as of December 31, 2016, that is if -- all I'm talking about is the cohort.  So if you have 100,000 customers, are there 70,000 of them that are governed by the Fair Hydro Plan?  And if you are collecting 100 million dollars in revenue, is 100, is 70 million dollars of that revenue governed by the Fair Hydro Plan?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if I can raise a point of order here.  I'm not sure I understand how these questions relate to the application, and how they're helpful to what the Board has to determine.  Maybe you can put them in context, Mr. Stephenson, so we can understand.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Bill impact is a central issue in this application.  You have lots of evidence about it, and the Fair Hydro Plan directly affects bill impact.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So if I ...

MR. SMITH:  Essentially, what you want to know is how many people are experiencing a different bill impact -- or maybe put differently, no impact because of the Fair Hydro Plan.  That's what you want to know?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Exactly.  And if that -- what proportion of your revenue requirement effectively is not experiencing a bill impact by virtue of the Fair Hydro Plan.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We can do the Fair Hydro Plan impact on total customer count, I guess.  I can't go back to December 31, 2016.  We were four utilities.  So I take you to today.  We can tell you relative to 960 thousand customers, give or take, subject to check, the number of customers on the Fair Hydro Plan relative to bill impacts in this application.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Fair enough.  That's helpful.  And you can't, even on a best guess, tell me what those customers would represent out of your revenue requirement in terms of your overall --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No.  We would go with the -- on a customer count basis.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  That's fine.  Can I just get you --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  To make that a -- a J --


MR. STEPHENSON:  Let's track that.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's JT2.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.29:  TO ADVISE THE FAIR HYDRO PLAN IMPACT ON TOTAL CUSTOMER COUNT

MR. STEPHENSON:  In your original application materials, you provide some residential or customer bill impact charts.  One illustrative example is for PowerStream, and just for your reference it's at Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 3.  And it shows a total bill impact in this case for time-of-use customers -- this is just an illustri (sic) example.  It's 2.45 percent.  And I confess I don't understand -- maybe I misunderstand how the Fair Hydro Plan works.  I thought that there was an offset as a result of the Fair Hydro Plan so that residential customers face zero bill impact, but maybe I'm wrong about that.

Can you explain to me why that's not zero?

--- Panel confers.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The reference that you've taken us to, Mr. Stephenson, Exhibit 2, tab 3, schedule 3, page 3, that's -- table 74 on that page is about the tenth consumption percentile for residential customers, so it's not a representation on -- well, it's a bill impact, but it is not a representation of bill impacts like the typical 700-kilowatt or 680-kilowatt hour residential customer that we show in rate applications.  This is a filing requirement by the OEB.

In terms of Fair Hydro Plan, the second part of your question, the Fair Hydro Plan, as I understand government policy, is a -- that customers would experience, generally speaking -- eligible customers would experience an overall 25 percent reduction on their total bill relative to what the rates would have been.  And by "rates" I mean RPP rates, so the driver is the reduction in the RPP time-of-use rates, which you do see split out on this chart.

But without the full impact, like, I think these were the before July 1st RPP rates.  So the revision for Fair Hydro Plan full implementation came into effect on July 1st, 2017.  That's not in this table but has been responded to in an interrogatory response.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And you'll -- somebody can just tell me what that is.  I don't need it at this minute, but it's there.  You've given it -- there is an IR response.  And it reflect -- does it reflect that for a typical customer the --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  -- the bill impact of your application, a typical residential customer, the bill impact of your application is zero?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It's not meant to get customers -- the Fair Hydro Plan is not meant to get customers to zero.

MR. STEPHENSON:  No, sorry, the impact of your --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Oh, I understand what you're saying.

MR. STEPHENSON:  -- application is zero, correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We'll get you the reference.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  But -- okay.  And it will tell me what it tells me.  But aren't I correct that for a residential customer the bill impact of your application will be zero?  A typical residential customer?

MR. SMITH:  We'll give you an undertaking to tell you the answer to that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.20.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, 2.30.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  2.30.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.30:  TO ADVISE WHETHER FOR A RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER THE BILL IMPACT OF THE APPLICATION WILL BE ZERO.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Yeah, and those are my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. SMITH:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  [Speaking off-mic]  Thank you.  Do we want to take a break or keep going?

--- Reporter appeals.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So do we want to take a break or do we just keep going?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I've advised the parties that I have three hours of questions.  It's now four o'clock.  I'm in your hands.

MR. SMITH:  I'm happy to keep going if the reporter is.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Miss Reporter?  Do you need to -- a break, or -- now or later?  Okay.  Let's take 15 minutes.  All right.
--- Recess taken at 4:01 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:17 p.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everyone.  Mr. Shepherd, I guess we're moving on to you.  Just to clarify with all other parties that this is the last examination -- sorry, questioning for this technical conference.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We had agreed that the capital and non-capital questions were separate.  Does anybody else have non-capital questions?

MR. DAVIES:  Staff has five or ten questions on accounting, LMVA, that type of thing.  But I just discussed with Mr. Smith and we've agreed that we can provide those questions in writing, if need be, if we can't get through to them today.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, that's fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right.  Over to you, Mr. Shepherd.
Questions by Mr. Shepherd:


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I want to follow-up with Mr. Stephenson's last question about the bill impact of the rate application for Fair Hydro Plan customers.

Whether or not your application is approved, those customers still get the benefit of the Fair Hydro Plan, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then the bill impact is the same in dollars, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So the bill impacts are relative to the time -- if we talk about RPP customers, it's relative to the time of use rates, which is what I said to Mr. Stephenson, Mr. Shepherd.

But when we're looking at bill impacts filed in the application, the commodity prices are held constant.  So the bill impacts of the application are the bill impacts of the application.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But my understanding of Mr. Stephenson's point was -- and I'm sorry he is not here still, but my understanding of his point was that because of the Fair Hydro Plan, most of your customers are not going to get a bill impact as a result of your application.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That is what he stated.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's not true, is it?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's not what I agreed to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In fact, they're going to get the same dollar impact in terms of increase whatever the Board approves, regardless of whether there is a Fair Hydro Plan or not.  The dollars of your application are still the same, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'm not trying to be stubborn.  I'm agreeing with you; I think that's what I just said, that the bill impacts of the application are still the bill impacts of the application.

MR. SHEPHERD:   In fact, the total bill percentage impact will actually go up because of the Fair Hydro Plan, right, because the Fair Hydro Plan reduces the denominator, true?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have -- like I said, I think undertaking 230, we are going to give the reference to the bill impacts with the Fair Hydro Plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I couldn't resist.  Now I want to ask some questions about capital, and I want to start with G-AMPCO-1.

On the second page, the question was asking about significant differences in the types of system renewal asset management and programs undertaken by each rate zone.  And under PowerStream -- or under storm hardening, it says that PowerStream has system renewal investments in storm hardening.  Don't the others have storm hardening, the other areas?

MR. WASIK:  So there are different approaches taken to storm hardening practices at the other rate zones.  There isn't a specific set of projects like there is in the PowerStream rate zone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why?

MR. WASIK:  They have different needs in terms of impact, so the PowerStream rate zone was impacted differently during the ice storm than others.  So for example, in the Brampton rate zone, some of the storm hardening initiatives are incorporated into the 4.16 conversion projects, because the area that was most impacted by ice storm is actually the area we're converting from the old lower voltage to our new higher standard voltage.

MR. SHEPHERD:  To the extent there is a need for storm hardening, it's the same in the various areas of your franchise area, right, or roughly the same?

MR. WASIK:  What I was providing as an example is that we have different ways of incorporating storm hardening.  So what I was highlighting is that there are different approaches to take to make the system more robust to various different volatile storms.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But across the entire Alectra service territory, you're still trying to harden against storm damage, yes?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, in different manners.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  The next is PRZ-AMPCO-1.  Here we are and this is -- this is a table and you were asked some questions about this and I don't know whether we got to an answer, so I'm going to ask you anyway.

You had year-to-date to August and then you had -- and year-to-date in August 2017 is 66.9 million, and then you're still at that time forecasting 122 million.  Is that still true, or have you now changed that?

MR. WASIK:  So we have, as I understand from an undertaking, agreed to update and provide Q3 forecast with regards to that number.

MR. SHEPHERD:  For PowerStream?

MR. WASIK:  The PowerStream rate zone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  My next question is on PRZ-AMPCO-18, appendix A.  And you will recall this; you were asked some questions about this in fact.

And I'm looking at this table, and I'm trying to understand how -- for example, circuit breakers.  In 2016, you replaced eight.  In 2017 you replaced six.  And in 2018 you're replacing zero under your normal capital program, but you have an ICM for 10.

I'm trying to understand how 10 replacements is incremental to what you normally do. Can you help me with that?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So it's incremental as our current level of funding does not provide for that project.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Presumably you were funded enough to do eight in 2016, and 6 in 2017.  So why aren't you funded to do some in 2018?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So as I stated, the current level of expenditure exceeds what we're approved for, and those projects are incremental.

MR. SHEPHERD:  This implies you're approved for zero.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Pardon me?

MR. SHEPHERD:  This implies that for circuit breakers, you're approved for zero.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So we're approved for the capital envelope and this project is one the ICM asset is above that envelope.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then anything is incremental if you decide that that's what you're going to include as an ICM. Is that how it works?  I don't understand why circuit breakers aren't just something you replace some every year?  And you do.  Every year, you replace some, probably for the last twenty years.  How is this year different?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So again this is a specific project that we've identified for 2018.  We don't -- we don't replace breakers every year.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When was the last year you didn't replace any breakers, Mr. Matthews?

MR. MATTHEWS:  I would have to look back in our records.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why don't you give me an undertaking?  I would like you to go back and find the last year that you didn't replace any breakers in the PowerStream rate zone.

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.31.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.31:  TO ADVISE THE LAST YEAR IN WHICH NO BREAKERS WERE REPLACED IN THE POWERSTREAM RATE ZONE


MR. SHEPHERD:  The other part in this particular table is underground cables.  In 2016, you replaced 32.7 kilometres; in 2017, you replaced 23.5 kilometres.  And in 2018 you say, oh, but our regular budget only has room for 8.2 kilometres, so we need another 9.2 as an ICM project.  I don't understand why you're not just continuing at the same pace?  Why is it suddenly ICM and it wasn't before?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So 2016, 2017, where it refers to the programs, cable replacement programs.  And now 2018 we're, as we've described through these proceedings, we're looking at each individual location as a project.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so because you gave it a new name now it's an ICM?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So as we've explained, we changed our approach to look at each area as a specific project.  Those projects will have different -- they could have potentially different drivers, such as the Fairway Heights, which we've explained, not only is there cable replacement in there, but there is also voltage conversion and reliability issues with respect to the John feeders that we are also addressing with that project.  So the projects themselves have specific drivers as opposed to just a general cable replacement program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, why didn't you do that with wood poles then?  Why didn't you do the same thing, say, well, you know, we have to replace 392 of them, but let's put 200 of them into a project and really plan that one really carefully, and then we'll call that an ICM?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So there's a -- for each project there is a discrete driver.  Your example of poles, pole replacement is generally across the system, as opposed to a specific area or neighbourhood that we would be targeting for replacement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but that's, A, you always target specific areas when you replace poles, right?  You don't just replace poles willy-nilly, you look and say this line, if we're going to replace all the poles, we're going to replace all of them, not just one, right?

MR. MATTHEWS:  With our pole replacement program we may replace individual poles across the service territory.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But normally you don't.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Actually, we do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So some may be -- there may be two or three in a row or part of a pole line, but typically they are specific poles that we are replacing across the territory.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so that's unlike cable replacement?  The old method of doing cable replacement, that's what you did, right?  You simply said we're going to replace 25 kilometres, and you went out and found where you thought you should fix it, right?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So under the program we would identify areas where we would target, we would work that program until the kilometres had been surpassed or the dollars spent, and we would move from, you know, area to area.  The difference with the pole program is that it is spread across -- there could be, you know, 300 poles, where you have 30,000 poles.  They're spread right across the service territory.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I mean --


MR. MATTHEWS:  It's not specific to a neighbourhood.

MR. SHEPHERD:  My next question is BOMA 33.  And in BOMA 33 you were asked about what your customers want with respect to reliability, and you say in the response:

"The vast majority of Alectra Utilities' customers are satisfied with their current level of reliability."

And it was really clear in your customer engagement that we're okay with the current level of reliability with a couple of exceptions.  We really don't want you to spend a bunch more money to make it better, right?  We want you to keep it where it is, fair?

MR. LYLE:  That's not exactly what we asked them.  We did ask them, are they satisfied with the reliability, and most of them in fact were.  And then we asked them would they invest to maintain that reliability in a variety of ways, and generally they said, yes, they would invest to protect that reliability.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, I'm sorry, my question was, you said the vast majority of Alectra Utilities' customers are satisfied with their current level of reliability.  So they weren't asking you to spend more, right?  They were asking you to maintain that level; is that fair?

MR. LYLE:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And why is that not...

MR. LYLE:  No is my answer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And why is that not fair?

MR. LYLE:  Just give me a minute to look up the source.

So for instance, on page 17 of the Enersource telephone survey report, we asked people:

"Which of the following statements best represents your point of view?  Enersource should defer its estimated investment in replacing ageing infrastructure to lessen the impact of any bill increase, even if this could eventually lead to more longer outages."

Sorry, you need me to slow down?  So:

"30 percent said that Enersource should defer its estimated investment in replacing ageing infrastructure to lessen the impact of any bill increase, even if this could eventually lead to more longer outages, whereas 57 percent said Enersource should invest what it takes to replace the ageing infrastructure to maintain system reliability, even if that increases my monthly electricity bill by a few dollars over the next few years."

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you told them -- first of all, the reason you didn't ask them, should we invest more to improve reliability, is because you already found out that they were happy with current reliability, right?

MR. LYLE:  Well, there were two things that went into it.  Number one, we knew that there was general satisfaction with current reliability, and secondly, we knew that there was concern about rates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So -- and so what you said to them was, we have to spend this extra amount of money, $5.82 or whatever it is, I don't remember what it was, in order to maintain reliability, and if we don't, reliability will decline either a little bit or significantly.  Those are the three choices you gave them, right?  Maintain, small decline, significant decline, right?

MR. LYLE:  Well, that's a different question.  So we actually looked at reliability several different ways.  But that is one of the ways in which we asked people to tell us about the trade-off between rates and reliability, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so the underlying premise of all of your customer engagement was, if we don't get this extra money reliability will decline, correct?

MR. LYLE:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.

Now, I wonder if you could go to CCC number 1, attachment 2.  And it's dated May 15th, 2017.  It's entitled "Alectra Utility application update", and I'm on page 3.

So you filed a DSP for Enersource, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, Mr. Shepherd --


MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm on page 3.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, I understand that.  Is what's on the screen what you're looking at?  Because --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  -- that's not what I'm looking at.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, this is the document --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Are you looking at --


MR. SHEPHERD:  -- I'm looking at, and this is the page I'm looking at.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So first question is, you filed a DSP for Enersource, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  For the Enersource rate zone; that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  That DSP you say does not include adjustments for synergies nor transitional costs.  You see that there?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that DSP does not reflect what you actually plan to spend, does it?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I believe that Mr. Wasik or I took everyone to, I think it was (iv).  It was earlier this morning.  That identified that the general plant investments are part of the transition, which is what we've been talking about -- many of the general plant -- let me try again.  Many of the general plant investments are part of the transition costs.  In terms of what we intend to spend, there is expenditure.  It is not part of ICM.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When the Board looks at this table, or looks at your DSP, for that matter ...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  By board, you mean which board?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Our Board.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When they look at your DSP and they see numbers for what you say you're going to spend in 2018, '19, '20, '21 and '22, those numbers are not correct, are they?  That's not what you're going to spend?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry.  When you say not correct, they don't include the synergies and transitional costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So in many of these, you'll spend less, right?  And in many, you'll spend more.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We will spend what we will spend, Mr. Shepherd.  But a distribution system plan requires four categories -- the categories of capital expenditure to be broken out across four categories.  Those four categories are laid out in this slide and in the distribution system plan.

We did not want a distribution system plan that was rejected as incomplete because a category was left out because of the merger.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, your synergies are not just in general plant, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  These synergies at large are not just in general plant, but they do not -- they are outside of a distribution system plan.  There are synergies to be had in a merger.  They are not the subject of this application.  But as is relevant to this application in the four categories of capital expenditure, we've identified the one that -- where there are transition costs applicable.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you look at pages 4, 5, 6 and 7 of this, and these same tables are in the DSP, when the Board looks at these, can't say, ah, okay, we know what they're planning to spend on -- I don’t know, on metering equipment, because they don't know whether there's going to be synergies there.  They don’t know whether there’s going to be transition costs there.

So these numbers don't actually tell them what you will spend, do they?

MR. SMITH:  I think the witnesses don't understand the question, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So these are breakdowns of the various lines, right?

So on page 4 for example, that's a breakdown of line 1 in the summary, right?  And all these numbers are in the DSP.

So I'm looking at this, and if I'm the Board, I'm going to say, okay -- in a normal DSP, you can say this is what they plan to spend.  In this DSP, that's not true, is it?  This is not what you plan to spend?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The table on page 7 for general plant, as the bullet above it identifies, does not have the adjustment for synergies and transitional costs.

So JDE ERP is in this table and meter to cash is in this table, which is CC&B.  But the DSP at page 258 has the intended expenditure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The actual intended expenditure?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes, at page 258 of the DSP.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then when you say on page 3 that the DSP does not include adjustment for synergies nor transition costs, that's not correct?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, the DSP does not include synergies and transition costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Didn't you just say the DSP does have the correct spending for the JDE system?

MS BUTANY-DESOUZA:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's a transition cost?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The business plan includes the synergy and transition cost.  The DSP does not include synergies and transition costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Perfect.  All right.  So do you have a real capital budget for 2018 to 2022, that is what you actually plan to spend by category?  PowerStream being what it is, I assume, and Horizon was the same, very fussed up making sure it had 5-year budgets. I assume you have one.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have the 2017 to 2021 business plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't have a 2018 to 2022 capital plan?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We've provided the distribution plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm asking what your actual forecast is, not forecast with adjustments.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have the 2017 to 2022 business plan -- the 2017 to 2021 business plan, which has the actual capital expenditure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That you expect, and that hasn't changed?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  The 2017 to 2021 business plan has the capital expenditure, the actual capital expenditure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You didn't answer my question.  Has it changed?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Not to my knowledge.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's December 2017; that's why I'm asking.  You don't have a 2018 to 2022 business plan?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, we do not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I wonder if you could go to attachment 1 to this interrogatory response CCC-1.  And I'm particularly looking at page 14, which you were taken to earlier.  I would like to ask a couple things about this.

You answered the question about the different application approach for Enersource and PowerStream, thank you.  And let me ask about Z factor for the CCRA.  Can you tell me what that meant?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We're evaluating the CCRA project and looking at whether it was an ICM or a Z factor.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And ultimately, you concluded that -- presumably, you concluded it could be either, but an ICM was the more straightforward way to do it?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, that's not correct.  We concluded that it was an ICM, because the Z factor was for items unforeseen by management.  And based on the OEB's requirements, it clearly to us was not a Z factor and therefore needed to be filed for as incremental capital funding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So while I'm on this, I'm going to ask you about capitalization policy impacts.  Now we have HRZ SEC 6, which has some information on that.  I'm wondering whether -- we presumably don't have in the evidence in this point all the impacts of changes to accounting policies as a result of the merger, do we?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, you do not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can we get that?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, you may.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.32.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.32:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE IMPACTS OF CHANGES TO ACCOUNTING POLICIES AS A RESULT OF THE MERGER


MR. SHEPHERD:  And was something provided to the board of directors in March of 2017 when this presentation was made, to give them an idea of what the capitalization policy impacts were?

It was a lot of money, so I would assume that -- and I looked down the list of your board of directors.  I assume that some of would have asked, well, you know, give us a spreadsheet.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Slide -- the slide that you're referring to, slide 14, the March presentation, was a presentation that I gave to our executive committee.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  And I did not have capitalization policy impacts.  But identified during that presentation that as of February 1st we had a change in capitalization policy.  That's been the subject of some number of interrogatories, as you're aware.

My point in raising it on this slide and in that presentation was to advise the executive committee that I would be identifying that in the application.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then the -- your accounting group and eventually your auditors had to go through and do a full-scale workout of what those impacts were, right, dollar for dollar?

MS. CLARK:  So we -- the auditors looked at the current policy, because there has only been one policy at Alectra.  They are auditing currently -- or haven't really audited currently, they will as part of the year-end audit, the capitalization policy.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But somebody had to decide what all the entries were.  Who did that?

MS. CLARK:  Accounting did the entries on February 1st.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Okay.  And so there is a worksheet with that, right?  In the normal course you have a working paper on that, right?

MS. CLARK:  There was entries done in the system in relation to the change in capitalization policy, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And there was a working paper with explanations?

MS. CLARK:  Which we have provided the explanations in HRZ SEC 6.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I'm asking whether there was a working paper with explanations.  Normally when you do an accounting change like that you have a working paper.

MS. CLARK:  So an accounting memo was done with the analysis of the changes in capitalization policy.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So with that undertaking can you please file that accounting memo as well?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

And then still on CCC 1, my last question on it, is do I understand correctly -- in the main body of the answer it appears to say that your board of directors has not approved this application; is that right?  That under the rules of Alectra, the board of directors doesn't have to see it, it's done by the CEO?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That is what the -- what my response to the interrogatory states, and that is correct, the approval is with the executive committee and then the CEO.  The board has been apprised of the application, as you've seen in the materials that we filed in response to this interrogatory.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So -- but the only reports that have been given to the board of directors are the ones that were given to the audit finance and risk committee.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  That's right, the same report, the audit committee report, goes to the board of directors.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.

Then my next question is in CCC 16.  And so -- and I'm looking at the second page, table 1.  This is for Brampton, I guess, right?  And that rate zone underspent by $4.2 million in underground lines and is now catching up in 2017, 2018, 2019, right?

MR. WASIK:  We're attempting to catch up, but as you can see by the total, we will still be lower than the DSP at the end with the forecast numbers for '17, '18, and '19.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why wasn't the money spent in 2015 and 2016?  It was included in rates, right?

MR. WASIK:  So in 2015 the former Hydro One Brampton had necessary system renewal investments in other areas and overspent on system renewals, so it had to make some adjustments in these specific system renewals to pace those adjustments.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.

My next question is in BRZ-Staff-8.  There's actually a bunch of references.  I started with this one, but there's, like, 20 different references on this issue.  And it sort of follows along the same thing.

In 2016 there were a number of pieces of work in the various rate zones, not just Brampton, that were deferred, right?  In part because you were trying to do a merger and you were trying to sort out what was going to be necessary and what was going to be wasted, and you didn't want to have any stranded assets, correct?

MR. WASIK:  So Mr. Shepherd, that's not correct.  Horizon did not make adjustments, and PowerStream was still awaiting their decisions.  So there was no adjustments or deferrals made in the Horizon rate zone.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So Horizon and PowerStream didn't adjust anything for the merger?

MR. WASIK:  That's not what I said.  What I said was PowerStream also was waiting for the decision from the Ontario Energy Board in addition to deferring some investments.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There are -- there are -- in all four rate zones there are expenditures planned for 2018, most of them in base capital, that were originally intended for 2015, '16, and '17, yes?

MR. WASIK:  Would you be able to provide me a reference --


MR. SHEPHERD:  I can give you 12 references if you want, but I'm asking a general question:  Is that true?

MR. SMITH:  I don't think we need all 12.  Maybe just one would be fine.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So 3 VECC 14, 4 VECC 28 --


MR. SMITH:  No, no, no, just one.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm asking a general question.  We could take 20 minutes or half an hour talking about this.  It's a simple question.  Are things being done in 2018 that were originally planned for 2015, '16, and '17?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, there are some investments related to general plant that were related to each rate zone that were deferred but now need to be brought and implemented.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I'm going to ask you to provide with us a table that just goes through your capital budget for 2018 for the various rate zones and identify things that are being done in that year that were originally planned for a prior year and just identify what the reason is why they were moved.  Or reasons, if there is more than one.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Not for Horizon?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why not for Horizon?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have no capital investment account entries.  We've identified that we've been on pace for capital investment relative to the distribution system plan.  There is an annual check with you and this Board relative to capital investment in the DSP.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't have a capital plan?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, sorry, we --


MR. SMITH:  No, I think what Ms. Butany-DeSouza is saying is we don't have an ICM request for the Horizon rate zone, and there are other mechanisms agreed to to check on capital spending in Horizon, so it's --


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We're not a --


MR. SMITH:  -- so it's not an appropriate request in relation to that rate zone.  We will do it for the other three, which are subject to an ICM request.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm asking for a list for Alectra, which is the applicant in this proceeding.

MR. SMITH:  I think we have set out what we're prepared to do and the reason why, and we don't agree with respect to Horizon, which doesn't have -- the MAADs application makes it clear we are to maintain separate rate zones, and that each rate zone would be eligible to file for ICM.  Horizon has not filed.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It’s not eligible.

MR. SMITH:  And it's not eligible, frankly.  So that's why I don't think it's an appropriate request with respect to that rate zone only.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is the Horizon capital budget for 2018 on the record anywhere?

MR. SMITH:  It's not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Can we get an undertaking number for that?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.33.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.33:  TO PROVIDE HORIZON'S CAPITAL BUDGET FOR 2018


MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  233 for the capital?

MR. SMITH:  Can you tell me what we've just marked as 233?  I want to make sure it was to provide the list of items in the 2018 budget that were not in -- that were 2015 or '16 projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Or '17.

MR. SMITH:  Or ’17, and an explanation as to why they're being advanced now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's right.

MR. SMITH:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's -- I understand you're refusing to do it for Horizon, but you're willing to do if for the other three.

MR. SMITH:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that's the undertaking.  And then next is ERZ-Staff-20.

MR. SMITH:  Off the record, it's a beautiful sunset.

--- OFF THE RECORD DISCUSSION.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You've assumed that, on the second page, that materiality is tested by each rate zone, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you have a reference for that?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.  Maybe it's the one in here.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  January 19, 2016.  It's the Handbook To Electricity And Distributor Transmitter Consolidations, page 17, bottom of the second to last paragraph:
"Materiality thresholds for the ICM will be calculated based on the individual distributors’ accounts and not on that of the consolidated entity."

MR. SHEPHERD:  Alectra Utilities materiality, project materiality, would be a million, is that right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't know.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't know what your materiality threshold is?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't know.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  My next question is on ERZ-Staff-24, and I'm looking at page 4, which is this detailed table of the leaks.  I just want to know whether I understand this table correctly.

 As of the time you did this analysis -- when was the time you did this analysis?  Was this a year ago?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, this table reflects that as of December 31, 2016, this was the volume and magnitude of the backlog.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So of these, there is only 62 that have major leaks, right?

MR. WASIK:  Subject to check, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And whereas there are 1,735 that have minor leaks.  Will you accept that, subject to check?

MR. WASIK:  I'm sorry, can you repeat that, please?

MR. SHEPHERD:  1,735 that have minor leaks.

MR. WASIK:  I'm sorry, I still didn't hear you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  1,735 that have minor leaks.  Will you is accept that, subject to check?

MR. WASIK:  Subject to check, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm trying to understand -- well, first tell us the difference between a major and minor leak.

MR. WASIK:  So during the inspection practice, the inspectors would identify the severity of the leak based on a preset criteria which includes photographs, and we’ve identified the sort of three different volumes of leaking that at the time of inspections, those inspectors selected.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Did you file that document that says what the criteria are for the three categories?

MR. WASIK:  No, that's not filed.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's not a long document, right?  It's pretty straightforward.

MR. WASIK:  I don't recall how long it is, but it's a criteria for inspection practices.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you file that?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, we'll do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.34.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.34:  TO FILE A DOCUMENT DESCRIBING THE CRITERIA FOR THE THREE CATEGORIES OF LEAKS


MR. SHEPHERD:  How many of these are you planning to replace each year?  Of these 2,051, how many are you planning to replace?

MR. WASIK:  I think we -- I know we provided that information in the business case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's a couple of hundred, right?

MR. WASIK:  For 2017, our plan is to replace 543; the same number for '18 and ’19.  That reduces to 411 in 2020, and 204 in 2021.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then you're planning to replace starting -- like starting right now, you're planning to replace ones with minor leaks, right?

MR. WASIK:  As we explained the other day to Mr. Oakley, there is -- we take a priority sequence in terms of trying to address them.  So obviously we -- as we explained, we start out with PCB leaking transformers and then some of the major as well as PCB transformers, and then we work our way down from a severity standpoint that way.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you're doing it over four years?

MR. WASIK:  I believe we said we’re doing it over five years as part of this project.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then by my calculations, somewhere -- it started in 2017, right?

MR. WASIK:  That is correct.  We started working on addressing the backlog in --


MR. SHEPHERD:  So by my calculations, you've done all the PCB ones and all the major leak ones, and you are already on -- the only ones you're doing right now, December 2017, the only ones you're doing are minor leaks, is that right?

MR. WASIK:  I would have to take a look at what the break up of the ones we completed this year is, to confirm that.  Sometimes we may have access issues to get into addressing some of these.  So I would have to take a look at the number is of what we accomplished this year.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Given your prioritization is PCBs and then major leaks, right?

MR. WASIK:  That's where we start, right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Those ones are all done, right?

MR. WASIK:  Again, Mr. Shepherd, I would have to look at exactly what was accomplished to confirm what was done.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They're probably all done, unless there was some particular issue.

MR. WASIK:  Our intent is for that to be completed.

MR. SHEPHERD:  See the reason I ask this is because it sounds like your ICM project is entirely about replacing transformers that have minor leaks.

MR. WASIK:  What might be helpful, Mr. Shepherd, here is to identify that through our experience, the leaks don't fix themselves.  Transformers that were inspected and perhaps identified as minor leakers in 2013 or 2014 have eventually turned into moderate leakers, and moderate leakers turn into major leakers.  The leaks get worse over Time, and that is the premise of why we're moving forward in this particular manner, is that if we don't do anything about this, there is a serious concern the leaks will continue and only get worse with time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But when you started this, 13 percent -- or 12.6 or something percent of your transformers had leaks, right?

MR. WASIK:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so -- and you still had not too bad reliability, so I guess I'm trying to understand -- yes, I understand that leaks don't fix themselves, but it was working pretty well at 12.6.  You're already way beyond that, and you're only doing minor leaks now?

MR. WASIK:  Well, that's not necessarily the case, as I explained, Mr. Shepherd.  A transformer may continue to operate and not have an outage, even though it's losing oil.  So it doesn't necessary impact reliability.  The concern here is that the amount of oil that spilled into the environment is going to cause a much larger and more significant environmental remediation, which is what we're trying to avoid.  We're trying to do the right thing here to address the fact that an asset is leaking oil into the environment, which is something that we're trying to catch earlier on so that the cleanup is smaller and the costs that ultimately come with remediation are contained as quickly as we can.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.  So can you provide by way of undertaking with the last five years of remediation costs associated only with leaky transformers?  I'm not interested in PCBs and that stuff.  I just want the leaky transformer costs, last five years.  Can you do that?

MR. WASIK:  I'm sorry, you're asking for just the cost --


MR. SHEPHERD:  To remediate.  You had spills, you had to remediate.

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, I'm just pausing, Mr. Shepherd, because I thought I understood in your question that you were trying to factor out the remediation costs associated with transformers that leaked PCBs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, because they're gone now.

MR. SMITH:  Well, you don't know that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well...

MR. SMITH:  And the witness has told you you don't know that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, the two that are left are less of a concern.

MR. SMITH:  Well, you don't know that either.  But in any event, I guess the question for the witness is can they disaggregate the information -- first the question is can you disaggregate the remediation costs the way Mr. Shepherd has asked you to.

MR. WASIK:  We would have to look at the data to see if we can break it apart.  We've been --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you do the --


MR. WASIK:  -- we've been tracking all the oil leakers with -- through the same --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but you're also tracking your PCBs separately, as we can see from this table.

MR. WASIK:  Well, we were asked to break out the PCB transformers leaking oil -- non-leaking transformers PCB with oil, as well as the transformers with non-PCBs leaking oil, so that's what we provided in response to here.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You have a regulatory obligation to deal with the PCB transformers, right?

MR. WASIK:  It's our view that we have a regulatory obligation to deal with all leaking transformers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you had a separate requirement, a regulation or something, that said you had to deal with the PCB ones, right, and that's why you tracked them.

MR. WASIK:  There's a different treatment for PCB transformers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you were required to track them, were you not?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, we're required to track the location and the whereabouts of those transformers.  What I'm saying, Mr. Shepherd, is we're going to take a look to see if we can separate out the remediation costs for PCB leaking transformers from those that don't have PCB...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.35.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.35:  TO PROVIDE REMEDIATION COSTS ASSOCIATED ONLY WITH LEAKY TRANSFORMERS FOR THE LAST FIVE YEARS

MR. SHEPHERD:  The next question is on ERZ-Staff-25.  And you were asked a bunch of questions about this yesterday, I think.  And the -- well, maybe it wasn't this one.  Hang on.

Oh, yeah.  You were.  And this is the one where you excluded the ICM expenditures for 2018, but not the same type of expenditures for '19, '20, and '21 and '22.  And did you give an undertaking yesterday to do that?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, sorry, we said that we don't know what our ICM -- if ICM will be in future years.  And so we did not undertake to provide.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So in the MAADs application, you filed a table of rate forecasts that broke out ICM revenue and non-ICM revenue for the merged utility.  Do you recall that?  The reference in the MAADs application is JTC1.3.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't have it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't need to have it.  I'm asking a general question about it.

So that document was, in fact, the numbers behind a graph that one of your consultants provided to your merging -- the shareholders of your merging utilities.  And it showed that you would get -- sorry?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  [Inaudible, off-mic]

--- Reporter appeals.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I do not.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  [Speaking off-mic]  We don't have...

--- Reporter appeals.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It doesn't matter.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it showed that you had 157 million of ICM revenue in the deferred rebasing period.  None of that matters.  It's on the record.  I'll put it in my argument.  I don't need to ask you questions about that.

I'm asking today do you have a current forecast like that one of your ICM revenue during the deferred rebasing period?  Have you updated that forecast?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  So without my MAADs material in front of me, but speaking generally, Mr. Shepherd, what I did say on the record during the MAADs proceeding was that that was a math exercise, that we took the capital budget and based on math, meaning based on the Board's ICM formula, computed the quantum for ICM.

The -- that -- we have not recalculated that, because as we went through this exercise for this application there is a lot of judgment that needs to be imparted to evaluating projects.  It's not just looking at a bucket of capital.  It's about looking at the Board's criteria for ICM and then looking at the projects that qualify that Mr. Wasik has taken you through in some detail that are provided, the substantiation for which is provided in the business cases as they relate to each of the projects.

So we haven't updated that number.  We have not updated that number.  We will be evaluating ICM annually.  The projection was as it was in the MAADs proceeding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You told your shareholders that rates would be lower in Mergeco, and you gave them a number, and that was the basis of that number.  That's your evidence in the MAADs proceeding.  If you're now saying, no, it wasn't really a number, it didn't matter, that's fine, I get that.  But what I'm trying to get is, do you have a number now?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I did have a number then.  And I've spoken about it both in the MAADs proceeding and in -- now in this proceeding, that even then, even at the time of the merger to our shareholders as part of the MAADs application, the computed amount was exactly that, it was a calculation.  Again, in order to get to what is an ICM filing, there is a review of projects and judgment that needs to be imparted.  It isn't just a math exercise.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, in fact, isn't it true that your first-year ICM application is actually about a third higher than what you forecast then?  Isn't that true?

MR. SMITH:  You have the witness's answer.  She doesn't have JTC1.3, so I don't --


MR. SHEPHERD:  When you did the ICM application in this proceeding did you look back at what you forecast then?

--- Panel confers.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Mr. Shepherd, I don't have a reference that I can provide you.  I can tell you that we did look at the business case

MR. SHEPHERD:  When you did the ICM application in this proceeding did you look back at what you forecast then?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:   Mr. Shepherd, I don't have a reference that I can provide you.  I can tell you we did look at the business case, and I do not agree with the premise that the filing is higher.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if it is higher, the numbers are there, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I just don't have a number to which to refer you.  You're asking me to accept something.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's fine.  My next question is ERZ-Staff-29, and I'm looking at page 3.  And this is with respect to the York municipal station, I think.

One of the things you say here is:  "The station is one of the two remaining outdoor 44 kV, 13.8 kV municipal stations in Mississauga," and you talk about how outdoor stations are worse, because they are exposed to the elements, right?

MR. WASIK:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What's the other one?  Is it scheduled for a rebuild as well?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, I don't have that information in front of me at the moment.  I would have to look that up.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Here's what I'm driving at.  My impression from the business case was the fact that it was outdoor was a factor in determining whether you were going to spend money on it, right?

MR. WASIK:  We identified in the business case, Mr. Shepherd, that there's two drivers, the primary driver is the growth in the business park area, and the second one is recognizing that was a temporary outdoor station that was built and required to be upgraded to present day standards.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You're not the only ones with outdoor municipal stations, right?

MR. WASIK:  In reference to other utilities, yes, there's other utilities that have outdoor stations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  My next question is ERZ-Staff-40, and I just want to explore -- I'm on page 3 under 2 little (ii), and I just want to explore this notion that the needs and drivers of the ICM projects are similar to those in base capital, and that the reason why these ones are ICM is because you don't have enough budget to do them.

Do I understand correctly your view that if -- that ICM projects don't have to be different from the other stuff you normally do.  They can be exactly the same, it's okay?  It's just you need more money, you can come and ask for it and identify some projects to spend it on?

MR. WASIK:  If they meet the eligibility criteria of an ICM application, and we are permitted to come and seek approval for funding of those initiatives.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The criteria being the threshold, and they don't have to be different from what you have in base capital?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  My next question is ERZ-Staff-42.  And you were asked the question in C that there was 5.6 million in OM&A related to environmental remediation, and 19.4 million in capital expenditures that were not included in rates.

And you answered the question that the remediation costs were expensed.  And I didn't see the answer to why wasn't the capital included in rates.  Am I just missing something here?

MR. WASIK:  Our interpretation of that particular question was that the environmental remediations were the costs, and that's why we provided our response to the 5.6 million.

MR. SHEPHERD:  19.4 was in your capital budget and was approved, right?

MR. WASIK:  Can you please clarify what do you mean by approved?

MR. SHEPHERD:  You were asked -- the 19.4 million which is referred to in 2013 to 2016 in the question, and you say they were not included in rates.  And you were asked, well, why weren't they included in rates.

MR. SMITH:  Why don't we just -- we don't know; they don't know the answer.  Why don't we give you an undertaking?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure, that's fine.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.36.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.36:  TO ADVISE WHY THE 19.4 MILLION REFERRED TO IN 2013 TO 2016 WAS NOT INCLUDED IN RATES


MR. SHEPHERD:  Then my next question is on ERZ-Staff-48, and I'm trying to decipher my notes here.  Oh, yeah.

So this was sort of an entre into the more general question.  This is about Enersource, but the issue arises in a number of capital projects.  Capital projects often result in OM&A savings, right?

MR. WASIK:  There are specific capital projects that may provide some OM&A reductions, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do we have somewhere in the evidence a breakdown of the OM&A savings currently forecast for the ICM projects?

MR. WASIK:  Not specifically just for the ICM projects.  But we've identified the OM&A savings for the projects that form the 2018 distribution system plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand that.  But to be fair, you're under IRM and you spend the money on capital, you get the OM&A savings; it's part of the formula.  That's not what I'm asking about.

ICM is extra money, and I'm asking what's happening to the extra OM&A savings.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So in some cases, there is an OM&A savings.  But in many cases, it's an OM&A avoidance.  By doing the work, we're not having to respond to trouble calls, et cetera.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But that would be part of your normal operating costs anyway, right?

MR. MATTHEWS:  What I'm saying is not every project results in a reduction in OM&A.  It results in an avoidance of an increase to OM&A.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Certainly, and the increases in OM&A are built into your rate formula.  So you have the money for them, so it's a reduction relative to the normal status quo trajectory, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Your premise was that often capital investment results in OM&A savings, and what we're saying is that we don't accept the premise that often that is the case.  It may be the case, but as Mr. Matthews identified, it can be the avoidance of future OM&A.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And if you didn't do the project you would have to eat the OM&A.  So it's not -- it's savings for you.

MR. MATTHEWS:  It's avoidance of future escalation in OM&A cost.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Here's what I'm going to ask.  I'm going to -- let's cut to the chase here.  Can you provide a list of the ICM projects -- there's only about 20 of them or so -- and any estimates you have of future OM&A impacts, all right, whether they're reduction in increases or they're absolute reductions, OM&A impacts.

MR. SMITH:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.37.

MR. SHEPHERD:  37?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yes.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.37:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF THE ICM PROJECTS AND ANY ESTIMATES YOU HAVE OF FUTURE OM&A IMPACTS, WHETHER THEY'RE REDUCTION IN INCREASES OR THEY'RE ABSOLUTE REDUCTIONS.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  My next question is on -- and you'll be pleased to know that I'm just going along at a massively fast clip here, and I'm about -- I don't think I have more than 20 minutes, in case anybody is tired.  Do you  need a break?

MR. SMITH:  Why don't we just stretch our hands for five minutes, and then we'll push through.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 5:29 p.m.
--- On resuming at 5:38 p.m.


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everyone.  Mr. Shepherd, you're going to continue and finish soon so we can all go home.  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm entirely in the witness's hands.  My next question is on ERZ-Staff-71, and it's sort of a general question.

You’ll see on the second page, it says the new ACA didn't result in a change in condition overall, that is that the assets were generally in better or worse condition relative to the previous one which was 2014, right?

MR. WASIK:  Mr. Shepherd, the way we interpreted this question was:  Was Alectra surprised after the asset condition assessment was completed relative to before it was completed.

And how I explained to Mr. Oakley that because the asset condition assessment is based on inspection data that we provide the consultant, we reviewed that data.  So as a result, we were not surprised when we got the report back that the report said what it said, because we already reviewed the inputs to that particular study.

So from that standpoint, that's the premise of our response.  We were not surprised, because we're constantly looking over our inspections and saying we’re finding new things and understanding them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the bottom line really is if you're running your system properly, you know the conditions of your assets and no assessment is going to tell you anything new.  If it tells you something new, you're not on top of things.

MR. WASIK:  I would say there is an element you missed in that particular element.  Not only do you have to run the system properly, but you have to inspect your assets and be aware of what the condition of your assets are, so that when you complete your asset condition assessment study, the inputs that you're using match what you inspected.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it's true, isn't it, that the most recent ACA doesn't overall say that the Enersource system is in worse condition than the previous ACA said, or better?

MR. WASIK:  I would have to take a look at what the delta between the previous one and this one was, to confirm your statement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't know whether generally that's true?

MR. WASIK:  I would have to look at them side by side to make that determination.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  But presumably, if the condition of your assets were worsening, then you'd be changing the useful life of your assets, or making some sort of other assessment as to how long your assets were going to live, if in fact they're in worse condition than you thought they were going to be.

MR. WASIK:  I would not agree with that.  So what we would do -- what we have done when we have reviewed the condition assessment is we tried to understand what's causing the specific -- which assets are causing -- or which assets are deteriorating and what's causing them to deteriorate at a faster rate.  So there is an assessment that would be done to have an understanding before we acted.

Like any asset management practice, we want to understand what the situation is, understand what options are available, and start putting forward an appropriate plan to respond to that information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  I think you've answered those questions already.  I'm looking at PRZ-Staff-8, and the table on the second page, which is the projection of annual savings resulting from the merger over the deferral period, is that just for the PowerStream rate zone or for the entire organization?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  It's for the whole organization.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And I take it -- this was filed on October 11th.  I take it you still believe that for 2018, your capital savings will be 24.4 million?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  You'll see that the table refers to years at the top, and that's how you've looked at ...

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Sorry, I don't follow your 24.4.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's on the screen.  Look under the 2018 column, capital 24.4.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Right.  So this is the original table that was filed in the MAADs proceeding, which is identified in the response to the interrogatory.  We didn't close the deal in -- we didn't close the deal before February 1, 2017.  So in fact, you need to consider year one as the column that reads 2016, which is not a savings.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So 2017 is 2016, and 2018 is 2017?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes.  You have to --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  2016 on the screen is now 2017.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So when you say on the first page of this response that the current projection of annual savings resulting from the merger is provided in table 1, that is still correct; it's just correct but move it over a year, or reasonably correct, close enough?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Yes, you have to consider 2016 as year one.  And in that year one column, you would have to assume 11/12th of the year, 11/12ths of the amount because we closed in February.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That would be true in operating costs. But in capital costs, that wouldn't be true, right?  Capital costs are not month by month.  These are things that you're doing that are substantial changes that are causing impacts, so they're going to be an impact regardless, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  At 11/12ths; we are losing a month of the year.  We didn't close -- we were separate entities in January.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm sorry.  If you're saving a million dollars on ERP, you're either saving it this year or you're not.  It's not 11/12ths of it, is it?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  Synergy savings in this discussion is neither here nor there.  But my view is you can't just take an annual amount when we haven't been a company for an annum.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  My next question is on PRZ-Staff-11, and you were asked the difference, the concept of recurring -- is this the recurring capital expenditures?

Oh, no, it's typical annual capital programs.  We've talked about this at length, so I'm not going to go over it in depth.  I just want to come to one specific thing here.

You've given examples at the bottom of the first page, examples of capital investments which are part of recurring annual capital programs, and you say residential subdivisions, and you say fixing storm damage, and unscheduled reactive capital spending.

But other than that, you're saying that nothing else is recurring annual programs, right?  Other than these examples that you've given here, nothing else.  So nothing in system service, basically nothing in system renewal, except for reactive, is that right?

MR. WASIK:  So Mr. Shepherd, what we did here was we answered the Board Staff's question, which was please provide an example.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand that.

MR. WASIK:  And we provided examples.  So there may be others, and we would have to look through the entire investment portfolio to determine the extended list.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm not asking you to do that.  What I'm asking is, I'm trying to get to the concept.  And it appears that the concept is that recurring capital programs are reactive and that anything you plan to do is not reactive, is not a recurring capital program?

MR. MATTHEWS:  No, it's not all reactive.  For instance, pole replacement program is not a reactive program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Because all your examples are reactive examples.  That's why I'm asking the question.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Right.  Well, pole replacement program would be an example of one that's not reactive.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Then I'm looking at PRZ SEC 12.  I only asked a few questions, but I have to get to some of them.  And in SEC 12, if you look at page 6 of the response...

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We don't have it yet.  Just one second.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's on the screen.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So this is for PowerStream, and table 2 estimates the amounts that would qualify for ICM.

If the Board were trying to put your current application in context over the longer-term, would it be reasonable for the Board to look at these numbers that are under "difference" at the bottom of that table, 25,891, et cetera, and say that's probably around the amount of capital they will want to include in ICM in subsequent years?  Is that a reasonable range for them to think about?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, Mr. Shepherd, I go back to the point that I made earlier this afternoon, that we are evaluating ICM each year by rate zone, and this calculation is not necessarily determinative of what that ICM ask, if any, will be.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In 2018 you're planning to spend less than your Board-approved capital level, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No.

MR. SMITH:  You mean, spend less than the threshold than the ICM calculation would permit?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, you have a Board-approved capital of $115.8 million.  You're only going to spend 109.8, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No.  No, as the -- third time is a charm.  No, as the table identifies, the 115 refers to 2017, not 2018.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand that, but the fact is that the Board said that capital level is fine and you're spending less all three of the next years, but in all of those years you say you will, however, be eligible for 70 million-plus in ICM, right, extra money?

MS. YEATES:  Mr. Shepherd, so as you've identified in table 2, the 2018 forecast is 109,773.  However, if you look at the Board's ICM policy and the Board's ICM module, the ICM threshold for the PowerStream rate zone is 83,832.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm well aware of how the ICM works, yes.

MS. YEATES:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And what's your point?

MS. YEATES:  The point is that for the PowerStream rate zone the difference between a distributor's capital forecast and the ICM threshold allows the distributor to request ICM up to that maximum eligible incremental capital amount.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it -- but it's not incremental to the budget that you have in your rates, right?  You have a budget in your rates which the Board approved, 115.8.  In none of these years are you going to spend more than that, you're going to spend less than that every year, and for that you want more money.

I have, by the way, five more questions.  The first is in PRZ SEC 14.  And you may know the answer to this off the top of your head, but otherwise you can give me an undertaking.

What percentage of your total overhead lines are rear lot construction?

MR. SMITH:  We'll take the undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.38.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.38:  TO ADVISE WHAT PERCENTAGE OF YOUR TOTAL OVERHEAD LINES ARE REAR LOT CONSTRUCTION.

MR. MATTHEWS:  So you mean by length?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. MATTHEWS:  Yeah, we can find out.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I believe that's 2 SEC -- JTC2.37, unless I missed an undertaking.  I thought we were --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, it's not 37.  It might be 38 or 39, but it's not 37.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  We're at 38.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'll check the transcript.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then my next question is -- relates to HRZ.  No, no, no, actually, my next question relates to 3 VECC 16.  And I'm looking at the -- you talked about your review of your capital plan.  Do you have that in front of you?  Do you have that?  Okay.  And you're talking about your review of the PowerStream capital plan after the decision.

Did you do benchmarking of your capital plan to external information?  Like unit cost benchmarking for example, or best practices benchmarking, et cetera, after the decision?

MR. MATTHEWS:  Not to external; to internal.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you've done no external benchmarking of your plan?

MR. MATTHEWS:  We're not aware of external benchmarking, or a general report that we can use to do that external benchmarking with respect to these projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So there's unit cost benchmarking, right?  That's widely done in the United States, right?

MR. MATTHEWS:  So we're not aware of those.  We're looking at internal benchmarking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  And then I would like to go to CCC number 8.  And you provided the 2017 ROE forecast for Alectra.  This is all of Alectra, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  There is only one Alectra.  Levity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, indeed.  This is the financial ROE.  Do you have a regulatory ROE forecast for 2017?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We can undertake to provide it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you give me 2018, too?  You'll have that forecast, too, by now, presumably?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  We have 2017.  We can give you 2017; we'll undertake to provide that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you see if you have the information to do 2018?  If it's too much work, then you can just say in the response that it's too much work.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  If we don't have it, we will say that we don't have it.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  JT2.39.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.39:  TO PROVIDE THE REGULATORY ROE FORECAST FOR 2017 AND 2018

MR. SHEPHERD:  Finally, I have two questions related to HRZ SEC 7, and the first one is -- on the second page, you refer to the 2017 to '21 financial plan, which we have, right?

And do I take it correctly that you do not have a 2018 to 2022 financial plan?  We talked about this earlier.  That's not done yet, right?

MR. SMITH:  That's right.  That was the evidence earlier.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the reason I ask that is because the 2017 to 2021 financial plan was drafted in 2016.  So 2017 being pretty well over, I would have thought you would have the new one by now.  But you don't, right?

MR. SMITH:  You made the same observation earlier.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Except I didn't have this in front of me, which shows what your timelines normally are.

But I do want to ask you to go to attachment 3 to that interrogatory response, and I will, of course, have to find it.  And in that document at page -- sorry, I'm wrong.  It’s attachment 5.  And in that document at -- and the document is the excerpt from the financial plan, right?  The full financial plan is in the record here somewhere, isn’t it?  The 2017 to 2021 financial plan is in the record here somewhere, right?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  No, it is not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, well, I wonder if you could provide it then, please.

MR. SMITH:  No, we won't do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that's a refusal?

MR. SMITH:  That's a refusal.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  But I'm looking at this excerpt which and it's talking about working capital, and it says on page 2 of this document, attachment 5, that the corresponding reduction in accounts receivable as a result of going to monthly billing is 71.8 million dollars.

And will you accept that at your current weighted average cost of capital, that's just about 5 million dollars a year in reduced revenue requirement?

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I'm not trying to prolong things, so I’ll offer that up-front, and I don't have the reference in front of me.  I see that it's on the screen, so I'm looking up now.  What was the number that you gave me first?

MR. SHEPHERD:  71.8 million dollars reduction in accounts receivable.  This is what you reported, I guess what the financial plan says.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I see that that's on the screen.

MR. SHEPHERD:  At your current weighted average cost of capital, that’s about -- it's actually 4.94 million dollars a year.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't have the calculation.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you calculate the impact on your revenue requirement of this reduction in AR.

MS. BUTANY-DeSOUZA:  I don't understand the relevance.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You're going to monthly billing, you're going to save 5 million dollars a year.

MR. SMITH:  But there is no adjustment under the various rate mechanisms.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's fine.  Look, if you want to refuse, that's fine.  I'll do the calculation in my argument.  I'm giving you an opportunity to respond.

MR. SMITH:  Okay.  We'll confirm the number.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JT2.40.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.40:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE SWITCH TO MONTHLY BILLING WILL REDUCE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BY APPROXIMATELY $4.94 MILLION PER YEAR


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's all my questions, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.  Just a reminder, according to Procedural Order No. 3, the undertakings from this technical conference are due by December 15th.

And if there is nothing else, we are finished and call it a night.  Thank you, everyone.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 6:06 p.m.
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