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Thursday, July 16, 2020
--- On commencing at 9:00 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning, everybody.


Lisa, can you wave if you can hear me okay?  Excellent.  Thank you.


I think, Teresa, we're ready to go on the record.


THE REPORTER:  Yes, on the record.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  Welcome to day 2 of the technical conference for Hydro Ottawa's 2021 to '25 custom IR application.  We're starting today with one follow-up question from Mr. Engel, and then we will move to Lisa DeMarco, and that will complete panel 1.


Mr. Engel, go ahead.

HYDRO OTTAWA LIMITED - PANEL 1, CONT'D:

Gregory Van Dusen

Angela Collier

Mike Grue

Neal Tejwani

April Barrie

Examination by Mr. Engel:


MR. ENGEL:  Thank you.  So my question is with respect to updated Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I don't know if it is just me, but I can't hear you.


MR. ENGEL:  Can you hear me now?  Can you hear me?  Lisa, can you hear me?


MR. BROPHY:  It's Mike Brophy.  I can hear you.


MR. LADANYI:  I can hear very well.


MR. ENGEL:  Okay.  Can you hear me, James?  I'm speaking.  James, if you can't hear me, I assume you'll -- it seems like everyone else can hear me.


MR. GARNER:  Yeah, we can hear you.


MS. GIRVAN:  Jamie, everybody can hear him except for you.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  I think James is frozen.


MR. CASS:  Yes, I am not sure if he is hearing anything.


MR. MUKHERJI:  I think we will try to reach Jamie.


MR. ENGEL:  Updated Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 5, page 26 and 27.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.  Ms. Barrie, could you just confirm that you are on the line, please?


MS. BARRIE:  I confirm.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.


MR. ENGEL:  Thank you.  So I am just -- I am looking at -- so there on page -- what you have up there is page 25 -- sorry, 26.  So under 2021 for general service less than 50 kilowatts, you've got percentage distribution increase of 2.44 percent.  And this is the original evidence.  And then on the next page, on that same item, distribution increase, you are showing 4.05 percent.


So I am just wondering about why the increase there.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Ms. Barrie will respond.


MS. BARRIE:  So I would have to look into the detailed impacts for that particular item.  I know one of the large things that changed was related to rate riders, but right offhand I couldn't tell you for the full makeup, sorry.


MR. ENGEL:  Maybe if you could give an undertaking just to look into that?


MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I can take that as an undertaking.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be -- sorry.  That will be JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1:  TO EXPLAIN THE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION INCREASE IN GENERAL SERVICE LESS THAN 50 KILOWATTS.


MR. ENGEL:  Thank you.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, just, Mr. Sidlofsky, the numbering you gave it, JT2, day 2.  Is that how we're doing it?  Day 2, first undertaking of day 2?


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right, yes.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay, thank you.


MR. ENGEL:  And then, so that was the difference between the originally filed evidence and the updated evidence.  And then I guess my next question is, going down the row there, 2022, we've got 6.76, 5.65.  I guess generally if you can speak to what the cause of these large rate increases -- or these large increases is.


MS. BARRIE:  So as I mentioned, I believe most of them do have to do with the rate riders.  I would point you to OEB -- response to OEB 38, however, where Hydro Ottawa did provide updated bill impacts.


MR. ENGEL:  Okay.


MS. BARRIE:  It's right at the bottom.  Page 12.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just to be clear, your question is the change between the original submission on February 10th and the updated submission for 2019 actuals?  And then, as Ms. Barrie has pointed out, in OEB 38 we updated the rate impacts for some minor changes we made in the interrogatory process.


Is your question, why is the rate increase between '20 and '21, or is it just the change between the different versions?


MR. ENGEL:  The change between the different versions.  And then also going forward down the line, 2022 onward.  So two questions.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  So without pre-empting the transcript undertaking response, sir, the pattern of the rate changes reflects the pattern of the revenue requirement, which reflects many factors, including in-service additions.  As you know, we have a large Cambrian station coming into service in the 2021-2022 period.  We have varied capital expenditure programs coming into service over the period. There is also the increase in the OM&A versus the previous period, which is causing rate changes.  We also have rate riders, some of which were settling over a two-year period, some of which were settling over a one-year period.


There are a multitude of changes that result in the pattern of rate change over the period, just as a general comment.  But we will take the undertaking.  Thank you, sir.


MR. ENGEL:  Thank you.  So that is it for me.  Thank you.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Engel.  Ms. DeMarco.

Examination by Ms. DeMarco:


MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much.  I have two small clarification questions, and they're predominantly in around DRC IRR responses 1 to 3.  But just humour me in going through the collective of what's gone on and what you have done in relation to distributed energy resources broadly.


As I understand it, at DRC 1A you have indicated that you participated in, in 2017, an NRCan DCFC fast-charging study for electric vehicle supply equipment, and that was presented in Europe.  Is that right?


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, that's correct.


MS. DeMARCO:  And then you have also more recently done an electric vehicle charging impact analysis.  Is that right?  Is that 2019?


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Umm --


MS. DeMARCO:  I am at DRC 8A.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, DRC 8A?


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  My apologies.  I was on the wrong DRC response.


MS. DeMARCO:  I am taking you around a little bit of a journey to facilitate my collection of everything that you have done here.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay.  Certainly, yes, I am there now.


MS. DeMARCO:  And also, you've undertaken a study with Pollution Probe, as I understand it, an E-map study looking at electric vehicle penetration and the impacts on the distribution study.  It is DRC 1C, as I understand it.


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  That was some -- a couple of years ago, but, yes, we did undertake that study.


MS. DeMARCO:  Then you have also taken -- undertaken another study with Natural Resources Canada at DRC 1B, looking at clusters of electric vehicles.  That is DRC 1B.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  You have also got a charging pilot being undertaken?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  We undertook a charging pilot with flow.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that is at DRC 1G, and at the time of response to the interrogatory, you were at 91 of 100 participants connected.  Can you tell me what the status of that is?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I hate to do this to you, Ms. DeMarco, but panel 2 will be in a much more -- panel 2 or panel 3 will be in a much better position to answer the details on this.

I suggest that you save this for panel 2, when Patrick Brown is on the stand.  He is our person who is going to deal with predominantly these questions.

So I personally don't have an update to that number, but he may and I am putting him on alert now.

MS. DeMARCO:  No worries there, and certainly I will get back to the specifics.  But it is the macro impact of all of this that I would like to ask you a few questions on. And really, they fall within the context of DRC 3, IRR number 3.

Arguably, you've really looked at not just electric vehicles, but also transactive energy and you have a number of specific elements of your revenue requirement related to in fact the MiGen program and the evolution of the grid, as you should.  Is that fair?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  We have a MiGen program, which is kind of a second phase of something we started a few years ago.  And it had been -- it had been looking at transactive energy, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  If I understand your updated evidence, about 15 million of your 260-odd revenue requirement is related to what is an evolving grid.  Is that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  That's the number I recollect, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And then when we look at that in your custom price escalation factor, I don't see anything related to productivity associated with that evolving grid.  What am I missing?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Well, productivity is embedded in the custom price escalation factor.  Part of that, if I could take you to -- there are several exhibits I could go to, but maybe right now we will just go to the executive summary updated, 1-1-8.

Sorry, I am just trying to get the right page here.  Sorry.  So this starts -- a discussion on the custom price escalation factor starts on page 21 of 33 of updated Exhibit 1-1-8.

If we did go down and take a look at the formula on page 22, the custom productivity escalation factor is made up of an inflation, a productivity factor and a growth factor.  So there is productivity factor embedded in this escalation factor.  That is 234 the X-factor, which is this two component productivity factor.

So in that, the stretch factor -- there is a stretch factor that is involved there, which embeds productivity into this factor.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am looking really specifically at DRC 3A, where you say very expressly that the formula regarding the capacity load changes are due to electric vehicles and other distributed energy resources.  There were no specific assumptions in the X-factor related to those, and any assumptions are built into implicitly the load forecast.

So I've got no X changes related to distributed energy resources, including electric vehicles.  Is that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So there was nothing explicitly built into the stretch factor for electric vehicles or distributed energy resources, you are correct.

But it is implicitly built into our load forecast, as we've previously discussed and is in our evidence.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I have gone through the load forecast and I am trying to find very explicitly or implicitly where we see distributed energy resources and the considerable work that you have done reflected, and this considerable work you have done around DERs, and electric vehicles and charging reflected in either your growth factor and/or the load forecast itself.

And I am still having some difficulties with that.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Right.  So Ms. Barrie could potentially add to what I am about to say.  But to the extent there is impact to distributed energy resources and electric vehicles that are embedded in the load forecast, it would have been embedded in the base that we use to develop the load forecast.

So we used the periods -- well, a lot of historical information.  But any information that was embedded in the load forecast from the starting point -- which I believe is 2019, subject to correction from Ms. Barrie -- would have been embedded in the load forecast, so whatever had been done to that point.

Ms. Barrie, can you confirm my statement, please?

MS. BARRIE:  I can confirm your statement.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am wondering if you can tease that that out a little bit, specifically what was done.  And if I can ask you for an undertaking to give me the assumptions regarding the EV penetration rate that you assumed, and the percent on peak of the load that you assumed, and the timing that you assumed in building that into both the load and growth factors.

MS. BARRIE:  I can answer the question.  Sorry, it is April Barrie.  I can answer the question in terms of the load forecast.

We did not specifically overlay an EV penetration rate into the load forecast.  It's just what is currently within the 2019 actuals that would impact future changes.

So any adjustments related to EV in the past would naturally impact the load forecast going forward.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  To add onto that, I just answered that there is nothing explicitly built into the growth factor with respect to EVs and distributed energy resources.

MS. DeMARCO:  If I understand your study, you expect an order of magnitude increase in EV penetration, is that fair, a ten-fold increase?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Subject to check, yes, I will accept that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And...


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Ms. DeMarco, in terms of in our planning and in our work programs, what we do to take into account our expectation that there will be more EVs could probably be answered by Ms. Heuff on panel 2.

She will be able to talk about it, in terms of planning standards and what we're doing in terms of our assumptions in terms of our work, what's being done in terms of the assumptions of EVs.

MS. DeMARCO:  I will certainly go into that with her.  I just wanted, at a macro level, to understand how it was fitting into the CPEF generally as a macro level question as well.

I understand the CPEF to apply as an escalator on O&M in general.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in that O&M, you currently have about 278 vehicles.  Is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  Angela Collier.  Yes, we currently have that number.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the vast majority would be internal combustion engine vehicles, is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.  We responded to that question in DRC 10, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And about 90 percent of those will be replaced.  Is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  Subject to check, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  During the period of your custom IR plan, and there is an aggressive plan to replace those with the lowest-emitting electric vehicles, is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  So I will point you to table B in DRC 10, where our plan is to replace 77 vehicles and certainly in the light-duty vehicle category we hope to replace a number of those with hybrid vehicles.

MS. DeMARCO:  So at a minimum there should be a very significant fuel savings.  You are not going to have nearly as much gas in the O&M budget for those vehicles.  Is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  Certainly on the heavy-duty and medium-duty vehicles, we do not have a significant component of those vehicles that are hybrid.  And we were an early adopter of hybrid bucket trucks in 2010 and 2011.

We had a significant amount of difficulty with those vehicles, and they became increasingly unreliable, parts and maintenance support, you know, became unavailable due to really changes in the technology.

So those vehicles certainly are the heavy users of our fuel consumption, and even in the 2021 to 2025 forecast we're not planning on replacing a significant number of those with hybrids.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  Those would be medium-duty, fair to say?

MS. COLLIER:  So in Table B in DRC 10, we have characterized in three rows the heavy-duty, medium-duty, and light-duty vehicles that are being planned to be replaced with hybrid units in that second column.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  The bucket trucks that you are talking about would fall into the medium-duty category; is that fair?

MS. COLLIER:  Many of them -- no, many of them fall into the heavy-duty.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  But of the 77 light-duty vehicles that you plan on replacing?

MS. COLLIER:  We hope, as it is indicated in that Table B, to be able to replace 20 to 25 of those with hybrid.

MS. DeMARCO:  So there will definitely be a fuel savings in the O&M budget associated with that?

MS. COLLIER:  We do expect to have that.  It's hard to determine right now.  As noted on page 3 of that response in response C, there is currently -- most of our light-duty vehicles are full-size pick-up trucks.  Hydro Ottawa has found that that provides us the best flexibility and use amongst our field crews.

There's currently no fully electric or hybrid full-size pickup trucks available to purchase in Canada.  We're expecting Ford and General Motors to introduce their newest hybrid in 2020.

As a rule we don't purchase first model productions, just because of sometimes there's issues with product lines and that can lead to down time.  But more importantly, there's also some long wait times for parts to be made available.

So certainly in our plan those hybrid units that is noted on Table B will be in the latter part of our plan where we're going to see some of that fuel savings.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in relation to the light-duty vehicles, not the medium-duty or heavy-duty, you will see some fuel savings, and that should be reflected in your O&M cost.  Yes?

MS. COLLIER:  We expect to see some fuel savings in light-duty in the latter part of our 2021 to 2025 plan.

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

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Ms. DeMarco.  I understand that Hydro Ottawa needs a short break at this point to do some cleaning in your boardroom.  Is that right?  For the next panel?

MR. CASS:  Yes, it is, Jamie.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I'm happy to accommodate that.  Any sense of timing just so we know when to come back?

MR. CASS:  Five minutes, Jamie, I think would be sufficient.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Sure.  Why don't we take a five-minute break.  We will see if we're ready to go at 9:30.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 9:25 a.m.
--- On resuming at 9:35 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are going to go back on the record, and we are now moving on to panel 2.  I am going to start by letting people know who I have with me representing Board Staff.

First of all, I have Michael Walsh -- sorry, Michael Walsh from Midgard Consulting.  He will be asking questions about the distribution system plan.

And I also have Shou Zhang and Maggie Zhu, who will also be asking questions of panel 2.

And I think what I will first is turn it over to you, Fred and you can introduce your panel.

MR. CASS:  Yes, thank you, Jamie.  Continuing from panel 1, we have Angela Collier, director finance, and Greg Van Dusen, director regulatory affairs.  I apologize for misstating their position yesterday.  Got it right this time anyway, I hope.

Also on the panel are Seb Oran, director customer service, Laurie Heuff, director distribution engineering and asset management.  And finally, Patrick Brown, who is manager regulatory policy and research.

The witnesses, I think, are ready for questions.
OTTAWA HYDRO LIMITED – PANEL 2

Angela Collier

Greg Van Dusen

Seb Oran

Laurie Heuff

Patrick Brown


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Fred, and just one scheduling note.  I am thinking we can use the cleaning break as our first morning break.  So Board Staff are scheduled for two hours of questions before our next morning break.  Let's see how that goes.

Fred, if your panel would like to take another break in the middle of that at some point, just let me know and we will work something out.

MR. CASS:  All right, we will do that.  Thank you, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  All right.  Michael Walsh?
Examination by Mr. Walsh:


MR. WALSH:  Good morning, everyone.  Hopefully you can hear me.  I will jump into my questions.

So the first question I have -- and the questions will all have to do with the interrogatory responses provided to the OEB Staff questions.  So the first one is OEB 96, and so in terms of -- please stop me or slow me down, if you want, but I will just try to keep the pace up.

In terms of the question, it has to do with the response I am looking to clarify.  Can you clarify, if the response is stating that once the cable's age has exceeded 25 years, that Hydro One deems that the cable has reached a very pool health index, or that the age component has reached the lowest score?

MS. HEUFF:  Good morning.  Yes, this is Laurie Heuff, director of distribution and asset management.

To respond to your question, yes, that means that the age has reached the life at which it's probability of failure has exceeded the threshold of 2 percent.

MR. WALSH:  Sorry, just to clarify that the age, which is a component in the health index?  It's not necessarily the health index itself.  It is the age component, correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  So the cable itself, so the service life itself is based off of -- so there's to parts to it.  So age is a portion, and also failure rate is another portion.  But that is used in order to develop the health index of the actual cable.

The demonstrated service life is 25 years, and that is where we have shown historically or from -- sorry, from industry standard curves that the failure rate is likely to be greater than 2 percent.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  And just to confirm, it's the health index is the key component used to assess the probability of failure?

MS. HEUFF:  So there's two parts to it.  So whenever we're looking at the entire demographic of the population of what we have in terms of XLP cable, we would be looking at the actual age at this point.

So we do determine age in order to determine, we use age in order to determine the levelized replacement rate of the cable.  And then the health index is used in order to determine the specific projects which we are going to undertake.

So those are -- when we look at any specific segment of cable, we use the health index in order to determine which projects to do in which order.

MR. WALSH:  So if I can -- if I understood you correctly, based on the age demographic, you make a decision about the quantity that needs to be replaced.  And then based upon the health index, you determine the prioritization?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  My second question is -- my understanding is that during the 2021-2025 period, approximately 26,000 circuit kilometres of XLPE cable are due for replacement.  Will all of these cables have a very poor health index rating?

MS. HEUFF:  Typically, yes.  So we do prioritize the Segments, as I've said, based on the health index rating.

So that would be reviewed on a -- through our capital planning process.  We would review all of the cable segments in which we have data and health indices on, in order to determine which ones to specifically proactively replace.  So in short, yes.

MR. WALSH:  And for the circuit kilometres, do you know approximately how many would be like tri-plex versus a single circuit?

MS. HEUFF:  I wouldn't have that off the top of my head, no.

MR. WALSH:  And so if you had a three circuit cable, is it likely that all three circuits are given the same health index?

MS. HEUFF:  So we actually do -- under our testing and inspection and maintenance program, we actually do cable testing.  And so in some cases where we have high failure rates on a known distribution circuit, we will proactively get in and test the segments.

So it would depend on those results of the cable testing as to whether we may replace everything in its entirety, or we may split did up into specific figure segments and break it out over years.  So it depends on the result of the cable testing, plus a number of other factors.  Some things that we will look at is disruption to the community and potential impacts, reliability, the overall financial implications.

So there's a number of factors that would be built into the decision making.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  My next question, if you could go to OEB 95?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  So again, age and failure rate characteristics are being used to determine the health index of the XLPE cable, is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  Those are the only two components?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  Can you describe to me how failure rate is defined or measured?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So failure rate is the actual numbers of failures that we are seeing on any given segment that we have tracked.  We track the data on how many failures we see on a segment, so that would be incorporated.

MR. WALSH:  Is it frequent that cables will fail, reach a critical state, let's say without displaying failure rate symptoms?

MS. HEUFF:  What would you be -- what would you refer to as failure rate symptoms?  Sorry.

MR. WALSH:  So the failure rate symptoms is what you just described as for the failure rate itself, if I understood correctly, it displayed some failures. But I assume it's only replaced those can either be fixed or spliced or...


MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So cable faults is what I think you may be kind of referring to.

So whenever we see cable faults, that's what we're recording is the number of cable faults on any given segment, and that would be what we would consider the failure rate.

So we would record the number of cable faults that are being seen.  In those cases, we don't just go in and replace the entire segment right off the bat.  We do, as you mentioned, splice or repair the cable in order to restore power to the customers.

And then that would be recorded and utilized in order to determine the health index, and as part of our planning purposes of our cable replacement program.

MR. WALSH:  And would there be an instance where you would have catastrophic failure, let's say, where you would have to go in and replace without being able to take interim measures?

MS. HEUFF:  I'm sure it is a possible scenario.  It's not something that we experience at any frequent rate that we plan for those types of scenarios.  Our underground department is typically able to repair the cables in place without having to do a major undertaking.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.

So again, referring to your response, the failure rate of the PILC cable is low enough to offset the impact of the age, leading to all cables having a health index score higher than the threshold of poor, very poor.

You're replacing, if I understand correctly, 367 circuit kilometres of PILC cable in the 2021 to 2025 period.  Will they all have a poor or very poor rating?

MS. HEUFF:  They would.  That would be the inference based on our processes.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  And can you just explain to me, when you do new cable replacements, do you generally replace PILC with PILC?

MS. HEUFF:  No, we do not.  We would replace PILC with an XLP.

MR. WALSH:  So the PILC has a longer service life and seems to have a very good health, index but you use XLP for new.  Can you just explain why?

MS. HEUFF:  So there is obviously an environmental and a health concern with the lead-impregnated cable, which we are looking to avoid.  So one of the things we do is we do concrete-encase our XLP cable, and at this point in time where there is potential degradation of the cable due to penetration from the environment.

So that is one thing that we do that was not necessarily done historically in some parts of our city where we are seeing a higher failure rate of the XLP cable, so we are looking to extend its life by changing the way that we install it as well.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  I am moving to interrogatory 89.  And again, this question, it is a little bit similar to what I asked before.  My understanding in part A is that age is not a component used in calculating the health index for station transformers.  But age is used to determine the probability of failure?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  And so do you simultaneously use age to determine probability of failure, as well as health index?  Or --


MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  -- or do you --


MS. HEUFF:  So as I explained previously, whenever we're looking at the levelization and the normalization of our replacement of the asset, we currently use age.

Something that could possibly help to further explain what we're doing, if you turn to our Strategic Asset Management Plan, which is Appendix G of our Distribution System Plan, and if I could turn your attention to the asset value strategy on page 30.

It was filed as the full Distribution System Plan.  I can see it there.  It's up there.  It's there.  You've got it.  The third one down from the top.  Now it is further.  Sorry.  Yes, right there.  You've got it.  I apologize for the delay.  Page 30, please.

So in our asset value strategy, if you look at our asset program replacement section, this is where we are currently using age in order to determine the levelized approach and replacement.

So we do seek to proactively levelize replacement costs, and then those specific assets are prioritized based on their condition afterwards through the ACA, using the ACA, which is the health index that you are referring to.

So we are looking to move the -- move to an actual health-index-based probability of failure to levelize in the future.  This does require us to upgrade our software tool C55 first.

So at the present time and at the time of the development of these plans, the C55 upgrade wasn't completed, and we weren't -- we hadn't yet migrated towards using the health index to determine the levelized rate of replacement.

So at this point in time we're using industry-derived failure probabilities based on age in order to levelize the entire program, and then when it gets to the actual, which projects are we going to execute and exactly which specific ones are the highest priority, that is done based on the actual health index using the ACA framework that was developed.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  Thank you.  That clarifies a lot.

Can we go to OEB 108.  And the question is, I understand from the response -- and specifically I am talking about part C and D of the response -- I understand that Hydro Ottawa does not track the condition of the pole at the time of its failure.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  In the response in part C Hydro Ottawa suggests that poor and very poor condition poles are prioritized for replacement in order to minimize outage due to external forces, such as wind and freezing rain.

In the table you provided, I think 12, 146 failures in the 2014 to 2019 were related to extreme wind or freezing rain.

So assuming I have read the table correctly, I guess the question is, is there any evidence -- has Hydro Ottawa performed any analysis to confirm whether actually replacing poor and very poor poles has any actual impact upon the failures?

And just to give you an example, of those 12 instances that indicated, if there's no knowledge whether or not they were in good condition or new poles, then how is it to say that replacing poles is going to have any impact upon a force that may or may not differentiate between the health condition of the asset?

MS. HEUFF:  So I think the most appropriate way to respond to that would be that we do collect data on our actual pole conditions, so we do have a testing inspection maintenance program, which is pole-testing inspection, where we actually collect data on the mechanical strength and any further mechanical strength that is remaining on the pole.

So what we are looking to avoid is obviously an actual catastrophic failure of the pole where the pole mechanically fails and falls into either a line of traffic, into the public way, because that obviously creates a very imminent safety risk.

So what we are doing is, we are avoiding that situation, and that we are maintaining a levelized approach in order to not get ourselves into a position where we create not only a reliability risk, but also an obvious -- very obvious health and safety risk, and also an environmental impact potentially due to the oil that would be spilled from the overhead transformers that are also mounted on our poles.

So it is -- suffice it to say that regardless of whether we have data to actually indicate that outages would occur or would not occur if we were or were not to replace the poles, we are not -- it is not something that we would be willing -- or a risk we would be willing to take, because we have data that provides sufficient information to us for us to be aware that there is degraded mechanical strength on the pole, and if they aren't able to actually support what is required and do something, and the reason for the pointing to the extreme wind and rain is that would typically be the trigger of what would cause the pole to actually mechanically fail at that point as a result of it.

So we do look to replace those, so that in the event of wind and rain when it's most likely to fail, that it wouldn't occur.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, it's Mark Garner from VECC.  Do you mind if I ask a clarification question?  Because I am just following along and I am a little confused.

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.

MR. GARNER:  The mechanical failure of a pole is
the -- is due to poor condition of the pole.  Is that what that means?

MS. HEUFF:  It could be.  Typically, it would be -- a mechanical failure would be due to poor condition of the pole, yes.

MR. GARNER:  And because you test poles, you said you do have test poles.  What you were saying is you don't do an assessment that -- for instance, poles that mechanically fail, you don't go back and say, well, I can take that off my list of poles we were going to do because they were in poor condition.  You don't do that sort of assessment?

MS. HEUFF:  No, no, no.  If a pole is replaced then yes, the asset condition gets updated.  The record in GIS would be updated, and GIS is where we pull our data from in terms of age of the poles.  So we would see that pole had been replaced, and it would be removed from the pole replacement list.

MR. GARNER:  I was sort of asking was -- in my mind, in my mind I had an idea that, for instance, every year you would start a year off saying I have X number of poles I want to replace this year, because I tested them and they're in poor or very poor condition, correct.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  Then some of those poles might fail prior to you getting there, you know what I mean.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  That would then come off the list.  Then you would be able to say, well, we're right.  You know, half the poles on our list failed because we didn't get to them in time, but we knew they were probably going to fail, because they're on our list.

Do you know what I mean?  You would then say we were correct, and the people who do that project would say, well, that's off our list this year.

You don't do anything like that?  The people who do the pole replacements don't do any sort of assessment based on poles that have actually collapsed before they get there?

MS. HEUFF:  No, I don't believe that assessment is done at that time.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Mr. Walsh?

MS. HEUFF:  Mr. Walsh, I believe you are on mute.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  And just to follow up with that response, I am reading the response that was provided in part D of 108, where we asked a similar question and the response was that the pole's condition was likely a smaller contributing factor compared to weather conditions, having to do with the failure during severe weather.

I am just trying to make sure that what the response you provided was consistent with -- is not different than the response in here.

So in other words, is it true that the severe weather -- that the condition of the pole is a small contributing factor.  Actually, no analysis has been done, if I understood correctly.  So it is simply a judgment that the pole condition would be a small contributing factor to its failure during an extreme weather event.  Is that accurate to say?

MS. HEUFF:  That would be accurate to say, yes.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  Let me move on to OEB 62; in particular, the preamble to 62 is going to be the nature of my questions.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  So the question is, is it accurate to say that all assets that are considered to be in a critical state are also deemed to be in very poor condition?

MS. HEUFF:  That is correct.

MR. WALSH:  So consequently, if increased inspections have led to more assets being identified as being in a critical state, then it follows that increased inspections have led to more assets being deemed to be in very poor condition?

MS. HEUFF:  So those assets would have been in poor condition, whether we had done the testing or not.  It has led to the identification of assets that are in very poor condition, but whether we had done the testing or not doesn't change what the actual state of the poles were in the field.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  And this could be for any assets.  It's not necessarily just the poles.  For any assets, if I've understood you correctly, anything in a critical state is in a very poor condition, and it may simply be that it hadn't got around to the testing to make that determination.

MS. HEUFF:  So we would be deeming it in a critical state typically from one of two ways; either because we collected data that identified it in a critical state, or somebody from the field has identified it through -- so for instance with using the example of a pole, one of our PLTs may be doing a repair or some kind of a trouble call and they may note -- or for whatever reason, they may be driving down the road and note a pole is seemingly in very poor condition, it is leaning heavily or it looks that there is severe woodpecker damage and that it is imminently going to fail.

That would be something that we would deem in a critical state, and then we have a program which we have identified as critical poles in which we would advance those ones and get them replaced outside of our standard pole renewal program.  And it's because they basically have been, they've -- they have been identified as something that would be imminent to failure and potentially creating reliability or safety or an environmental risk that needs to be rectified immediately.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  But to be clear, the reference in OEB 62 isn't strictly about poles.  It is about, in general, that Hydro Ottawa said that with increased inspections, they determined there were more critical state assets than previously had been identified prior to the inspections.  That is my understanding of what that sentence says.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So what it is saying is that before we replaced them, we had -- or before we began doing an increased amount of inspections, we had some assumptions and we had created assumptions and some inferences as to the number of assets that were in our demographic that were in a critical state.

Since we have increased the number of inspections that we're doing, we've actually found there are more than what we originally assumed prior to collecting data.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  So the period that this is referencing, so the increased inspections period, is it valid to say that that would be during the historic period, the previous five years, let's say?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  And as a result...


MS. HEUFF:  Even I would say in some cases -- sorry, just to correct that, in some cases even prior to that in 2010 and prior to 2010.  So there were some programs started at different times.

It also takes quite a bit of time before we actually collect enough data on each of the assets.  They are on different cycles, 3 years, 5 years, and 10 years.  So it has taken some time to collect that data and we now have sufficient data to make more data-based inferences off of the critical state.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  Can you describe briefly, as you do these inspections and you discover that the state of the assets is in a less robust state than previously thought, how does that translate into updating the health index measures that you use in order to try to make your model of your assets reflect what you deem to be the reality of the assets?

MS. HEUFF:  So the health index doesn't change based on the rate that we're replacing assets.

So the health index is updated every time we collect data on that specific asset, and each specific asset has its own health index.

So as we collect the data, the health index is automatically updated and then that health index, all of the assets combined are used in order to determine which assets need to be replaced in which order based on their health index rating.

But if one of those, while we're collecting that data is deemed to be in a critical state -- in other words, it has functionally failed -- we would advance it and replace it in a more imminent style outside of the planned replacement program under what we deem as the critical replacement program.

MR. WALSH:  So if I understand what you are saying, there hasn't been changes to how you undertake your calculations of health index.  It is simply a matter of when you collect data, you update the health index?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  So our health index, if you will, and our database of health index or health knowledge of our assets is increasing each year as we collect more and more data on each individual asset.  And therefore, our health index calculation -- our health index and our replacement determinations are more and more becoming a data-based decision-making process.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  In part C of response to OEB 62, it states that Hydro Ottawa considers the rate of replacement of the assets deemed to be in a critical state to be a factor related to the performance trends.

My general observation reading the DSP is that the reliability numbers seem pretty good and seem to be improving and the health index graphs and so forth are in good shape.

And I guess the question that I have is, there's a determination that there's a rate of replacement, is going to have a positive effect on performance trends.  And I guess what --


MS. HEUFF:  Just to correct that, sorry.  So just to correct that, we aren't looking to have a positive impact on performance trends.  We are looking to maintain performance trends with our levelized replacement rate approach.

MR. WALSH:  I guess my question is, is this professional judgment or have you actually done the analysis to show the trade-offs between the replacement levels and the ability to maintain your performance trends?

MS. HEUFF:  So as stated before, we are looking to replace the assets in a levelized approach in order to not impact future years and to not create potentially a resource burden or a capital burden in future years when these assets may all fail functionally or physically at the exact same time or within the same years as the age demographic all continues to increase.

And so the levelized approach is also a very forward-looking approach.  We do look out over the next 40 to 50 years in order to understand what the age demographic and the current condition health average is for those assets in order to avoid any potential future impact.

MR. WALSH:  But are you doing that?  Is there specific analysis on assets or is this generally speaking that you believe that you just need to replace the assets as per your age-based approach today in order to maintain performance?  I'm just trying to understand the level of analysis that's gone into this.  And I have seen lots of the graphs.

Sorry, I apologize.  I interrupted you.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, what I was going to say was that our -- it is based on industry-derived failure curves where the failure probability is greater than either 1.5 percent or 2 percent for depending on whether it is a station's asset or distribution's asset.

And so by looking at that we know that there is, based on very sound data collection by industry experts, that there is a higher probability of failure for those asset classes.

Once the age exceeds a certain level, and depending on the asset, that age is different, so what we're looking to is to avoid the scenario of having all of our assets exceeding that age demographic and having a very high failure rate at any point in time over the future period of 40 to 50 years.

And so therefore, we're advancing and replacing poles proactively in order to levelize the replacement rate and minimize the impact overall to rates and potential reliability in future years.  And so we're looking to maintain where we're at.

So, yes, it is based on -- it's not just a best guess or best estimate.  It is based on industry-derived failure prediction curves.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  And if I can confirm, so industry-derived failure rates, but that Hydro Ottawa has not necessarily confirmed that their own assets are failing at a rate that is consistent with what's being seen in the industry?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say we've done no specific studies to that effect.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you.

Can I move to interrogatory OEB 100.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  So my question is, in particularly with regards to the table, table C, you provided a number of the stations, and there's the station planning capacity and then the name plate capacity.

And the question is, these ratios are not consistent.  Can you just explain to me -- for example, I was more or less expecting to see a 50 percent ratio where your station planning capacity would be consistently 50 percent of what the name plate capacity is.  But some are a little bit above, some are below.  CenterPoint, for example, is much below that 50 percent ratio.

I am just -- the question is, can you explain what goes into the decision-making of where to set the planning capacity relative to the name plate capacity?

MS. HEUFF:  For this specifically, to be honest, I would have to defer or discuss with my -- some of our system planners to get a better understanding as to why we -- specifically they don't line up to exactly 50 percent.

My initial expectation or my best guess would be that it is to do with the loading that is required for other stations, potentially, and a contingency state, and that we may utilize and leverage some of the capacity for other stations' backups, but I would have to definitely double-check on that one to be sure.  It is something I could get back to you potentially after a break to provide a response, a confirmed response, on that one for you.

MR. WALSH:  Please, please.  And at the same time, if you go to OEB 101, it is a very similar question.  In this case, instead of being the stations it is the feeders.  And gain, the ratios tend to be above or below, but inconsistent.

And so a similar question.  What are the factors being used in the planning?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.

MR. WALSH:  And why there seems to be a certain inconsistency.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I can provide that to you as well.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thanks.  And this is my final question.  So -- and it has to do with interrogatory 104.  And it's the table 8.6.  There is a question to explain the figures going into the functional obsolescence.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I see that.

MR. WALSH:  And so the total amount average annual spend is $2.9 million between years 2021 and 2025.  And I am just looking to understand what that is.

In response to OEB 87, which was a question about smart meters, you had indicated that Hydro Ottawa forecasts approximately 1.4 million of annual additions for the years 2021 to 2025 for smart meter replacement.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  So I want to confirm whether the smart meters is a component of the Meter Renewal Program.  I am really just trying to understand the 2.9 --


MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  So the metering replacement program specifically or the metering renewal program is primarily -- the spend is primarily, the driver is functional obsolescence.

So that would be as a result of some of the installations that specifically -- the way that our meters are installed at this point do not meet Measurement Canada requirements.

Another element of that is also due to the phone lines being out of date, so -- and needing to move to a new method of communication.  So that functional obsolescence -- so that meter renewal program, the primary driver is functional obsolescence, but it is not necessarily replacing the meters itself.  In fact, it is not replacing the meters itself except for the one small portion of it.

But the primary bucket of that meter renewal is upgrading communications and upgrading the installation-styles of some of the meters that we have in our service territory.

MR. WALSH:  So just to clarify, are the 1.4 million of meters, is that a component of the meter renewal program?  Or it's a separate program?

MS. HEUFF:  So it is the meter renewal program.

MR. WALSH:  It is the meter renewal program.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  And the delta of the 1.5 million extra per year is the communications infrastructure that you have just described to me?  That is what accounts for that figure?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, so when you are saying the delta, what are you referring to in the delta?  Sorry?

MR. WALSH:  So the -- in table 8.6 --


MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  -- the average spend in 2021 to 2025 is 2.9 million, and I --


MS. HEUFF:  Sorry?

MR. WALSH:  2.9 million.

MS. HEUFF:  Continue.

MR. WALSH:  Sorry.  And I had understood from the response to OEB 87 that approximately 1.4 million per year is smart meter replacement.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. WALSH:  And therefore the difference between -- so I have understood that the 1.4 million is -- accounts for approximately half of that 2.9 million.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct, yes.

MR. WALSH:  Which leaves the 1.5 million per year.  And if I have understood your answer correctly, it accounts for things like the upgrades to the communication systems.

MS. HEUFF:  No.  Sorry.  So I wasn't following your line of questioning at the beginning.

So the remainder of the 2.9 or the remainder of the -- sorry, I am missing the number.  2.5 or 2.9?  So the remainder of the 2.9 million would be other programs within our system renewal framework that had the driver as deemed functional obsolescence, just it would be a multitude of different programs, not specifically -- just the vast majority, sorry, was the meeting renewal and that is why that response was provided.

MR. WALSH:  Can you give me an example of just one or two other assets that would be functionally obsolete?

MS. HEUFF:  So there could be something within our stations that may become functionally obsolete.  To be honest, off the top of my head, nothing is coming to me specifically right now unfortunately, but it is something that could be provided, if required.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, yes.  Could you please, either later after a break or as an undertaking, provide a more thorough list?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  I could provide that to you right after the break.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So I won't take an undertaking for that and I didn't record an undertaking for the other one because I understand, Ms. Heuff, you will deal with those questions after the break this morning?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.

MR. WALSH:  That's great.  So that is all for my questions.  Thanks very much, Ms. Heuff.

MS. HEUFF:  Thank you, Mr. Walsh.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And we will continue with Ms. Zhang for Board Staff.
Examination by Ms. Zhang:


MS. ZHANG:  Thank you, Jamie.  Good morning, panel.  I am Shou Zhang, OEB Staff.  I would like to start by asking some follow up questions with respect to health index that you just discussed with Mr. Walsh.

Do I understand it correctly that currently asset age is used to determine quantities where health index is used to determine prioritization?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  So when we say asset quantities, do you refer to forecast quantities -- forecast or replacement quantity, or you are talking about your practice in the capital plan execution stage?

MS. HEUFF:  Forecast replacement rates.  So if you note in our pole renewal program, for instance, we have noted we will replace 400 poles per year.  That is our asset objective, our replacement objective over the 21-2025 period.  Then the specific projects that will be undertaken within the pole renewal program will be based and determined off of the health index.

MS. ZHANG:  So you're saying you do use health index to forecast the quantity after replacement?

MS. HEUFF:  No, not currently.  Currently, the quantity of replacement, the 400 poles per year, is based on age, and probability of failure based on age.

MS. ZHANG:  Can you please pull up CCC 48, attachment 8, please?   I believe it is an Excel file.  Sorry, it is an Excel.

MS. HEUFF:  Excel?  Just a minute, please.

MS. ZHANG:  So it is called Asset Condition Demographic.  Am I seeing health index scores here?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. ZHANG:  So do you use it to determine asset replacement forecast at all?

MS. HEUFF:  Currently, no, we do not.  But as I was describing to Mr. Walsh, that is what you will be moving towards whenever we complete the upgrade of our C55 and we will be looking to eventually and in short order actually to move towards a health index replacement rate for our health index-based analysis in order to determine our replacement rate.

But at the present time and when this analysis was completed, we did it based on asset age and the failure probability based on asset age.

MS. ZHANG:  Then how do...


MS. HEUFF:  These -- go ahead.

MS. ZHANG:  So how do you use the information here to forecast your capital expenditures?

MS. HEUFF:  So we use the information here in order to determine which of the 400 poles within all of our poles, there are 48,000 poles, we've collected data on as you will notice on the 47,689.

We do have data on a large portion of them and so we actually -- sorry, in this table specifically, I thought this was a different table.  But in this -- sorry.  You see we have data on 82 percent of the poles.

So of the 47,000, poles we have data on 82 percent of them.

We then use the data that we have collected in order to determine which specific poles out of those 47,689, which specific 400 poles we will replace.

So we use this data in order to actually identify the specific projects.

MS. ZHANG:  So if I understand correctly, when you do capital expenditure planning, you're doing it at a budget program level, is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct, correct.

MS. ZHANG:  What I am seeing here is at asset level.  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  So can you help me understand what is the connection between?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  As I explained to Mr. Walsh and under the appendix G, that paragraph that I pointed to in appendix G in our strategic asset management plan, what we are looking to do is levelize the pole replacement throughout the next, say for instance 40 years, in order to ensure that we don't create a future problem, if you will, of either resourcing or extreme capital needs.

Therefore, we have determined that in order to maintain a levelized approach of replacement, 400 poles per year is the appropriate pace of replacement.

So now that we know that we need to replace 400 poles per year, we do that over five years and we determine the budget requirements for a 5-year period.

Then from there, whenever we get in-year, we go through our project prioritization process which is described in detail in the DSP as well under section 5.2, and we actually utilize those health index scores when determining which specific projects to undertake within that fiscal year.

So which specific 400 poles are we going to replace, we determine that using the actual health index data that we have collected.

MS. ZHANG:  So do I understand it correctly that when we get into the prioritization stage, it is a prioritization of the assets within the capital program?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  It is not prioritization of the budget, of the list of the budget program?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, I am not sure I am understanding the difference of what you are describing.

MS. ZHANG:  If you do a per chapter 5 filing requirement, appendix 2, could be appendix 2 AB, you have a budget based on the high level system access, system service, system renewal, general plant.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. ZHANG:  So when you say prioritization, do you mean you prioritize an asset group within a specific budget program, or are you prioritizing the list of the capital program?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I am understanding now.  So both, we do both.

So we look to obviously achieve each one of the targets that are under the budget program; so for instance, the pole renewal or the cable renewal.  So we do look to actually replace at the rate which we have defined in our program.

But things do happen; unforeseen circumstances do happen.  Assets fail unexpectedly, and so there can be strain that is put on the overall system renewal budget.  We could also have other impacts to the system that requires us to reprioritize overall.

So in some instances, we do have to make trade-offs between program levels in order to maintain an actual overall budget portfolio for the entire system service, system renewal portfolio.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So in your -- go ahead.

MR. GARNER:  No, Shuo, you finish.  I don't want to interrupt your line, go ahead.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So I wonder, in your last DSP, do you have something similar as SEC 48 here?

MS. HEUFF:  We would have it differently in our last DSP, because we changed the way that -- our asset condition assessment framework did change, and so the way that we actually present the data is different, and the that is one piece.

The second piece is we have obviously collected a lot more data, so we -- the data available would be different.  So we do have something -- we do have data available that is of a similar nature but not presented in the same way.

MS. ZHANG:  I am not quite worried about the sample size.  I am more interested in how much percentage is classified under very poor, poor, each category.

So if possible, by way of an undertaking, can you provide the asset condition demographics from the last DSP?

MS. HEUFF:  So subject to check with my -- the reliability group to ensure that we have the data available, if the data is available and presentable, then, yes, we will be able to take that as an undertaking.

MS. ZHANG:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT2.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  TO FILE THE ASSET CONDITION DEMOGRAPHICS FROM THE PREVIOUS DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM PLAN

MR. GARNER:  Well, if I could interrupt you right here at this point, just again, I am fascinated with the pole thing.  Ms. Heuff, a little -- this is what I don't understand, and maybe it is in there.  When you replace poles, it sounds like your projects are like to replace pole one then move along and replace pole two.  But don't you also replace poles as parts of circuits rebuilds, and that is how you replace a lot of them?

MS. HEUFF:  So I think what you are referring to is projects under our pole renewal program.

So under our pole renewal program, very rarely do we go in and just replace one pole at a time.  That is not a good use of our resources, it is not very efficient.  We typically only replace one pole when it is deemed as being critical or functionally failed.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. HEUFF:  So you are correct to say that what we typically do is we -- if we identify an area of the system that has a high number of poor poles within it, then we would replace, say, for instance, the entire circuit in some cases, in other cases we may only go in and replace a subsection within it that are showing higher signs of deterioration.

So we do an assessment of what is a reasonable number of poles to replace within that area, and we also consider, obviously, future projects that may be coming down the pipeline.  If we know that for instance there's a new project that's coming in that is going to require the poles to be updated anyways as part of it, we may hold off and wait for another year or two until that project is deemed required and then bundle it altogether from a resource efficiency and a financial efficiency standpoint.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And that is where I was going.  This is what I am trying to understand, and also trying -- and I had questions about the -- maybe we will have them later -- about the Copperleaf and implementation.

So what I am trying to understand is, when you are doing all of this assessment and you are doing poles, you're not just looking at the pole.  You are going to be looking at the condition of the overhead transformers, you are going to be looking at everything down to, you know, insulators and other hardware on a circuit, because you may say, well, you know, 50 percent of poles are okay, but, you know, all the transformers need to be replaced, so we'd better just do the circuit.

I don't -- like, how is that done when you are prioritizing a project?  You know what I mean?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  We also are collecting information through our overhead scanning program.  So we do an infrared scanning assessment, and that is how we determine the condition of our overhead infrastructure like the supporting pieces, such as the insulators as you were alluding to, or the transformers.

So we don't have a specific transformer replacement program, so to speak.  So what we do is we also utilize the data that we collect from those overhead scanning programs and look for hot spots as well.

So if we did see -- and as part of that if we see that there is a transformer that is obviously imminently going to fail, then it would be replaced under the critical failure program.  But if we did see a section where there was severe degradation of a number of the overhead assets that are supported on a pole, we may advance the replacement of the entire pole line.

But I would say it's not a typical scenario.  What we would likely see is that we would go in and actually just replace those assets as part of the corrective renewal and one-offs, because if the poles are in good condition there's really -- there's really no reason why we would replace.

But for instance, if it was the conductor that has failed as well, like if the pole was in great condition but the conductor was showing obviously signs of degradation, we may go in and replace the conductor, which is not something typical either, but just as an example of how we may handle that.

MR. GARNER:  So what I am trying to understand is in your planning and the pole replacement program, is it an input -- and maybe the biggest input -- but only one of the inputs in order to derive a project to work on, let's say, a pole circuit.

So what I am trying to understand and what helps you make that decision is -- and is it Copperleaf that sort of says, well, you know, 60 percent of the poles are bad, but we've done some other testing and there's a lot of -- there's a couple of transformers, so we're going to do this whole thing, even though normally we wouldn't do this circuit because, you know -- but it is different aspects of the asset buildup to say we should really do this area as -- or is it just simply driven on, we just looked at the poles and this is where we're going to do it?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  So I wouldn't say -- so whenever you get into the actual C55, there's a number of different KPIs that are considered, and it is based on an asset value as well.

So the health index is obviously an area where we would determine -- so we would say using the health index this is obviously an area of severe degradation and that we need to look to replace.  But when you actually get into the Copperleaf and the prioritizations of projects against one another, there's a number of different value metrics that are obviously utilized, and they're described in section 5.2, where we actually do provide the detail as to what all of those different key metrics are in order to determine the asset value of that specific project -- or, sorry, the value of that specific project.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you, Ms. Heuff.  And, sorry, Shuo, and thank you for letting me interrupt.

MS. ZHANG:  No problem.

Now I would like to review an example to understand better how the capital expenditure forecast was developed at a budget program level.  Can we pull up Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 3, attachment E.  I am looking at page 138 of 534.

MS. HEUFF:  Did you say attachment E, sorry?

MS. ZHANG:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  Which one?

MS. ZHANG:  Attachment E.  Page 134.  Underground cable.

MS. HEUFF:  Page 134?

MS. ZHANG:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  Please go ahead.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Can you go to the bottom of the page.  Sorry, page 138.  Yes.  The previous one, please.  So here it is noted that the hourly job projected cost for this program is approximately 343 per metre.

So it appears that in addition to underground cables, there are some associated assets included in this program.  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MS. ZHANG:  So this $343 per metre unit cost reflected the cost of replacing all the assets?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Now, can we go to the next page.  So you're budgeting about an annual amount of 9 million for 2021 to 2025 for this program. It appears that this number was developed using the $343 per metre unit cost times 26 kilometre per year.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  So does that -- was those unit cost numbers developed based on historical cost?

MS. HEUFF:  It was, yes.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So now can you explain maybe for example how the cable condition result from the health index was reflected in the 343 number?

MS. HEUFF:  In the 343 number it wouldn't be.  So the 343 number is the project actuals.  So when we did do a cable replacement project historically, we know that on average it is about $343 per metre for those replacements.

So it wouldn't -- the health index wouldn't be included in that $343 directly.  Like, they're not connected to each other.

MS. ZHANG:  How about the age of the underground cable?  Does it reflect -- does the age based on the population of the underground cable, so is the age of your cables reflected in this $343 per meter unit cost?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  Again, the $343 per meter is based off of historical known actual replacement costs in order to actually replace a meter of cable.  So it is based on our knowledge from historical projects.

MS. ZHANG:  How can the OEB tell if your forecast budget is reasonable, if there is a disconnection between your asset age health index with your forecast budget?

MS. HEUFF:  So the 26 kilometres of planned replacement requirement is what I would say should be the point of focus.

So the 26 kilometres per year is based on the probability of failure and this levelized replacement rate that we have been discussing, and that I also discussed with Mr. Walsh.  So what we do is we look to say how many kilometres of cable need to be replaced every year in order to minimize the overall future impacts of reliability, resources, financial impacts, and that is the determined rate at 26 kilometres per year.

Then in order for us to develop a budget and how much money we actually need, what we do is we look back to how much did it cost us historically to replace a meter of cable, and then we multiply that times the number of kilometres of cable that we need to replace in order to maintain that levelized approach.  And that is where we develop the actual total budgeted requirements.

MS. ZHANG:  There is a paragraph under table 1.65; I will read it.
"Historically, Hydro Ottawa has focussed on the replacement of underground cables in areas and configurations that are comparatively more costly or more complex to replace compared to those selected for years 2021-2025.  Further, historical costing can also be misleading as a replacement of adjacent assets, including pad mounted transformers and pad mounted switch gear, may also be funded under the same program, the converse can also occur.  Where the replacement of underground cable is funded under other replacement programs, this ensures cost-effectiveness by we placing adjacent assets whose condition warrants it instead of replacing it separately at a later time."

So how can the OEB determine whether or not the forecast of capital expenditure based on historical unit cost information are reasonable, considering that the historical information could be misleading?

MS. HEUFF:  So one thing -- so I guess I didn't do a great job of ex0plaianing that, so I apologize for that.

One thing we do is we look to see, based on our health index that we have collected, we do forward look into the next five years to determine what we believe are some of the more likely replacement projects that are going to take place, which is what that paragraph is referring to in stating that some of the areas that we're looking to replace in the future are less complex and less costly.

What we do on that is we would build out what we call level A estimates.  So those are high level estimates in order to actually determine what the replacement rate would look like.

And those level A estimates are built based on our designers' knowledge, based on past projects and historical knowledge of what it takes and what a typical cost of a project would be based on their knowledge of the system, as well as their knowledge of past budget.

And they look at some of the specific scenarios of some of the projects that we believe will be undertaken in the 2021 to 2025 period, based on the data that we have at the time. So the $343 number per meter would be based off of that.

MS. ZHANG:  Now, can we go to OEB 44?  So in this IR, I asked for historical and forecast unit cost information on capital in a UMS study.

You provided me historical information, but not forecast.  Can you explain a little bit more why?

MS. HEUFF:  So we did provide forecast in some of them...


MS. ZHANG:  Sorry, I am talking about capital.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.  So the capital specifically?

MS. ZHANG:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  So.  Exactly.  So in the future capital it is very hard to actually determine exactly what the specific future expenditures will look like at the asset level.

So that's one piece.  The other piece and I think the more -- the more important piece of this conversation is that the way that UMS has specifically looked at these assets is in, I guess, a non-fully dressed standpoint.

So they would be looking at, for instance, the cable Replacement, the cable replacement without the other assets that would be replaced along with it, which is what the previous paragraph under appendix E you read off to me when we were stating some of the other assets that with be replaced with it, those assets were not included in UMS's study.

So at this time, because we don't know exactly which specific programs we're going to undertake or which specific assets will be replaced, we don't know how many transformers, how much switch gear, how many switches, how many of the other ancillary components would be required as well.  So it is hard for us to actually compare an apples to apples comparison to be able to project out those rates and what they would look like.

MS. ZHANG:  Understood that.  But you have a category in the UMS study aimed at underground cable replacement.  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  We have underground kilometres, yes.

MS. ZHANG:  So is that a big portion of the cable replacement program that we just talked about?

MS. HEUFF:  So they are the same, except that the --


MS. ZHANG:  I understand they're adjacent assets.

MS. HEUFF:  Exactly, yes.

MS. ZHANG:  I am just wondering, if you don't have a forecast quantity for underground cable in the UMS study format, how could you verify that the 26-kilometres in other budget program level is legitimate?

MS. HEUFF:  So as I mentioned before, the 26 kilometres is based on the levelized spending approach for the maintenance of the asset category.  So that 26 kilometres was derived based on failure probability curves and the asset age failure probability curves.

So we know that 26 kilometres is appropriate based on a holistic view of the entire asset demographic and the levelized replacement required in order to maintain like lack of impact to future financial impacts and reliability impacts.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay, thank you.  I will move on to OEB 51, page 3 of five, table A.  So in your proposed Copperleaf scorecard, there is a measure named under unit cost measure for underground cable, is that correct, the three-year average?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So when we are looking at historical data, obviously it is lower than the $343 and I understand that is because of adjacent assets are excluded here in the UMS study.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  So in part D of this IR -- can we go to part D?

So in part D, when asked for the percentage these capital activities represent of the total budget, the response was that 17 percent -- the response was 17 percent.

So per footnote 6, the 17 percent includes what -- I think the words you said is fully draft components under the broader capital budget program.  Can you confirm that?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. ZHANG:  So I wonder would a measure reflecting the unit cost at the program level aligns better with the way Hydro Ottawa developing capital expenditure forecast?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, I don't think I understand what you mean by a measure at the program level.

MS. ZHANG:  Basically, I am asking would a measure like at the level of 343 per metre be a better measure than something like 80?

MS. HEUFF:  So I will begin the response and I will -- and Mr. Brown, my colleague, may jump in at some point on this.  But at the time whenever the actual asset categories that were selected by UMS in order to study -- in order to have an appropriate group of comparison in order to develop an actual -- a true comparator between multiple utilities, because every utility obviously reports different components -- components differently and tracks costs differently, to be able to develop any kind of a comparative on fully dressed was quite difficult, if not actually it wasn't possible.

And so the undressed wood poles and the undressed, if you will, cable -- or kilometres per cable replacement was what was determined to be the appropriate unit of measure at the time.

If we were to develop an actual metric, as you have suggested, we wouldn't have any other benchmarking to go against in order to determine whether we were best in class or which quartile we would be in, and in the spirit of trying to understand where we are benchmarked against other utilities -- and this is where I would defer to my colleague, Mr. Brown -- we didn't feel it appropriate to use these specific asset classes -- or these specific categorizations, I guess, in unit benchmarking.

MS. ZHANG:  I understand that for the benchmarking, for the UMS benchmarking purpose, you need to do an asset level.  But I am asking, of course, you are proposing this as a measure of your custom performance scorecard.  And you have the data, the 343 per metre data, available.

So I wonder, would using a measure at the capital budget level be more appropriate?

MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown, manager of [audio dropout]  It's a fair question.  I think what we would emphasize for purposes of the custom performance scorecard is that we wanted to ensure some kind of connection and continuity between some of the measures included in the scorecard and the benchmarking study that was undertaken.

We recognize that in some respects, as the unit cost study from UMS speaks to and as we have seen in certain initiatives, like the activity and program-based benchmarking exercise undertaken by the OEB, that some aspects of unit costing are still new and emerging and evolving.

So in the spirit of trying to make some aspects of the custom performance scorecard a bit of new territory for Hydro Ottawa, in terms of looking at costs and benchmarking costs, perhaps somewhat differently than we're accustomed to, we ultimately landed at the view that it would be worthwhile to migrate the methodology from the UMS study into those specific measures on to the scorecard.  So that was essentially the rationale.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  That is helpful.  Now I would like to move on to productivity.  Can we go to OEB 3, page 2 of 4.  So in this IR -- sorry.  We asked why there is no explicit productivity reflected in the capital plan.  And you mentioned that there is a 50 million per year reduction from the rationalization process.

So does Hydro Ottawa claim this 50 million as embedded productivity for the forecast period?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry.  It is Greg Van Dusen.  My apologies.  I didn't have my camera on and nor was I unmuted.  Let me start this again.

So there probably is a small portion of the $50 million which is associated with productivity savings, but most of it was part of a rationalization process in terms of taking a look at the initial submission, which was an asset-needs-based submission, and then prioritizing the capital levels according to several aspects of, noted here, financial impacts, asset needs, resourcing considerations, system reliability, health and safety considerations.

So we did it -- went through a process taking these all into consideration and were able to reduce the program by about $50 million per year.

So in some sense it is a productivity initiative, but it really was a rationalization initiative, taking into account many factors, one of them being impact on customers, particularly the impact on rates, but also balancing their need for a safe and reliable system.

I don't know whether, Ms. Heuff, you wish to add on to my response?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  That would be sufficient.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So based on my understanding of, as you just described, so would that happen every time you do capital forecast?  Like, the rationalization process would happen, like, every time you do...

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Generally speaking, as part of the budget and business planning process there is a rationalization process of the initial submissions from the business units, yes.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Now can we pull up OEB 47, please.  Still about the productivity table.  I am more interested in forecast years now.  We know that historically there is one capital-related initiative, being table A.  Sorry.  I should direct you to CCC 29.  Table A in CCC 29.  Thank you.

I think this table summarized the productivity initiatives for the forecast period as well as the application evidence.  There is no quantified information provided here.

I understand there are a few examples following this table, but based on my rough calculation -- first off, can you identify if any of them are capital-related initiatives?
MR. BROWN:  It is Patrick Brown again.  For any of the productivity initiatives for which the corresponding evidence in the application is listed as attachment 2-4-3E, that is the material investments attachment appended to our Distribution System Plan, and hence it would be a capital -- or by and large it would be a capital initiative.  There might be some corresponding OM&A costs, but by and large it would be a capital initiative.

MS. ZHANG:  Is that possible to provide like a quantified table like what we saw in OEB 47 for forecast year for capital program?

MR. BROWN:  The short answer is no.  Many of these initiatives do not have quantified savings associated with them.  Some do.  Many do not.

MS. ZHANG:  Is that the reason that it takes time to get the data?  Or what's the reason?

MS. COLLIER:  Maybe I will jump in here.  It is Angela Collier.  We have typically not done a -- or certainly in the past five years don't have kind of adequate reporting and tracking of many of the capital productivity.  So it would be difficult to quantify and present a table for capital similar to OEB 47.

I would, however, like to point you to OEB 13, response C, where we talk about the fact that we have not applied any inflationary increase to the capital and you can kind of -- you can also see that in a response like EPRF 47, where we are looking at our forecast plan pole renewal program and you will see that the costs per unit for '22 to 2025 remains flat.

Therefore, there will be capital efficiencies gained through a better efficient use of the work force, despite the fact that we will have rising costs on the materials and the outside services and some of the other categories.

So that, the fact that we have an implied or factored in that inflation rate is a key component of our capital productivity.

MS. HEUFF:  And also -- sorry, Laurie Heuff here, director of distribution engineering.  If I could also just to add on to what Ms. Collier has just mentioned.

In reference to Exhibit 1-1-13 we do make note of our wrench time study, as well as some of the seasonal shifts, usage of our construction shifts.  And those are some of the initiatives that we are looking to undertake in order to gain the productivity on the capital efficiency side, as Ms. Collier has just alluded to.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, can I jump in and ask a follow up question there?  Do I take what you are saying is that if a project is scheduled -- if you are costing for the purposes of this application a 2025 project versus 2021, there would be no actual difference for the year?

You have made no -- the project could have occurred in 2021, and you would have the exact same process on that project than as you are forecasting say in 2025.  Is that what I take from that?

MS. HEUFF:  So there would be a process.  There's obviously the process that we go through, which is our in-year process every time.

So a project estimate gets refined as we go through.  So if the level A estimate was developed in 2021, but yet we don't execute it until 2024, when we develop the level D estimate in 2024, it would be updated at that time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no.  For the purposes of the numbers that are in this application for all of the projects and programs, do I take what you're saying when you say we haven't included any inflationary amounts, that it doesn't matter if the project is going to take place in 2025 or 2021.  The same project we were doing X in 2021 and we were doing X in 2025 and it is the same process for the purposes of this application?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And is that only for programs, programs where there is sort of a repeat, a repetition and you are doing it essentially on a closer to a unit cost basis?  Or is that for all of the larger programs -- sorry, projects?

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say that is more for the unit cost base projects.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So then for projects, so for projects it is different?

MS. HEUFF:  Projects are inherently different because they are just inherently more complex.  And the obviously the specific -- what will be specifically undertaken within the project can vary depending on whenever it was initially developed versus whenever we actually get to execute it.

So those ones inherently are -- they're not able to be easily translated into a unit kind of --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But just to try to understand.  So if you had a complex project that you were scoping and forecasting to be done in 2021, and you had the similar type project in 2025, the scope may change, but the inputs of how you make a determination on the costing are exactly the same.

MS. HEUFF:  So whenever we would have put it in in 2021, whatever budget assumptions were in, if we were to execute the project in 2025, we would again the project no differently would that same initial budgeted assumption and then, as we obviously go through the refinement, it may be adjusted.  But it is hard to answer because it is not really how we execute on our more complex and major projects.  So it is not --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My question is not about execution.  Sorry.  My question is not about execution.  The project in 2025 would cost whatever the project may cost in 2025.  I am just trying to understand the inputs of the rate application.

So for example, are you using the same labour rate --


MS. HEUFF:  Okay I'm following you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- that you would use for the project in 2021 as you would use for forecasting a project that you would do in 2025, and so on?

MS. COLLIER:  That's what I was just going to answer.  We do inflate the labour rate used for capital projects, but we don't inflate the material costs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So then -- but what about for programs?  Do you inflate the labour rate?

MS. COLLIER:  For programs that are based on unit costs, like the EPRF 47 that I just referred you to, those unit costs have not been inflated.

So we would hope to offset increased labour costs with increased wrench time productivity.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much,  and sorry for the interruption.

MS. COLLIER:  No problem.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Now I would like to move on to questions regarding capital plan execution.  Can we pull up OEB 56, attachment A?  It is more a general question.

So you provided a change request to procedure document on system renewal and system service expenditures.  I just wondered, do you have similar budget control policy for system access and general plant?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  This is Laurie Heuff, director of distribution.  So system access is by nature very different.

So system access, as you are aware, is very much third party generated requests.  So in terms of oversight of the actual budget in terms of the procedure that you are referring to for system renewal and system service expenditure is a change request process.

And so that is definitely intended for areas which we have control of what the budget actually will be forecast, or what the budget forecast is and what the actual execution against that budget will look like.

Whereas in the system access portfolio, we don't have the same level of control obviously, because it is third party access requests.

So we do have regular financial reviews and we are aware of what -- and we track on a monthly basis what the actual budgets are and what the net contributions are.  But we don't necessarily have control since they are third party access requests and are required by the Distribution System Code for us to complete those access requests.

As for general plant, I would say a process of this nature, as far as I am aware, does not exist specifically.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Can we go to OEB 185?  So this question was asked as part of the DVA session, so essentially I think it is questioning the nature of this account, which is related to our capital project.

So can you first confirm Hydro Ottawa is requesting a symmetrical system access capital addition account?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, I can confirm that.

MS. ZHANG:  And in the preamble of this question, we mention that Hydro Ottawa drew a similar comparison of this account to the externally driven capital variance account approved for Toronto Hydro.

It was noted that only relocation and expansion projects were included in Toronto Hydro's account, while Hydro Ottawa's proposal was to capture all investments under this account.  Is that including customer requests for new connection?  Is that correct?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, it is.

MS. ZHANG:  So in response to part C, it was stated that Hydro Ottawa does not view the risk of unplanned investment associated with plant relocation and expansion programs any differently than other programs.

Can you remind me on what basis?  Like, what kind of information you rely on to forecast a capital spending for the residential and commercial programs?

MS. HEUFF:  I'm sorry, can you please repeat the question.

MS. ZHANG:  On what basis do you forecast a capital expenditures for the residential and commercial programs?  I believe these essentially are programs for customer new connections.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So we base that based on our -- sorry, Laurie Heuff, director of distribution.  We base those projections on our knowledge of projects that would be coming down the pipe from city planning, as well as our discussions with commercial -- different commercial groups, as well as our discussions with the residential developers specifically, and we do have a number of different forums, and we are involved at a number of different levels and working groups in order to collect this information.

So we do actually take known information from those groups as to what is to be expected from 2021 to 2025 and then we layer in those -- basically we layer those projects in to the forecast, and it is also based off of what we have seen historically as well.

So it's a mix of historical knowledge of the system access, both under residential and commercial, as well as the forecasted plans -- upcoming plans for the '21 to '25 period.

MS. ZHANG:  Then can you explain on what basis did you forecast the spending for plant relocation and system expansion programs?

MS. HEUFF:  So those would be, again, based on known major projects that are coming down the pipe.  So we do base it on historicals primarily, but unless we are aware of anything that is forecasted to occur.

So for instance, in the 2021 year you will see a higher system expansion cost that is specifically due to the LRT project, in which we know that we have a number of plant relocation and distribution expansions -- or system expansions that are required in order to enable the LRT project specifically.

Aside from that, if there is nothing that has been made aware to us through our -- if there's anything that we are unaware of at this time, then we obviously can't forecast for it in the system access budget.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  My last line of questioning is regarding the ERP project.  I just have a couple of clarification questions.

Was there a scope change for this project at a certain point?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just to confirm -- just to confirm, are you talking about the ERP project that was undertaken in 2018-2019?  Or are you talking about the forecast ERP work we're planning in the 2022-'23 time frame?

MS. ZHANG:  So was there a scope change in the historical year as well as in the past year?

MS. COLLIER:  So there is not a scope change in the '21 to 2025 forecast year for the ERP upgrade.  And in terms of the historical ERP project, I am not sure I would characterize it fully as a scope change, because the -- but the decision was instead of upgrading our human capital module within our existing ERP system -- which is J.D. Edwards -- we decided to implement Workday for the human capital module to gain a number of efficiencies with that and then connect them -- integrate the two systems.

So human capital upgrade was included in the original scope, but the decision of the software was the change.

MS. ZHANG:  So is this a cloud-based solution now?

MS. COLLIER:  The Workday component is a cloud-based solution.

MS. ZHANG:  The Workday component is for the human resource?

MS. COLLIER:  That's correct.  Yes.

MS. ZHANG:  So this project is part of your rate base now?

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  That is all of my questions.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are on to Ms. Zhu for Board Staff.  I am just going to check with the panel.  It is coming up on quarter after 11:00.  Are you okay to finish off with Board Staff questions and then we will go to the second morning break?

MR. CASS:  Sorry, Jamie, we are just talking among ourselves.  It has been quite a long time we have been going here.  Would it be possible to take the break now?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  For sure.  Let's take 10 minutes now, and we will come back and finish off with staff.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 11:13 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:25 a.m.

MR. CASS:  We're ready to let you know Laurie is ready to address the things she said she could address after the break.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Maybe we will start with that.

[Off-the-record discussion]

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So let's go back on the record.  We are back.  I understand that Ms. Heuff is prepared to answer the questions that were left until after the break.  If you could go ahead with that, and then we will move on to Maggie Zhu for Board Staff.

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  Laurie Heuff, director of distribution.  So to Mr. Walsh's original question as to -- to start with, the station feeder or station-level capacities being different between the and not being exactly 50 percent.

So the response to that is that we do plan for the N minus 1 scenario and, in some cases, what N minus 1 means is loss of one of the transformers at the station.

So in the case of Centrepointe, which is the one you did point to, there is an imbalance of the transformer sizes.

So whenever we -- when you eliminate one of the transformers from the mix, if you eliminate the larger one which is what we would presume has happened, then the percentage of obviously capacity goes down.  So that's where the difference is.

So it's not exactly 50 because if you take one transformer out, it is not exactly half.  It's more than half is lost at the station.

MR. WALSH:  Thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  And then for the feeder level one, it's somewhat similar, yet a little bit more complicated.

So it is done based off of not only the 8-hour LTR in all cases, which would be where you would see the 50 percent, but there are some other factors that are also -- I guess you could say accounted for whenever we're trying to determine what the overall rating would be.

So that one ends up being not quite at the 50 percent either.

MR. WALSH:  And may I ask, does it change depending on the part of the city?  I know there is -- you know, the historical centre is different than Nepean and Gloucester.

So does it depend a little bit on the underlying voltages of the distribution system?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I believe it could.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thanks.

MS. HEUFF:  So in response to the question that you had in terms of the functional obsolescence, so the meeting upgrades portion is the majority of the functional obsolescence.

So it is in total 13.5 million out of the 14.6 million over the 5-year period is due to meeting upgrades.

And then the balance of that is a minor amount under the station system renewal, which is specifically newer   upgrades.

MR. WALSH:  Just to confirm, so the 13 million, the answer to, I think it was OEB 87, suggests that smart meter replacements would be on average 1.4 million.

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe what that's -- no, it is not -- just a second.  I will pull it up to make sure I understand what was specifically...


So that's specifically the meters itself.  So that would be the portion of actual meters that are replaced.

So when you were mentioning before, so I misread the OEB 87 whenever you originally pulled it up.  So OEB 87 specifically referring to the meters itself being replaced.  And then as you had mentioned, it is the phone lines and some of the other ancillary assets, I guess you would state, that are being upgraded as well that fall under functional obsolescence.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  And they make up the balance.

MR. WALSH:  Thanks very much for answering those.

MS. HEUFF:  And then just in response to the undertaking, I had mentioned it would be subject to check that we had the data available.

So I can't remember specifically who had asked, but I do believe it may already be available in response to CCC 47, part C.  And so I wouldn't mind if we could just take a look and see if that meets the needs of the requester.

MS. ZHANG:  Is that for historical years?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that is for historical years.

MS. ZHANG:  Like when you did your last DSP --


MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  -- assessment report?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  So the vintage of the information in that table is 2014.  So that is the information that was used in order to develop the 2016 to 2020 rate application.

MS. ZHANG:  Right.  So was this the same asset of pipe with CCC?

MS. HEUFF:  So these --


MS. ZHANG:  Same categories?

MS. HEUFF:  So they have primarily remained the same.  There may be some slight differences, you can see distribution cables, XLPE distribution cables, PILC poles and pad mounted transformers.  So they would be largely the same yet possibly presented slightly different.  But this is the -- this would be all that we would have available in terms of a comparator for data.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  I can only see of course your speaker screen on the right of my screen.  So is there only one functional poor critical condition?  I can't tell good, very good -- I can't tell the five categories.

MS. HEUFF:  There you go.  Yes, there is just percentage in poor and critical condition is the only thing that we had available at the time during that time.

MS. ZHANG:  So is poor and critical conceptually equivalent to very poor and poor now?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I would say that would be accurate.

MS. ZHANG:  And if you were not to replace other assets in other categories?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, can you repeat the question?

MS. ZHANG:  Like you also have very good, good fire conditions.  Would you at any circumstances replace assets in these three categories?

MS. HEUFF:  We may.  If they were embedded within a pole line, we may have poles that are replaced that are still in better condition.  But I would say as a general rule, no.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, can I just interrupt with just a follow up to that question?

MS. HEUFF:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  They obviously don't have the number for this.  But give me an order of magnitude.  How often does that occur?

MS. HEUFF:  Does rare suffice, very rare?  It is not something that would be typical at all.  We wouldn't intentionally go out and replace an asset that was in good or very good condition.

I would say it may be required if we were doing a pole line and we were upgrading all of the poles in terms of the height requirements because of the addition of where we have had to actually had to add on a number of circuits on that feeder, then we may have to increase the pole height and, in that case, the assets would be still potentially in good or very good condition.

I guess the more likely scenario where you would see it would be if we were doing a capacity upgrade project and we did need to replace an element of the system in order to upgrade it for capacity or system service requirements.  And then in that case, the assets may have still been good or very good.

But as a general rule of thumb, especially under the reliability program, it would be an extremely rare thing.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So you are only upgrading a non-poor or very poor asset if you are -- sorry, you are only -- let me get my wording right here.

You would only be replacing an asset that is not in poor or very poor condition if it is an upgrade?  So it's not a true like-for-like replacement?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  That would be the most likely scenario I would say, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  If I can just pop in there, it is Lisa DeMarco for DRC.

Specifically in relation to the upgrades to facilitate enhanced penetration, would that fall in the category that you are talking about?

MS. HEUFF:  So could you give me a specific circumstance that you would be referring to?

MS. DeMARCO:  Throughout the evidence, you've got several references to enhancing the capacity of specific transformers to facilitate enhanced EV penetration with an assumed on-peak charging rate of about 50 percent.  I can give you specific references.

MS. HEUFF:  I think you are referring to -- so I think you are referring more specifically to our residential subdivisions or distribution level upgrade or the requirements at the distribution level rather than at the system level.

So in that case, as we are replacing underground cables, so that would be an underground cable replacement project, we aren't proactively going in and replacing underground cables.  That is more from a new residential subdivisions, what we're installing does meet the needs from an EV penetration.

So we are making sure that our underground infrastructure can sustain the required loading of the expected increased penetration of EVs, but that is on green field specifically.  So there wouldn't be a replacement of assets in that specific case, no.

MS. DeMARCO:  The amount of the asset replacements that Mark was just talking about would be for facilitation of distributed energy resources and/or EV penetration?

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say if a project came along where a requester came in and we were required to connect somebody and that required system expansion or a capacity upgrade of some sort, then at that case it could.

So hypothetically it could.  At this point in time we do not have any third-party requests for any of that, but in the event that it was required we would.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Hi, it is Shelley Grice from CCC.  I just have a question on the table that is on the screen.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  In order to compare this table to CCC number 48, CCC number 48 had the population of assets where there was data.

Do you have that information at this point in time, so the end of 2014, so that we would know say if we used the pole example?  I think -- without looking at the table I believe now there's currently 80-some-odd percent of pole data with respect to the number of assets.

Would you be able to provide the same information for the assets in this table on that basis?  So the percentage of assets back in 2014 that you had data on?

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say most likely we should be able to provide that.  If we can't provide that we could likely provide an inference based on the known number of data collection points that we have taken per year in order to back into it.

So short answer I believe, yes, we could provide that.

MS. GRICE:  I think that would be helpful.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, just so I can understand the table on -- oh, sorry.  Jamie?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes, I will give it an undertaking number.  That will be JT2.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.3:  TO PROVIDE DATA WITH RESPECT TO NUMBER OF ASSETS.  ALSO TO ADD IN AN EXPLANATION AS TO HOW THE ACTUAL PERCENTAGE IN POOR AND CRITICAL CONDITION WAS DEVELOPED.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just so I understand the table on the screen, is that -- this is the 2014 information.  Correct?

MS. HEUFF:  End of 2014, correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And do you know -- let's just use the first line of the poles.  Is that 12 percent of those you have data for?  Or 12 percent of the total population?

MS. HEUFF:  I would have to double-check on that.  To be honest, I'm not 100 percent sure how that was done.  So I would have to check on that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I don't know if you want to roll that into that last one, since it is somewhat of a similar question, or take another undertaking for that.

MS. HEUFF:  I think we can probably roll it into the previous one.  They're related to each other.  So with that undertaking we could add in just an explanation as to how the actual percentage in poor and critical condition was developed.  Would that be sufficient?

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, this is Mark Garner from VECC.  In the same vein, I was assuming that I could just look inside the evidence you have and do the equivalent table right now, but based on what Mr. Rubenstein was just saying, I am not sure that is true.

So when you do this undertaking, could you -- perhaps the easiest thing would be to provide the identical table that you have used on the basis of your current application.  So you have an apples-to-apples comparison.  Do you know what I mean?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  We wouldn't be able to go back in time to say what the assets would have been like then, because we wouldn't have the information available in those years.  So we can't backwards --


MR. GARNER:  No, that is not what I'm asking.  What I am really trying to figure out is if this table is based -- I assume it was based on 100 percent of the population.  So it would be poles were 59,000, and that was the population, and 12 percent were in poor condition.

So today if I were doing that same table based on your current application, obviously the population would have changed, but I would still find an average age and a percentage of those poles in poor or critical condition.

Therefore I could do two snapshots.  One snapshot in 2014, one snapshot in this current application where you are at now.  And presumably at the end of this rate plan another snapshot that would actually provide snapshots along the way that tell you how your average age and percentage of poor or critical condition poles are, and that is what I am trying to do.  That is the end thing I am trying to get to.  Do you know what I mean?

MS. HEUFF:  Right.  Right.  So the one thing I would note is that our asset actual condition assessment framework has also changed.  So the way that we have calculated health index has also changed from the previous rebasing application period.  So --


MR. GARNER:  Right.  I understand that.  That would be a proviso on the poor and critical condition, because that is done on a different basis.  I do understand your point.  But the average age presumably wouldn't be.  That would be a stationary thing.  And I understand that comparison apples to apples might have some different type of apples in the conditioning, because you are making different changes and continue to make changes on how you do condition assessment, right?

MS. HEUFF:  Right, correct.

So then also on the age as well.  So there may be some slight differences in there as to the way that we presumed average age in the past versus now on data assets and data -- or assets that we did not have data on.

So that would be the other one that would have to be potentially added in as a qualifier as well just from a --


MR. GARNER:  And I understand the qualifiers, but it still seems to me it gives a point of discussion.  I mean, you can -- you know, you can explain that the average age is different for two different reasons.  One, it actually is different, and one is the way we measure it is different.  We can have that discussion.  But right now I can't have that discussion.

What I am really looking to do -- and so that is what I would like to see in a sense of adding to the undertaking.  But to just finish the thought, one of the things I asked myself is, what's the snapshot you are expecting at the end of this rate program?

So your current DSP, does it anticipate a target?  Does it anticipate saying we would rather have average age at 35 years and conditions at 10 percent?  Your --


MS. HEUFF:  No, this -- yeah, so we haven't actually developed a target of that nature in this DSP.

MR. GARNER:  And why would that be then, because it seems to me that is just serendipitous, right?  At the end of the DSP you come back the next time to the Board and say, well, 15 percent of our poles are now in critical condition.  I would say, well, didn't you have a plan to maintain, as you say, not improve, but maintain your system?  So why didn't you have a program that got you to minimally stay at 12 percent?

MS. HEUFF:  So I guess it is not to say that we won't stay at 12 percent.  It is just that that analysis hasn't been done at this point.  And it is not to say that we wouldn't end up in there in the first place or that we wouldn't end up there ultimately at the end anyway.  It is just not how we have calculated it at this point.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Anyways, to just add to the -- if you could in that undertaking be able to show the equivalent table today, albeit with the provisos that you are saying, the methodology used to provide average age and percentage in critical condition is different, and it would be interesting for you to then point out what is different about them in each one of those categories.

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  I think that sounds like it could all be a part of that same initial undertaking.

MR. GARNER:  That's what I was hoping.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. GRICE:  It is Shelley again from CCC.  I just have a suggestion with respect to the undertaking, just so that it's clear what we're looking at.  If you could even add a column to the table that shows number of assets in poor and critical condition and how you calculated that so we know that the population that you are taking the percentage of.

MS. HEUFF:  Right.  So I think -- I believe Mr. Rubenstein had asked for that information as well.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I was just suggesting it in a column format that just shows number of assets, but okay.  Thank you.  I just wanted to be helpful.  Thanks.

MS. HEUFF:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So I think that covers the outstanding questions.  So we will move back to Ms. Zhu.
Examination by Ms. Zhu:


MS. ZHU:  Thank you, Jamie.  So my question is on the cloud-based -- the regulatory accounting treatment on the cloud-based ERP system.  And as I guess previously confirmed, the cost associated with the ERP system was included in the rate base.

So I guess I wonder, has Hydro Ottawa's external auditors provided their view on the accounting treatment of the ERP system under IFRS?

MS. COLLIER:  We have -- we have undergone an external audit since we have capitalized that ERP project.  Our main rationale for including the integration cost and the implementation cost of the human capital management was that it was a key component of our on-prem ERP system, which is JD Edwards, which still remains on premises.

So that was the be our key rationale.

MS. ZHU:  And your auditors agree with that?

MS. COLLIER:  Like I said, we have a clean audit opinion for the year in which that project was capitalized and occurred.

I can't say for sure, in terms of the auditors' scope and sampling, if that was one of the capital projects that would have been sampled and specifically -- obviously, they don't audit every single capital project in every year, right.  It is all based on sampling.

MS. ZHU:  Hmm-hmm.  So have you had like a specific discussion with the external auditor regarding the treatment as part of, I guess, the audit planning where like, I guess, a big ticket items to discuss as part of the audit planning with them?

MS. COLLIER:  Cloud computing has been a key topic in many forums, you know, for the last five years for sure.  So we've had numerous discussions with our auditors about -- not about the hosting of cloud computing.  Those are clearly OM&A costs, but specifically about the implementation of cloud computing projects and whether that could be considered capital or a prepaid expenditure, or whatnot.

So we have had numerous discussions.

MS. ZHU:  Yes.

MS. COLLIER:  I think there is still some, still some -- there's still lack of clarity on exactly how to account for these, and obviously each contract and each software and each project that we undertake has differences, especially in terms of whether they're integrated with on-prem solutions and whatnot.

So we are taking kind of each project on a case-by-case basis and doing that accounting analysis on a case-by-case basis.

MS. ZHU:  Okay.  So how much is the variance between the amount that Hydro Ottawa put in rate base associated with this ERP system as compared to the amount that was allowed to be capitalized for your financial accounting purpose?

MS. COLLIER:  Sorry, I am not sure I understand the question.  Can you repeat?

MS. ZHU:  Sure.  So initially, we talked about the costs associated with the ERP was capitalized -- sorry, was included in rate base, right.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.

MS. ZHU:  Then we were talking about for financial accounting purpose.  It sounds to me certain components was capitalized, but it's not all of them.

So I wonder how much of the variance, in terms of dollar amounts, that was put in rate base were not capitalized for financial reporting purposes under IFRS?  Was there a large variance?

MS. COLLIER:  That would have been nil.  We done maintain two separate sets of books for our capital assets.

So whatever we capitalize for accounting is what eventually would have been in rate base.  And whatever we expensed in OM&A, you know, would have ended up in OM&A for any regulatory proceeding.

MS. ZHU:  Right, okay.  So you are confirming that there are alignment regarding the treatment of this cloud based ERP between your regulatory accounting and your IFRS and their financial reporting?

MS. COLLIER:  At present time, there is alignment, yes.

MS. ZHU:  Okay.  Do you foresee any future changes regarding to this area?

MS. COLLIER:  As I said, this is a key topic area on any -- on any finance panel or conference that I attend.

MS. ZHU:  Yes.

MS. COLLIER:  So I can't say for sure where we will end up.  I also know that Canadian Electricity Association recently did a study on this.

MS. ZHU:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. COLLIER:  There are differences in the States on how this is treated.  So I can't say categorically that we will continue to maintain the alignment between accounting and regulatory in the future.  But obviously, it will depend on the Ontario Energy Board and directives and guidance that could be issued by them.

MS. ZHU:  I see, okay.  Thank you.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay.

MS. ZHU:  That's it, Jamie.  My questions are done.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.  We will move right on to Mr. Ellison for Environmental Defence -- excuse me, Mr. Elson for Environmental Defence.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Good morning, everyone.  I am going to start on ED 6.  Can everyone hear me here?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  So this is an interrogatory about integrated resource planning, and I would just like to dive a little bit deeper into some of these questions.

Starting on part B, you say that Hydro Ottawa ensures that non-wires options can be identified and considered early enough in the planning process by bringing attention to future potential capacity constraints and the required needs as early as possible in the regional planning process.

Would you be able to file one or two examples of how that has actually occurred in relation to a specific process?  For example, filing the business case where that consideration is detailed, for example?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, this is Laurie Heuff, director of engineering and asset management.

So those specific business cases would reside with the IESO.  The IESO actually owns that process, so they are the ones who be would be determining ultimately the overseer of the process.

So it would not be Hydro Ottawa specifically.  We are involved in the process and we are obviously providing the information where possible or as required throughout the IR process, but that would ultimately reside with the IESO specifically.

MR. ELSON:  Does that mean you would have a copy of the business cases, right?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know like we would have the IRP specifically and the outcome of the IRP, which we have provided the most recent 2019 IRP was filed as evidence to one of the interrogatories.

MR. ELSON:  So in terms of your role, can you provide -- I don't know, to be honest with you, what the documentation would look like -- but the steps you took in relation to a specific project, or I guess I should say a specific forecasted need to just give a better more concrete gasp as to what you did to bring attention to it and ensure proper consideration of non-wires alternatives.

MS. HEUFF:  So I don't know what specifically, to be honest, we would be able to file in that regard.  So it is really the IESO's process that we just -- we do follow and we are heavily involved in obviously, and we do follow the process.  But I don't know what specific steps other than being involved in the process specifically, I don't know what you would be looking for.

MR. ELSON:  Well, if there is no document that's been prepared, I guess it would be to undertake to describe how your involvement worked with respect to a specific project, you know, when you first identified the needs and the steps that you took to ensure that non-wires options are considered.

MR. BROWN:  It's Patrick Brown, manager of policy and research.  If I could jump in here, I think one important aspect of the regional planning process to bear in mind and to reflect in this conversation around how non-wires options are potentially identified is the role of the local advisory committee, which the IESO forms for each its sub regions to help inform the conversation around regional planning considerations.

So the local advisory committee would serve as one of the forums where not just Hydro Ottawa, but other stakeholders from the community can make submissions, often verbally, not necessarily in writing, but bring various matters to the attention of the IESO, the transmitter involved, and the local distributors involved.

So when we speak to ensuring that non-wires options can be identified, that means perhaps ones that Hydro Ottawa itself might have in mind.

But it could also mean hearing from stakeholders through the LAC about different options, different opportunities that they believe warrant attention and then perhaps speaking to specific circumstances or conditions, constraints, what have you, in that area where another stakeholder is identifying a possible project.

So that's all to say that in that type of context we might not necessarily be the ones who would be the proponent or who would possess the business case, but that could be another stakeholder involved in the process.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I am focussing on your role and I am focussing on distribution needs that you identify and I am looking for an example described in an undertaking of when you identify the needs and the steps that you took particularly to ensure that non-wires options are considered.

MR. BROWN:  So for the sake of or with respect to the most recent example before us -- so the recently updated 2020 version of the integrated regional resource plan for the Ottawa region -- one of the outcomes from that process was the identification of an opportunity to deploy non-wire alternatives in the Kanata north area.

And in this application we have provided various pieces of evidence speaking to what is contemplated and what we would like to do in terms of deploying a portfolio of non-wire solutions to address the need in that specific area.

So that is a very tangible example of something that's been identified, and we provided information regarding that need and how we plan to go about addressing it.

So is that along the lines of what you have in mind?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, I guess just in terms of some specifics in an IR about steps and the timing of those steps.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wonder if I can jump in for a second, Kent?  If I'm interrupting your flow there...

MR. ELSON:  Not at all.

MS. DeMARCO:  Two things.  The interrogatory responses referred to finalization of the IRRP in Q1 2020.  Unless I missed it, has it been filed?

MR. BROWN:  It has been filed.  If you bear with me for one moment.  It was filed as an attachment to EP -- excuse me, PP 11, Pollution Probe 11.  We did file a copy of the --


MS. DeMARCO:  Then the other element is, can you undertake to provide all HOL submissions to the LAC?

MR. BROWN:  So just to be clear, that would be all of the submissions that Hydro Ottawa made to the LAC in the context of the most recent round of regional planning discussions, which culminated in the issuance of the 2020 IIRP?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, thank you.

MR. BROWN:  Just give me one moment to confer with my colleagues.

So that should be doable, subject to check.  Maybe we will confer during the break as well.  We certainly are mindful of various presentations that we made to different forums in the community and to the LAC, so that should be doable.  We will talk during the break with some other colleagues and just verify that there is nothing we're missing, but it should be doable.

MS. DeMARCO:  As to whether or not you want to mark that as an undertaking now or wait until Mr. Brown gets back to us?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am inclined to mark it now, but on the other hand, Mr. Brown, if you are going to be able to get back to us after the break then let's leave it until then, and we can mark it then.  Are you okay with that?

MR. BROWN:  Yes, no objection.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Lisa and Kent?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So as I have understood the undertaking that you made, it is going to be marked after the break?  That's fine with me.  I think that is actually a better way to address that issue.  So thank you, Ms. DeMarco.

On item C there is a reference to the IESO calculating the net cost/benefits and Hydro Ottawa as not being involved in that process.  Is that the way it should be?  Should you not be involved in having input into the calculation of the costs and the benefits?

MR. BROWN:  We would hesitate to comment too much on that.  The regional planning process is prescribed pursuant to the OEB Transmission System Code and the distribution system code.  We have certain accountabilities and responsibilities under those codes.

The IESO and the transmitters have their own responsibilities.  And I think the nature of what the IESO does, in terms of calculating costs and benefits and then looking at the bigger picture and how that interplays with other matters within their purview in terms of the province-wide operator, that is within their wheelhouse, as the Transmission System Code stipulates, and I think we would simply leave it at that.  We have gone through -- I mean, we have gone through two rounds of regional planning in the last five or six years.  I am not aware of any concerns that have been expressed in that regard.

MR. ELSON:  And you're confident that the benefits to your distribution system and your costs are properly captured even though you are not involved in that?

MR. BROWN:  So the specific interrogatory talks about the net costs and benefits of non-wire solutions when comparing them to supply-side options.

The IESO, again, has much more of a mandate than we do to assess the cost-effectiveness of different supply-side options and resources.

So to the extent that we're looking squarely at supply-side considerations, we generally have a strong degree of confidence in what the IESO calculates.

If we have concerns, our experience with the regional planning process is that it is one which is conducive to the expression of those concerns and being heard.  So that would be the extent of our comments.

MR. ELSON:  So in part F you note that Hydro Ottawa and other distributors can seek distribution rate funding for activities such as CDM, demand response, energy storage, for the purpose of deferring capital investment for specific distribution infrastructure.  Right?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And you don't need to flip it up, but in another interrogatory I understand that you haven't sought to do so.

MR. BROWN:  To date, no, we have not.

MR. ELSON:  Why is that?

MR. BROWN:  A mix of reasons.  One is simply what the outcomes are from the regional planning process.  So we had, I believe it is the last regional planning process was 2015 or so, and the outcomes there were pretty straightforward and satisfactory.  We have undergone another regional planning cycle recently.

So in many respects again, consistent with the provisions and the expectations articulated in the transmission system code and the Distribution System Code around regional planning, accountabilities, and activities, we certainly afford a great deal of deference to the IESO and their expertise, in terms of helping to coordinate the process and then leading to the outcomes of that process and respecting those.

In addition, we would acknowledge that we're not alone in the LDC community in not having put forward applications under this set of guidelines.  To our understanding there has only been a very small number of projects put forward for the Board's consideration under these guidelines, and the success has been mixed.  So we look at those precedents.  We look at those experiences and we assess, well, what do those mean?  And how do those inform what we feel are the prospects for success and what would potentially be the viability of a given project that we may or may not have in mind.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to ask a question further to a document I circulated yesterday on the same topic.  It was the non-wires white paper by the IESO.  And particularly I flagged page 9.

And as that is getting pulled up, I will just say that -- or I will ask a preliminary question.  It seems to me to be surprising that of all the projects that you look at, a total of zero percent of them are amenable to some sort of non-wires alternative and that going forward there might be other steps that can be taken by all the parties to look at that in a bit more detail.

Is that a fair way to look at it, Mr. Brown?

MR. BROWN:  No, I wouldn't agree with that assessment.  We have quite clearly stated in a number of places in the evidence that as a company we maintain a strong commitment to the deployment of non-wire solutions where they make sense and where they're cost-effective in the planning context.

We would argue that in the 2016-2020 period, we have accumulated a good deal of experience with enabling the connection and the integration and deployment of those resources, and we can talk about various examples and metrics in that respect.

We would also underscore that in this latest regional planning cycle, again making reference to the Kanata north area of our service territory, we are actively involved in deploying solutions to help defer station infrastructure in that area through the use of non-wire alternatives.

In addition, the most recent regional planning plan has a very clear signal that as a next step in the process, there's going to be an addendum study which the IESO will undertake and we are very keen to support, which will look at more detail at the feasibility of deploying non-wire solutions, particularly in the 100 kV system in the Ottawa area.

MR. ELSON:  I think we will have to agree to disagree on (audio dropout) and whether zero percent so far and what you will be able to do to capture some of that potential better.

If we could turn to page 9 of this report here, in paragraph 2, it says:
"As part of a broader review of the regional planning process, the IESO is currently exploring planning methods to more comprehensively and formally identify non-wire alternative opportunities."


And then one sentence on, it says:
"While this work is ongoing, the IESO has developed a draft inventory of barriers."


Are you familiar with that document?

MR. BROWN:  Loosely.  I believe the date on the cover says May 2020.  We're certainly aware that it was released by the IESO.

Given the demands of the rate application process, the impact of the pandemic and other considerations, Hydro Ottawa has not had an opportunity or time to formulate a corporate view on the document or its conclusions. But we are certainly aware of it and we see it as a valuable contribution to the ongoing dialogue around non-wire solutions and the value that they can provide.

MR. ELSON:  There is a list of barriers here.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Elson.  I am just going to interrupt you for a minute.  We really should mark this as an exhibit.  That will be KT2.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT2.1:  COPY OF IESO INNOVATION AND SECTOR EVOLUTION WHITE PAPER SERIES - NON-WIRES ALTERNATIVES USING ENERGY AND CAPACITY MARKETS - MAY 2020

BY MR. ELSON: I appreciate that.  Mr. Brown, there is a list of barriers here, and there is also a reference to the IESO developing what sounds like a bit more details in terms of this draft inventory of barriers.

Could you undertake to go back and try to provide a copy of the process.  It would be helpful to have that for the purposes of analyzing what you are proposing and what you are doing.

MR. BROWN:  I'm sorry, I don't know if others had a similar connection, but you faded out a bit there.  Could you just repeat what you would like us to do?

MR. ELSON:  I can, yes, I can.  There is a reference here to the IESO developing a draft inventory of barriers as part of the view of the regional planning process.  Could you provide a copy of that if you have it, or if you can seek it out?

MR. BROWN:  So I beg your indulgence.  I am trying to follow the line of enquiry.  We are looking at an IESO document.

MR. ELSON:  That's right.

MR. BROWN:  Where the IESO is talking about barriers that the IESO is planning to identify and Hydro Ottawa is being requested to provide what, exactly?

MR. ELSON:  If you have been involved in this review at all, a draft inventory of those barriers.  Do you have that document?

MR. BROWN:  So no such document exists.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  There is a high-level description of those barriers in the next paragraph here.  Could you undertake to address each of those barriers and whether they are ones that Hydro Ottawa would be attempting to remedy, in whole or in part?

It's a long list, so I am not going to ask you to do it on the fly.  I think an undertaking makes more sense.

The purpose is to be...


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry.  I don't know if it is just me, but I lost -- sorry, I lost that part of your comment, Mr. Elson.  What exactly were you asking for?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  Would you like me to start again?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.

MR. ELSON:  For Hydro Ottawa to undertake to address the barriers listed on page 9 of KT2.1, and its potential role in removing those barriers either in whole or in part as part of the regional planning process.

MR. BROWN:  So if I might offer for consideration.  As you acknowledge, that is a very lengthy list of barriers.  We would also draw attention to the fact that the IESO is currently developing a draft inventory.

I would also just -- I think we should acknowledge a couple of things.  This IESO process around its innovation road map, there is a separate stakeholder conference the IESO is currently undertaking around reforming the regional planning process.

There is a consultation underway at the OEB regarding responses, responding to DERs.

Hydro Ottawa is fresh out of a recent regional planning cycle.  Again, we would underscore that that regional planning document contemplates an additional -- an additional Ottawa region specific study on potential opportunities for deployment of non-wire solutions, and that larger context we would -- well, I think we're having difficulty, or we would question the value that the development of this list would provide to this specific proceeding, given all of the various other wheels that are in motion on this topic.

MR. ELSON:  At the moment -- and I recognize there is other parties and there is other processes involved.  But at the moment, we are looking at your application, including the proposal for -- I guess you could say zero percent non-wires alternatives, and one piece that might come out of this is some sort of directions or commitments to address some of those barriers.

I am trying to get at your view on those barriers, and how you might be able to address them.

MR. BROWN:  Can you give me one moment just to confer with my colleagues, please, before we commit to anything?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. BROWN:  Thank you for your patience.  The witness panel has -- I will defer to Mr. Cass, thank you.

MR. CASS:  Sorry.  So, Ken, we just don't see that this is adding value to the proceeding.  As has been discussed extensively, there is ongoing work in these areas being led by the IESO and other things that are occurring going forward.

We just don't see it is going to add any value to this proceeding for Hydro Ottawa to attempt to jump ahead of what the IESO is doing and give you its comments on this list that the IESO is about to develop.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I will have to take that as a refusal, and I can't make you undertake to respond to it, so I will move on.

If you can turn to ED 11, please?  Part C says according to the draft modelling that the city of Ottawa has performed in support of its renewable energy strategy initiative known as energy evolution, productions in GHG emissions from the electricity sector are expected to represent 7 percent of total projected GHG emission reductions by 2030, and 9 percent of total projected emission reductions by 2050.

What is the base year that is being used?

MR. BROWN:  For purposes of all of these greenhouse gas reduction targets and projections, 2012 is the baseline year, as we've mentioned above in our response to part B.

MR. ELSON:  And can you provide a table showing what those carbon reductions on [audio dropout]


THE REPORTER:  Sorry, Mr. Elson, you're cutting out --


MR. ELSON: ...in terms of decreased electricity consumption?  Could you provide a table showing what those carbon reductions would correspond to in terms of decreased electricity consumption?

MR. BROWN:  Again, we believe that this question has been posed to us in an interrogatory that we received.  Our response was to decline the request for several reasons.  We can talk more on those reasons if we need to.  But we did receive this response -- we did receive this question in an interrogatory and we have declined to provide it, with reasons.

MR. ELSON:  I believe the City of Ottawa did, and you declined an interrogatory based on that.  And what I am asking you today is different, which is to say if you were to model a 7 percent decline by 2030 and 9 percent decline by 2050, what does that look like?

MR. BROWN:  So again, I apologize.  There was some interference or some cutting out in the audio connection.  I will do my best to answer accordingly.

Consistent with the reasons we have provided in our separate interrogatory responses, we don't believe that the information that's being requested has a direct bearing on the outcome of this proceeding.

Another important qualification -- or, excuse me, another clarification to make is we're talking about greenhouse gas emission reductions in the City of Ottawa's footprint.

Hydro Ottawa's service territory comprises -- well, excuse me.  Hydro Ottawa's service territory and many of the customers we serve are located within the City of Ottawa's boundaries.  We are, however, not the exclusive service provider in the City of Ottawa.  There are approximately 50,000 customers in the City of Ottawa who are served by another distributor.

Therefore, there are limitations to anything that we can do regarding Ottawa-wide greenhouse gas projections and corresponding emission reductions.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I understand you have been a part of this Energy Evolution strategy initiative, and in many ways [audio dropout] in this interrogatory response, right?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

THE REPORTER:  Sorry, Mr. Elson, you faded out.

MR. ELSON:  The question which was answered in the affirmative was whether Hydro Ottawa was involved in the Energy Evolution initiative in many ways, and the answer was yes, I believe.

And I am just trying to get at what kind of assumptions you are making -- how are you going to get the 7 percent?  What does the 7 percent mean?  And how does that relate to the plan that is before the Board?

MR. BROWN:  So the nature of our involvement in Energy Evolution, which as we have underscored in many places in the evidence, which has been very supportive and enthusiastic, the nature of our involvement looks at -- or, excuse me, is obviously animated by our operations, our mandate as an electricity distribution utility.

As it relates to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions on the supply-side from different sources within the city's limits -- within the city's boundaries that are emitting greenhouse gas emissions, it needs to be acknowledged that there are very significant limitations on what Hydro Ottawa as a distributor can do or can enable.

There are so many moving parts to achieving this objective that there are many things outside of our control.

So, yes, we are very enthusiastically involved in Energy Evolution and very supportive.  But in terms of this particular -- this narrow slice of Energy Evolution and its objectives, it should be recognized that there are -- there are limitations on what Hydro Ottawa can contribute.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, the obvious item is energy efficiency as part of a non-wires alternative, but I think I will need to leave that line of questioning where it is.

Could you turn --


MR. BROWN:  Well, and if I may, in panel 3 we would be delighted to talk about some of the initiatives that we have planned for CDM and to support our customers with energy efficiency solutions in the next five-year rate term, as we have been pleased to do so in the current five-year rate term.

MR. ELSON:  And those are activities that are not in lieu of supply-side infrastructure, I take it?

MR. BROWN:  The best answer right now is, it depends.  We are open to different possibilities.

MR. ELSON:  Could you turn to ED 15, please.  And particularly J.  And it says:

"Hydro Ottawa is currently not able to capitalize on the storage capacity of electric vehicles to reduce distribution system costs by..."

And I will start with number 1:

"...communicating directly with charging stations to reduce load during peak periods."

What would you need to do to enable that and how much would it cost?

MR. BROWN:  So I will venture an initial response and then I would welcome any supplementing from my colleagues.

What should be underscored here is that this whole universe of leveraging electric vehicles and their potential storage capacity, vehicle-to-grid scenarios and the like, is still in its infancy.  And we would simply ask for an acknowledgement of that reality, in terms of the current stage and maturation of these technologies.

So I hesitate to speculate any further beyond that, in terms of providing a more granular level of detail.

MS. DeMARCO:  Kent, it is Lisa.  I am wondering if I can just jump in with a couple of questions here if that's okay.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. DeMARCO:  Or if you have something to add as well.

MR. ELSON:  I do, but you go ahead.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Very specifically, in relation to ED 15 J and I, I understand that the MiGen project allows for each and all of these capabilities.  Do I have that right?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  So sort of.  So the intent of MiGen is really -- it is a program that is -- the intent of it is for us to explore behind-the-meter options and for us to get an understanding of how Hydro Ottawa can play a role in the transactive marketplace and really in behind-the-meter in order to enable non-wire solutions in some cases or else also EVs, and to have an understanding of how we can resolve some of the potential issues that we know may be coming down the pipe at the grid edge level in the future.

So it is not directly, I would say, trying to solve any one specific issue.  It is more of an explanatory process where we are trying to identify what we can do and how we can play behind-the-meter and what our role really should look like there and what our options are.

MR. BROWN:  And if I could just briefly complement that response.  We would underscore that the wording of this interrogatory response was very deliberate; i.e., we're currently not able to capitalize on this capacity.  But if you look further in the paragraph to Ms. Heuff's point, we are actively involved in reviewing and prioritizing these opportunities and examining them.

So we're certainly not being passive, but we are in the process of exploring such opportunities and technologies.  Currently -- our current ability, no, we are not able to capitalize on EV storage capacity.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you have aptly anticipated my specific question in that regard.

My understanding is, both in relation to DRC 6 and ED 15 J, the use of the term "current" is at scale, but I do understand in relation to what you are -- I forget what used to be called rate DR?  And now your MiGen program is actively getting into the transactive energy function, looking at each of the elements.

Can you confirm?  If you want to go to DR 6, which you've referenced in response.  Each of these elements are being looked at and actively studied during the test period through the MiGen or great DR program.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  It is DR 6, so I would have to review the list just quickly.

MS. DeMARCO:  If you can go one by one.

{inaudible exchange)

MS. DeMARCO:  I am on.

MS. HEUFF:  I think we are both on.

MR. ELSON:  I can see both of you.

MS. HEUFF:  Are we okay to proceed?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff, director of distribution engineering and engineering asset management.

So with respect to communicating with utility systems while maintaining all relevant security and privacy regulations or constraints, yes, that would be one of the undertakings that was a part of the great DR at the time, but is now referred to as MiGen.  Again respecting the preference of the user, yes, that would be something that was also one of the key components of the MiGen project.

Responding to utility signals, in this case, that would be also the transactive marketplace that was looking to be established.  And then publish its capability and capacity in near real time.  So this one would be more closely, or would be kind of -- it was part of the project, but I don't know that was ever effectively actually completed.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just ask one follow up question which hopefully should cut down my time this afternoon quite a bit?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.

MS. DeMARCO:  In relation to these activities, and this proactive MiGen project, first of all my understanding is that there was zero customer cost in pursuing MiGen.  It was undertaken through grants and other monies from NRCan and the provincial government.

MS. HEUFF:  So what do you mean by customer cost specifically?  Like are you saying in terms of rate design?

MS. DeMARCO:  No need to be proactively be pursuing this MiGen project.

MR. BROWN:  Phase one of the great DR project, which was the predecessor to MiGen, was funded through support from the Ontario smart grid fund.

And phase two is set to proceed on a track, as we have articulated in the corresponding material, an investment plan in this application.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  I should have been more precise.  Phase one, there was no -- nothing was cleared to rate base in that regard?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And do we have an assessment of the potential avoided stranded costs that this type of proactive planning might result in, or even a range of estimates?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, Laurie Heuff, director of asset engineering and asset management.  At this time we wouldn't have that type of a cost or potential cost avoidance as you are alluding to.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is it feasible to provide a range, or is that still too preliminary?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say it is definitely too preliminary.  It was really -- it was an explanatory project and the intention of the project was to understand what potential barriers exist, what the actual likelihood of adoption would be, whether there would be any financial restrictions or things that would become too expensive, or whether there was even an issue that existed at this time in the current landscape.

And really the findings of the phase one of MiGen was that as much as we know that some of the issues that we believe will one day exist, they still -- we're just not there yet.

But nonetheless, we got great learnings out of it and it has allowed us to kind of understand where we need to pivot to next, and we do think it has been a great learning and exploratory opportunity for us.

But at this point, I would say no, it is still at a very preliminary nature overall and we wouldn't be able to quantify dollar values.

MS. DeMARCO:  One last question with your indulgence, Kent.

In addition to the four elements we have just been through and the response above that are currently being studied through the MiGen process, the MiGen project, my understanding is that that would also include some vehicle to grid or VTE neighbourhood redirection of the energy provided in the description of the MiGen phase two project that will be part and parcel of what is being studied.

MS. HEUFF:  I am just looking to see if I can pull up the actual scope of what is in the fund.  Is that something that was specifically in the evidence that we pointed to?

MS. DeMARCO:  I think so.  I think it is DRC 9 C, but I would have to just be sure that I have that right.

Yes.  So phase one and phase two is DRC 9c and 9d, as I understand it.

MS. HEUFF:  I am just trying to find -- do you have -- is there somewhere you could point to?

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it is the transatcive description in 9C, the attachment that was undertaken.  It refers to share electricity with connected neighbours.  I am at page 7 of 55 of attachment C.  It send what is not used back to the grid.  That would be VTG, rights, vehicle to grid?

MS. HEUFF:  No, I don't believe this would necessarily be vehicle to the grid.  To be honest, I am not completely familiar with the exact specifics on that project, but I don't believe the intention is vehicle to the grid.

It could be, and I think that would be a potential usage of it, but not that it is explicitly implying that.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wonder if you could undertake just to provide some clarification on that?  I certainly read that as bi-directional energy flow, also on page 9 of 55 would be with would be both home to grid and vehicle to grid.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  Home to grid most certainly.  But I don't know whether there was -- are you asking, sorry, whether we actually tested any vehicle to grid, or are you just asking if that would be a hypothetical transactive scenario?

MS. DeMARCO:  I am asking whether that is part of the phase two of the MiGen project during the test period.

MS. HEUFF:  Understood.  No, at this point in time, I would say that is not part of the phase two MiGen portion of the project.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wonder if you can undertake to clarify that and the statement in around page 7, where it's  looking at sending what is not used back to the grid.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, just for clarification, are you trying to get an understanding of whether the vehicle to the grid will be part of phase two, or whether -- because if that is the case, I can clarify the vehicle to grid is not expected to be part of phase two.

MS. DeMARCO:  It is just house to grid?

MS. HEUFF:  Even the house to grid, so there's been -- I would turn your attention to the updated exhibit on the MiGen project and there was an adjustment to the overall scope of MiGen going forward.  And those details can be found in the updated DSP.

So we did file an updated MiGen exhibit for the material investment plan, and I would say if you refer to that, that provides a bit more detail as to the scope of the project as it's been redefined.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much.  Sorry, Kent, for the interruption.

MR. ELSON:  Only one more question here.  What's the timing on being able to capitalize on the storage capacity of EVs?  Is it within this application time frame?  Are you able to provide a bit more insight on that?

I know we are at -- that's a hard question to answer and I am not asking for any kind of specificity, but just at a high level.

MS. HEUFF:  I would say at this point and the fact that I am not aware of any utility in Ontario that has shown an effective way to actually leverage the vehicle to grid capacity is what I am understanding your question to be, like a utility actually using that capacity versus somebody actually installing a vehicle to grid.  And I guess that is maybe a clarification to be made.  In what capacity are you looking to understand?

MR. ELSON:  In terms of being able to capitalize on the storage capacity of EVs, in terms of communicating directly with charging stations to reduce load during peak, the possibility of actually drawing power from the batteries during peak and so on and so forth, as outlined on ED 15J.

What is the time line, in terms of moving forward with those items?  Are you able to speak to it at a high level at all?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know that I could actually provide a high-level timing other than to just provide our commitment to an understanding that we do need to understand this area a little bit more and that we are committed to -- as is alluded to in this question, we have developed -- or we do have in place what is referred to as our smart energy steering committee, and really the intention of the smart energy steering committee is to provide focussed attention to these types of initiatives and to make sure that we are moving forward and that they are resourced appropriately and that we do have an understanding of what it will take.

So as much as I can't provide a comment on timing, I can provide an assurance that it is something that we are committed to and that we are exploring in general and trying to get -- make sure that we are able to provide this option whenever it is actually feasible.

MR. ELSON:  And what about at least providing a comment on the timing of calculating the potential savings from this, from a distribution perspective?

MS. HEUFF:  I would have to defer to my regulatory counterparts on that one, because that is obviously a very complex question.  Some of those would require mechanistic rate requirements from a regulatory standpoint, and I am not in a position to talk to that, but I would assume there would be potentially EV rates required.  There would be -- it would depend on how some of the actual transactions were taking place, and, I mean, it is just -- it's not quite straightforward in terms of savings, I would say.  It would depend on a number of factors.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Van Dusen, you have your --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yeah, I don't think I could add anything at this point in time.  We have not done much work in this area, nor has there been any work done as far as we know at the Ontario Energy Board at a great level.  They do have a proceeding ongoing now with respect to distributed energy resources and LDC remuneration.  A lot of this will be discussed in that proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, I am good to leave it there.  Just one housekeeping matter.  For panel 3, I can't attend on Friday, and just for scheduling purposes, if I could be moved earlier in the schedule for panel 3, that would be appreciated, if we are looking like we're falling a bit behind on the schedule.  So I will just put that on the record for James, you and your team, to consider.  If anyone has an issue with that, please speak up.  But I would very much appreciate that so I could ensure that I can ask my questions before Friday -- I'm sorry, before Monday, which, I can't appear on Monday.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Day 4 is actually on Tuesday.

MR. ELSON:  No, that doesn't help me, I'm afraid.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So you do need to be able to go ahead on Friday?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And it looks like I will probably be able to, but if I could -- if we end up lagging a bit today or it gets a little bit close to the line, if I could move forward in the order, unless anyone objects to that, that would be appreciated.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Right now you are behind Pollution Probe, Schools, CCC, and BOMA.  So, you know, why don't I ask those people to think about whether they have any problems with that, and we can just touch on that right after the lunch break, maybe?

MR. ELSON:  Perfect.

MS. GIRVAN:  Jamie, it is Julie here.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Hi, Julie.

MS. GIRVAN:  Hi.  I just wanted to say I have to go on Friday as well.  Like, I am not available.  I think I made that clear on Tuesday.  So I would like to --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes, you did.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Same with me.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Which actually just leaves -- well, Pollution Probe and BOMA.  So maybe we can revisit that right after the lunch break?

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And there was also a pending possible interrogatory -- excuse me, a possible undertaking about Hydro One limited submissions to LAC in the context of the 2020 RFP.  I am totally paraphrasing there, but I think, Mr. Van Dusen, you will recall that.

So if we could just remember to speak to that after the lunch break as well, that would be great.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So it is just coming up on 12 -- sorry, Lisa, Ms. DeMarco, yeah.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think just in relation to flexibility, we might be able to move up from Tuesday, if that is helpful for panel 3, move forward to Friday.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yeah, it looks like -- it looks like it is more an issue of people having to ask their questions on Friday.  So keep that in mind, but I am not sure that moving you up to Friday is quite going to do the trick, but --


MS. DeMARCO:  Whatever helps.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thanks.

So 12:40.  We will come back at 1:25.  A 45-minute break.  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:40 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:28 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, good afternoon.  We're back and we are going to continue with panel 2, and we have Mark Garner for VECC.
Examination by Mr. Garner:


MR. GARNER:  I think -- I don't see anybody -- I don't see anybody from the panel, but I take it they're listening.

There is Gregory.  Someone is listening to me, Greg, thank you.  That's a first.

So I am going to -- well, first a couple of questions, a couple of small ones.  I did some of these yesterday.  But if you could go to Schools or SEC 34 and if you could look at SEC 34 and look at page 3, and you will see a table C where you have defective equipment, SAIFI per 100 customers.  This is simply a clarification.

Is this table that shows the SAIFI up to 2019 for these different assets, is this done on the same basis as most SAIFI tables, so you are excluding major event days?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  Which table are you specifically referring to?

MR. GARNER:  I am looking at table C.

MS. HEUFF:  Table C?

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  Defective equipment SAIFI per 100 customers.  Just a clarification of whether this table is done on the same basis as some of the SAIFI figures, which is it excludes major event days.

MS. HEUFF:  I am turning to this in the exhibit just to be certain.  Bear with me please.  I believe it does, but I just want to make sure.

This is actually table 4.11, I believe.

MR. GARNER:  It is an update from...


MS. HEUFF:  I believe this would, but that would be subject to check.

MR. GARNER:  I don't want to take too much time.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, this says KPI tracks the contribution of defective equipment out of this by overall class to the overall SAIFI including MEDs.  So it includes MEDs, and it does include them.

MR. GARNER:  Is it possible to do it with the exclusion of MEDs, that table?

MS. HEUFF:  It is possible, yes.

MR. GARNER:  Would you, please?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure, I can do that.

MR. GARNER:  Can I have an undertaking?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  You may.  We will make that undertaking JT2.4.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  One thing I was remiss on was we do need the follow up to the pending undertaking about Hydro Ottawa's submissions to LAC.  So, Mr. Garner, we will make the undertaking you were just given JT2.4.

But, Mr. Van Dusen, do you have any comment on the Environmental Defence undertaking request?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we do.  Mr. Brown will address that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Could we just do that now to get that out of the way?  Do you mind, Mark?

MR. GARNER:  I don't mind.

MR. BROWN:  Absolutely.  Hydro Ottawa is amenable to the undertaking, if we could just clarify a couple of things.

One, I misspoke in my reference to the LAC.  The LAC as a form was not actually utilized by the IESO for purposes of the most recent regional planning process in the Ottawa region.

There was an alternative form of stakeholder engagement which the IESO exercised.  There's information on their website, which we will refer to in our undertaking.  So just to clarify that slight misstatement.

With respect to the scope and the wording of the undertaking itself, our understanding is that it will entail Hydro Ottawa providing copies of submissions that the utility made to the IESO to help inform the most recent regional planning cycle.  Is that agreeable?

MS. DeMARCO:  Jamie, I think that was my undertaking request.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  It is a sort of a combination of yours and Environmental Defence's.  So, Ms. DeMarco, if you want to comment on that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  Yes, my client would be very interested in seeing all of Hydro Ottawa's submissions to the LAC in the first instance of the IRPP process, and to the subsequent body that you are referring to on the IESO website in this second instance of the IRPP process.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Brown?

MR. BROWN:  If I am understanding the request correctly, if I may, it sounds like Hydro Ottawa is being asked to provide documentation that we submitted that informed the previous regional planning cycle, which was undertaken in 2015 and which informed our previous distribution system plan.  Is that correct?

MS. DeMARCO:  No, let me clarify.  It is really in relation to this IRPP planning cycle, but I understand it took place in two phases, in part through LAC and in part through a body instituted by the IESO.

MR. BROWN:  So I'm sorry.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do I have that right?

MR. BROWN:  I'm sorry.  To clarify, while the LAC -- the local advisory committee -- was a standard feature of the regional planning cycle for many years, more recently, including specifically in the specific context of the recent regional planning cycle for the Ottawa region, the IESO did not utilize a LAC for purposes of structuring stakeholder engagement.

So just to be clear, there was no LAC in the recent regional planning cycle for the Ottawa region.

The earlier reference on my part was in error, and I regret the misstatement.  So what we're clarifying is that for purposes of structuring and shepherding the stakeholder engagement process related to the most recent regional planning cycle for the Ottawa region, the IESO used an alternative form of stakeholder engagement.

There were different forums that the IESO used.  So what we're proposing is that Hydro Ottawa would provide copies of the submissions that the company made to those alternative forums, those other forums, and those submissions being ones which helped to inform the dialogue, the discussions, the assessments around regional planning.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think we're on the same page.  Very specifically, we don't want to miss anything you have submitted because we're forum shopping, so to speak.

So can we get anything Hydro One -- sorry, Hydro Ottawa has submitted in relation to the subsequent -- the current IRRP.

MR. BROWN:  Yes, we will accept that undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  I don't know if Kent has anything to address.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Elson?  I am going to take that as a "nothing to add".  I am just seeing if Mr. Elson is on right now.  I am not sure that he is, but in any event, why don't -- because we have sorted that out just now, why don't -- and just to sort of keep with the order of questioning, I am going to number that as JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO PROVIDE DOCUMENTATION THAT HYDRO OTTAWA PROVIDED TO OTHER FORMS, SUCH AS SUBMISSIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND ASSESSMENTS INFORMED THE REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And Mr. Garner, your undertaking will be JT2.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATED VERSION OF SEC 34 TABLE 4.11 EXCLUDING MEDS


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And since I hear no objections to that, perhaps we will move on.  Mr. Garner?

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.

So back to -- we might as well stay in Schools' interrogatory.  It doesn't really matter where.  If you go to Schools 40, is a good place to look at this.  And this is about Copperleaf.  And there was a bit of a discussion about this this morning.

And in this interrogatory what Schools had asked was, I believe, for what differences that you had done from the last time.  One of the things you did talk about in here was Copperleaf, C55.

This morning you were talking about an upgrade to that software and changes it would make.  And Ms. Heuff, I wonder if you could just elucidate on what you were saying this morning.

What's the software update and what's the expected differences in literature we're getting in the next version, if that is the right way to say it.

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  So the upgrade that we're doing is as a result of the software being out of date.  We do actually have some language in our material investment plan that provides a bit more context as to what we will -- we expect to -- new values or the new upgrades that we expect to get from the updated software.

I don't know if you have had a chance to review that one specifically.

MR. GARNER:  What I am really looking for -- looking -- what I really want to know is, is there an expected -- what do you expect is a change in the next round of planning from the update?  If I were looking at it today and you had it, what would be different?  What would I be looking at that is really different?

MS. HEUFF:  So some of what we're doing from an upgrade standpoint is actually a functional obsolescence of the equipment.  So it is actually the outdated version we're running on.

So specifically, the upgrade that we're doing is for the -- in order to move ourselves out of an obsolete version.  But with that also comes more features of the program, obviously.  So some of the things that we would be able to do is, as I was discussing this morning, with respect to the fact that we do the age-based failure predictions at this point and we're really -- our replacement rates and our levelized replacement rates are age-based, there is an ability to then utilize the module that allows us to use a health index related -- so it is doing that same asset replacement scenarios based on actual health index data, rather than the age base that we're doing right now, to develop those kind of levelized program-type approaches.

And then it also allows us to run a higher number of scenario-type analytics so we can actually -- it will actually run different scenarios with different outcomes, if you will.  So that is the other, I guess, expected option.

So if you are expected to upgrade, so if you were to consider and look to say to your original question as to what do we expect to gain from this, it is just a more refined approach of our selection of our programs and a more -- it's again moving us even further down the line of databased decision making and databased approaches wherever possible and actually allowing us to do different scenario-based replacement scenarios, I guess.  So putting in the 400, 600, and saying different dollar values, what would be the outcome to the system overall, and some of those predictive analytics that you were asking for this morning as well in terms of like the pole replacement, how many would you actually have left in your system, those would be the types of things we could actually run scenarios on, obviously subject to finding other information coming in or new types -- or having more critical poles come into the system than what we expected.

But basically it allows you to run different scenarios, so...

MR. GARNER:  Well, and I am certainly not asking these questions to have any objection to the idea of upgrading software.  What I was really trying to get at is how much of a difference it would make.  And the one difference it seems to make is quite different in the sense of substantive to your current methodology, is the use of health index versus age.

Is that correct?  That is the substantive change?  I mean, scenario-running does that too, I understand, but...

MS. HEUFF:  I would say, yes, that is one of the most substantive changes.

MR. GARNER:  And what I am trying to understand is, do you expect -- what kind of impact would you expect that to have on the planning, the way the -- what programs or what comes out of that?  Are you expecting much of a change?  Or are you expecting, as you were saying, just a refinement of what type of projects would be pushed forward and what kind of budgets would be put forward?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So I would say it would be a refinement for sure.  Until we run the scenarios it's very hard to say, but I would definitely say it would be a refinement or a further improvement to the way that we kind of -- it fits in the nature of continuous improvement and wanting to move things forward and keep up with the industry and what other utilities have shown to be doing and that they have found effective, it is really to keep pace with the way the industry is going.  So I would say it is more a refinement of our model rather than a complete change to the way that we are doing things.

MR. GARNER:  It wouldn't be like, I see maybe not from Hydro Ottawa, but from time to time where utilities come forward and tell us, well, we have come up with a new methodology or a new sophistication, and that is why our budgets are now 10.8 whatever percent higher than they used to be, because we didn't realize all of this was happening because we didn't have the right tool or the tool wasn't proper.  That is not what we should expect the next round to become, that we're not going to get a story about how this new analytic is demonstrating we have a real need that we didn't have before?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry.  I would love to say absolutely not, but, I mean --


MR. GARNER:  I would love you to say that too.

[Laughter]

MS. HEUFF:  But I don't know that I actually could say that and actually be saying it in good faith, because I don't know.  I don't -- at this point with the amount of data that we have collected on our assets, and as you see, we do have a large population of asset data available, I don't anticipate that, but to say that we also don't know what we're going to learn about our assets over the coming five years as we continue to collect more data and we don't know necessarily what could change and what could transpire over the next five years even in terms of what the analytics could show us.  But I don't at this time have any data to state that I think there's going to be a major shift, but at the same time saying that absolutely that won't happen would be definitely not accurate.

MR. GARNER:  That's a good response.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mr. Garner, if I can just, if I can follow up?

MR. GARNER:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe you mentioned this earlier and I missed it.  When will this actually be in place?

MS. HEUFF:  So we had, as per the section in the strategic asset management plan that I pointed to this morning, we had anticipated that it would have been in place by 2020, but the upgrade was slightly delayed to the C55 module.

So it will be -- we are currently in the midst of the upgrade project as we speak, and so we expect that we will be leveraging this new style of analytics for the 2021/2022 budgeting period, which typically happens around the June time frame of the previous year.  So it would be around next June that we would first be looking to leverage the style of analytics.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I just ask, ultimately when you -- for 2022 you are running the upgraded Copperleaf system to determine work you are going to do in 2022 and, you know, and in the previous years, will the budget that you are -- will essentially the hard cap budget be what you get approved in this application for that year?

You make -- the projects may change within or the programs based on the new system.  But the dollars at the end of the day that you will spend will be, you know, all things being equal, what you included in the -- what you get approved for in this application.

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say subject to adjustments required in order to deal with unforeseen circumstances, I would say, yes, we are aiming to -- so for the program replacements and like the actual -- I believe that is what you are referring to, is in the renewal program and the program level spending that we have alluded to.

In that case, yes, we will be aiming to -- as a five-year average that's what we would be aiming to kind of as a top spend.  But the projects within it possibly could shift.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Mr. Rubenstein, it is Mr. Van Dusen.  I wonder if I could add to that.

Whatever the Board approves as our capital in OM&A levels, we will live within.

So to the extent that we need to reprioritize projects to stay within that level, defer and add projects, we certainly -- we certainly will do.  So I just wanted to make that clear.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So ultimately, while the dollars at the top level dollars in system renewal which this is mainly talking about here, you could be doing it -- like we don't -- you know, you have a certain amount of assets you are going to replace in the 2022-2025 provided in the evidence.

But that may all be -- you may do something different, right?  Instead of replacing ten assets of some certain every year, maybe five at another one -- it may go in the opposite direction, we don't know.  That is an implication of the change.

MS. HEUFF:  I am not sure what the specific question was.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I am just saying when you implement the process -- so currently in your application, you say we're going to do a bunch of work in 2022, 23, 24, 25.  We're going to replace X amount of poles every year and replace X amount of assets to do a bunch of projects, and it is based on your current planning methodology which is going to be upgraded for the 2022 planning cycle.

Ultimately, those years may look materially different, the dollars at the he had of the day may be different.  And maybe there will be a better mix of assets.  It may be a positive thing, but it may look very different.

MS. HEUFF:  I mean it could, yes, because we do -- if you refer back to our budget process under section 5.2, our capital expenditure process and how we actually determine what projects to undertake in a given year, we will always make sure that, as you say, that the mix of assets is the most appropriate to maintain an effective level of reliability and system integrity.

So, yes, it could change and the mix could change within.  And this process would just defer or define our decision making within that section 5.2 and the process discussed within it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.

MR. GARNER:  Well, that is actually wasn't where I was going to go next, but it is a good segue to a different question and a different place.  It is around VECC 24.  You don't have to bring it up, but it has to do with the same issue.

I was trying to understand in your DSP and your budgeting how you monitor and track your budget for being implemented -- not in a dollar sense, but in a program sense.  And to use an example, if you took appendix QAA, your capital programs by table, the question I was trying to answer to myself was, to what extent can one rely upon that capital table to underpin -- which underpins your rate plan because, as I understand it, your capital dollars are baked into your plan.  To what extent can one rely on that table to say that, you know, UG distribution asset renewal is going to be the 10 or 11 million dollars in each one of those years.

So in that conversation you had with Mr. Rubenstein, it sounds like -- well, after year two, it becomes pretty murky.

MS. HEUFF:  So Laurie Heuff, director of engineering.  I wouldn't say it becomes murky.

What I would say is that this is, to the best of our knowledge of the asset age and asset health at this time, this is what we do expect that we will require in order to maintain a levelized a replacement approach and to deal with the aged and aging assets that we already are seeing.

So when I am saying there would be trade offs, we are always undergoing a continuous data collection of new information.

And so if there was an imminent need that did appear as a result of the data collection that we undertake   that required us to shift the dollars and stay within the envelope, we would make that trade off.

But at this point, without knowing those unknowns, if you will, or there is no -- especially like storms and emergency situations that can occur, without those predictions, because it's really not something we can predict, this is the best to our ability the best knowledge of what we will require and we do expect we will stay within this level of spending overall as a 5-year average.

MR. GARNER:  So is there any exercise that occurs inside the utility where -- again I am using appendix 2 AA because it is what you give to the Board and which you filled out for supporting your application under the four categories -- is there any exercise that you go through that discusses why and, you know, we didn't do station asset renewal was significantly different than our budget this year?

At the end of the year, do you go through and say well why was it?   We said we would spend -- I will take 2021, your test year, I think it is $9.9 million.  We said we would spend $9.9 million.

I am not talking about if you spent 9.92 instead of 9.91.  But if you spent significantly different dollars in there, do you go through an exercise documenting, well, this is why this is what happened.  We didn't want to spend this year.

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff, director of engineering and asset management.  So I would say we do.

Is there an explicit undertaking and a specific meeting that occurs where we review them all in detail?  I would say not directly.  But these are reviewed and the board actually does request this level of detail and also an analysis of the programs, or of each of the buckets at the program level.

So we do provide and submit to the board a formal, I guess, review and rationalization of what actually occurred and explanation of what actually occurred and why the budgets were out.

Then through that exercise, that also provides us with Information.  I would say like it becomes a corporately available piece of information for us to modify practices or decision making going forward.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Excuse me, I was wondering if I could interrupt for a second?  We want to caucus just for thirty seconds, sir.

We will turn off our mics.  It is just the people in the room, so we will just turn off our mics for one second, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. VAN DUSEN:  My apologies.  We are back, Mr. Garner.  Continue.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  So going to this imagining myself at this board meeting where everyone talks about this, it would seem to me the question I would ask for every one of these items, if they were significantly in variance, was:  Was one of two reasons?  Did you change the priority, or did the costs change on you?

So, you know, the difference between we decided not to do this because we're busy on something else, or we discovered it wasn't needed to be done.  But that is one reason to not do major things.  The other one is that we thought we had more money or it cost more money than we thought, or it cost less money than we thought.

Is that question asked of each one of those categories at the end of each year when you look at what you did and answer those two questions?

MS. HEUFF:  I apologize.  I was muted.  Laurie Heuff director of distribution.

So I would yes, we do have those conversations and do review our budgets each year as part of our budgeting process in order to determine why we spent what we did.

If you are asking for a specific analysis year over year at this point in time, I wouldn't be able to provide you historically exactly what those conversations were and what information was inferred from each one of them.

But what I would say is that on a go-forward basis, we do believe that the numbers that are in here for the next 5 years are accurate and that they are what we will require in each one of these categories, subject to some kind of potential external force.

But otherwise, in general, this is very much in line with everything -- the data that we have at this point and the knowledge of our assets and the health of our assets at this point.

We do feel that this is the correct and levelized approach of spending and that this is what will be required.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, I am not trying to hide my motivations.  My client, given your rate plan, is interested in the question, which is, you want money for this.  Did you actually do, A), what you said you wanted the money for; i.e., did you provide soft chairs or did you build a nice plant, those type of questions.  And the other one is, well, if it costs more money than you said it would, how come, and how come I have to pay for it.  That would be the two questions my client wants to know at the end of a year of capital spending, right?

So achieving all of your capital spending is one thing, but it's not very -- it can, you know, follow your plan, or it could be essentially buying a lot of soft chairs to make an example of something, right, and one is more useful than the other.  And that is the exercise I am trying to understand, whether you do that and can answer those questions each year of your capital program, if you can answer the question to -- as part of your plan, like we did what we said we would do.

MS. HEUFF:  So I think what might be relevant to point you towards is our IESO 55000 framework in general and the fact that we are -- if you are not aware that we are in the process of becoming certified for IESO 55000 asset management system, and as part of the IESO 550001 extent -- or to the IESO 550001 standard.

What I think you are getting at specifically is capital efficiency and being able to actually showcase that we actually do have the ability to -- that we are not misspending our capital, if you will, and that we are actually efficiently using it and that there is -- as you alluded to, your client wouldn't be paying for something that was a waste of capital dollars.

So what I may point you to is our -- specifically our IESO 55000 KPIs dashboard, which was actually submitted in part of SEC 32 as an attachment to SEC 32.  And essentially what this does is it gives you kind of an overall understanding of some of the metrics that we are monitoring, and specifically these are all related to each one of the asset strategy categories that we -- or asset strategy objectives that we provided as part of the IESO 55000 framework.

If you look under asset value there is a number in there that really what we're looking to do is improve our overall capital efficiency.  It is why we have included the three-year average cost per pole and the three-year average cost for underground cable replacement, is that so we are able to monitor our usage of the dollars in respect to those programs specifically and ensure that we actually are spending the capital dollars effectively, and then also we will be seeking to improve against those.

Also what I would point you to is the Exhibit 1-1-13, where we do specifically point towards our wrench time study that we are in the process of undergoing and developing the framework in order for us to more effectively monitor and manage our capital labour usage whenever we are -- so that we can actually ensure that we are improving on our overall capital efficiency.

So to that's specifically to answer your question around the usage of the dollars and ensuring that we are not wasting the capital dollars, if you will.  I can't remember the exact wording you used.  Like -- so I would point you towards this type of, the dashboard to get that kind of an understanding of how we are overall monitoring that.

And just to add to that, this is monitored and overseen by the Asset Management Council, and the KPIs that are included in here are decided and determined upon by the Asset Management Council.

So if something was to be effectively awry in our project portfolio at any point or in time or if there was any of the metrics that were starting to go out of target or out of range, it would be under the governance of this group that we would effectively note that and be able to correct for any such instances.

MR. GARNER:  What would be the consequence of, let's say -- I'm staying on the page you are on -- three-year average pole -- wood pole replacement, it has got a five-year average, 2019 average.  What would be the consequence if that number were degrading, let's say?  I mean, what would happen, I mean, in the sense of --


MS. HEUFF:  As part of our asset management system framework we actually have a risk register and a risk mitigation procedure.  So what would happen would be that that would generate a review, whenever we went through any quarterly reviews, the actual how we're doing against target in each one of these KPI categories, and if at any point in time it is identified that something has -- is creating a risk of any sort, then what it does is it gets put on to our essential risk register and it goes through our risk mitigation process.

So in the example of, if we were to see that our average wood pole cost was going up severely or extensively to the point that we believed it was creating risk to the overall program, then what we would do would be actually to create a risk register item and go through a route cause analysis to understand what the drivers were behind it and whether we feel we need to make any adjustments to our processes in order to bring it back in line.

MR. GARNER:  So not to belabour it, but to understand it a little bit better again, if you take vegetation management and you have a metric, and assuming that metric is -- underpins a certain amount of vegetation management that you are going to do -- because you have used that as a basis of what you think you can do, achieve -- that number starts to, let's say, degrade; i.e., it becomes more costly.

Now you are at risk of being unable to clear as much, let's say pathway, and so that triggers a discussion -- puts on this risk registry and triggers some discussion on how to address that problem.  Is that -- have I said it back to you correctly?

MS. HEUFF:  In terms of a process, that's correct.  In terms of, that's not how our vegetation management portfolio works in general.  But the process you have described is correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's fair enough, and I don't really need to get into the vegetation management, but thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  I am going to just switch gears a little bit, but since we're in VECC -- or SEC, I want to use one of their interrogatories again.

This is SEC 49.  The interrogatory won't help.  You need the Appendix 2AA table that they brought up -- or they asked for.  And I am not sure you even need to bring it up.  What it is is Schools asked you to give an in-service addition table, as opposed to a capital program table.

And if you go and then compare that table 2AA in SEC 49 against the 2AA capital program table, you will see, I believe, fairly significant differences in the -- in the in-service per year versus capital program per year.

And I understand it is work-in-progress in each one of the years.  The thing that I don't understand, and it is hard for me to figure out by looking at these tables, and maybe it is there, what is the assumed work-in-progress and the historical work-in-progress that underpins it?  So how do I get from one table to the other?

And so maybe it is somewhere in the evidence, but if it isn't I am wondering if you could help.  What I would like to see is what the work-in-progress was for those historical years and is assumed to be for those forecast years in the table.

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff, director of distribution, engineering, and asset management.  So I can speak to the historical years and what you would be seeing specifically in terms of the differences between in-year additions versus the cap ex, and that would be specifically related to our stations projects where the energization takes place in separate years, so distribution projects, obviously we do see the capital additions primarily for the most part land in there in the same time as the capital expenditures, versus the -- so it is many of the stations projects that you will see it could be two to three years, depending, like, for instance, in the Cambrian project, where we could have expenditures that carry over for three years before the additions actually take place and you actually see the in-service additions showing up on this table.

So typically it would be projects that are falling under any of the stations categories where you will see the primary difference.

In terms of -- sorry?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  I didn't want to cut you off, sorry.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.  I was going to say in terms of future years and how we layer those -- the differences into the budgets, I would have to defer that to our financial group for those kinds of responses.

MR. GARNER:  Before Mr. Rubenstein jumps in, I wanted to jump in one.  And maybe this could be clarified to me.

I would be correct, or wouldn't I be correct, Appendix 2A and SEC 49 are the numbers that are going to be relied upon for the purpose of the rates, is it not?  The other program tables are just capital programs?  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't think I understand your question.  Can you repeat it, please?

MR. GARNER:  Well, for the purpose of deriving your rates and your formulas for your adjustments, you are using the capital in-service addition numbers, not the capital program.  Aren't you doing it that way?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, I believe that would be better responded by Ms. Collier.

MS. COLLIER:  I am not showing as muted.  Can anyone hear me?

MR. GARNER:  I can barely hear you -- now I hear you.

MS. COLLIER:  I am still getting used to the headset.

The in-service additions, you are correct.  This is what ultimately forms rate base.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  So really when we look at the top table it is a little bit misleading.  For the purpose of why your rates will be derived for your proposal, this will be the table one relies upon, is it not?

If one were looking at how much capital each year you are veering from or did you build, you know, it's going to be for let's say 2021 it is going to be the 186, not the 158 that is in the other table.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, that's correct, sir.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  So I wonder because of that, obviously the work-in-progress is -- there is an amount of work-in-progress being assumed throughout these tables, right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's correct.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  I wonder if you can fill those in along with the historical, so we can actually understand what that trend is, because there is a significant difference at the end of this period between the capital program table and the in-service table, I believe.  I believe it might be in the order of $60 million, but I could be wrong; I did the math quickly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mr. Garner, the reason -- I had prepared a table for them to fill out.  I wonder if I can put it to them and that may solve all of our problems.

MR. GARNER:  I do apologize.  I thought you might, but because I'm ahead of you and I wasn't sure what you were going to ask, I wanted to get into it.

MS. COLLIER:  We have seen your spreadsheet, Mr. Rubenstein, and we will be completing that.  I don't know if we need an official undertaking for that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can we mark the extension as an exhibit and put it up on the screen?  I am not sure all of the parties have seen it.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  First of all, we'll give it an exhibit number and then we will give it an undertaking.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just one second.  We will pull it up on the screen for everyone to see.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, that's it.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  First of all, let's call that Exhibit KT2.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT2.2:  TABLE PREPARED BY MR. RUBENSTEIN


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What the spreadsheet shows is on a total net expenditure basis and then each of the categories.  And by net expenditures, I mean net of the capital contributions.  And then I am asking you first for on the totals and then for all of the categories to fill out for each year of the capital expenditures when the actual dollars will be in-service.

And I do not include -- for each of the categories, I have had to leave the totals out.  I couldn't find anywhere in the evidence where I had, on a category by category basis, the net expenditures.  So I am going to need -- I will need Hydro Ottawa to fill that out.

MS. COLLIER:  Understood.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be undertaking JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO COMPLETE AND FILE EXHIBIT KT2.2


MS. COLLIER:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I hope that helps.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry.  I am just looking at it.  Mr. Rubenstein, I haven't looked at it before.  I think you and I are trying to get to the same point.

I am looking at the table and what I was contemplating in my mind was to provide in the capital program table what the work-in-progress was for each one of those years.  I think that is what is, in essence, is being done by Mr. Rubenstein's table.

But I am just -- because I haven't looked at it, I think that should be -- let me ask it this way.  Is it possible to fill out appendix 2AA with the work-in-progress historicals and the estimates that were used in deriving the two tables?

Is that also possible in addition to the table that Mr. Rubenstein has asked to fill out?

MS. COLLIER:  My hesitation is I am just not sure if we have the work-in-progress numbers by program.  Obviously, there is a substantial amount of work-in-progress or construction in progress at the end of each year, as projects carry from one year to the other.

MR. GARNER:  That is all I was looking for.  I was just looking for the sum total.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  I wasn't looking by categories.  I was looking for a sum total for every year.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay, yes, we can do that.

MR. GARNER:  You could add it to the same undertaking, then.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can we separate those because one is responding to a specific table and the other is doing something different.

MR. GARNER:  That's fine.  Mr. Sidlofsky, if he is generous with the numbers, will give us one.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT2.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.7:  TO FILE A REVISED VERSION OF APPENDIX 2AA SHOWING YEARLY TOTALS FOR WORK-IN-PROGRESS HISTORICALS AND ESTIMATES


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  So if we are finished with that, I think I am finished with the rules and then I will go to my own interrogatories.

One I wanted to look at was VECC 41 about the capital contributions.

Thank you.  You have given a table with the capital contributions for the forecast periods.

Just a quick first question.  What kind of capital contributions are generally found under "general plant".  I just can't put my finger on what that would be.  What kind of things would that be?

MS. COLLIER:  So that is referred to in the last paragraph of that response on page 2.

MR. GARNER:  Right, oh, yes, the SR&ED.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes, it is SR&ED.

MR. GARNER:  It is right there.  I am just looking at it.  What I was trying to understand is you spoke with Board Staff this morning about -- they were speaking about system access,

Would I be right that there's two types of contributions generally coming under system access.  One is for connections and usually subdivisions and other sorts of housing.

The other is for road allowance movements.  Would that be basically the two types of contributions you are getting under that?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff, director of distribution engineering and asset management.

So the capital contribution generally come under residential.  They also can come under commercial and plant relocation as well.

MR. GARNER:  Well, I was just trying to figure out how you did your estimates, because one form of estimate, it seems to me, is built on the premise of your expansions, your customer expansions.  And the other one is built on the intelligence you have from the municipality and the province as to road work, because you need to shift the road work.

So is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So if I was to direct you to Exhibit 2-4-3, page 300 specifically, 374, we do break down how we do the forecasted expenditures in each one of the -- each one of the sub accounts of system access so at the program level and what we do from an overall -- overall how we forecast the expenditures.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  Page 300.  So as you can see on this table, the system access program is made up of the plant relocation, residential, commercial, system expansion, stations embedded generation, infill and upgrade metering, and below we do discuss what we believe the capital contributions -- sorry, how we forecast the expenditure levels, then you will see contributed capital in this case for the forecast period coming in under the residential program.

MR. GARNER:  So the plant relocation, that is the -- that is road allowance movement?  Is that what that one is?

MS. HEUFF:  Plant relocation would be third-party requests that requires us to relocate our plant, yes.

MR. GARNER:  But predominantly that is for city and/or municipality of some type being plant and load growth?

MS. HEUFF:  Generally.  So as you will see, the LRT has been and will continue to be one of the primary drivers moving into the '21 to '25 period.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And that explains the jump, as I understood it, in the contributions in '19 to '21, right?

MS. HEUFF:  That would be -- I believe that would be correct, but subject to check.

MR. GARNER:  What I am having a harder time understanding is the -- it seemed to me there was a slight increase in the contributions you are forecasting after that period.  And that was where I was trying to do it.  This table is helpful.  I don't recall looking at it.  But it was helpful.

Can you just answer one other question on this then?  As I understand it, for road allowance work relocation, there is, I think it is the 50-50 split basically with the municipality on that.

And I don't know what it is for residential and commercial.  Is that done on the basis of what?

MS. HEUFF:  On an economic evaluation basis and for OEB economic evaluation.

MR. GARNER:  So that is done on the individual -- individual case --


MS. HEUFF:  Exactly, yes.

MR. GARNER:  So the commercial ones are quite large, and so do you have a specific forecast of the commercial business that needs that all the way through '25?  Or is that just based on -- the numbers seem to vary, so it seems to be fairly specific, if you know what I mean.

MS. HEUFF:  So if you go to the commercial development section you will note that commercial connections in 2021 and 2022 are expected to experience an increase in spending due to the forecasted connection of Hydro Ottawa's -- or of City of Ottawa's LRT stage-two stations.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. HEUFF:  In addition to our typical demand.  So after from '23 to '25 it would go back to our historical average, and we budget it based on historical averages from that point forward, so --


MR. GARNER:  That is why I got confused -- that is why I got confused.  Why wouldn't the number then just be the same after that, '23, '24, '25?  Or is it because you are doing the rolling average to do something or -- like, if it is based on historical, why aren't the numbers the same after that point?  So '21 to '22 are based on circumstance, and then the rest is based on a calculation, as I heard you.

MS. HEUFF:  So in terms of what the specific reason why it's like it is a slight variation from year to year, it is quite consistent but slightly varying, and what the exact reason why, I would have to check in this --


MR. GARNER:  Well, I wonder if you would, because --


MS. HEUFF:  -- [multiple speakers] response.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, Ms. Heuff.  I wonder if you could, because I did notice residential has the same sort of characteristic, where you get two years after that look like they're based on a formula, and then in the last year it is based on something else.  You know what I mean?  It seems to be different.  And I'm not --


MS. HEUFF:  Yeah, I see what you are saying.

MR. GARNER:  The numbers aren't big, but I just don't understand the methodology.

MS. HEUFF:  So I would have to check on the specific methodology.  I am not aware of what it is at this time, but we could provide that to you.  Would you prefer just a verbal response after the break --


MR. GARNER:  I think a verbal response anytime before the -- I'm sorry, a verbal response would be fine.  It is not a big issue, it is just a gnawing one.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.  We can do that.

MR. GARNER:  I think I have -- let me just check here.  I have one other one, I believe.  Oh, it is VECC 38.  You don't need to bring it up, I believe.  It is about the solar farms at the two campuses.

Did the solar -- do the solar farms and the energy generated from them serve some form of distribution function at all?

MS. COLLIER:  These are behind the meter.  So they're solely for the benefit of Hydro Ottawa and the reduction of Hydro Ottawa's utility bills.

MR. GARNER:  The payment to itself.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  So they don't serve any form of, you know, voltage control, nothing?  They don't do anything for the distribution function at all?

MS. COLLIER:  No.

MR. GARNER:  I think those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.  I appreciate that.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Garner.  We are going to move along to Ms. Girvan for CCC.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Great.  Just looking for my -- oh, my video...  Okay.  Good afternoon, everybody.  I just have a few questions, really, about three or four questions, and then we're going to move on, Shelley Grice is going to take over this panel.

Could you please turn to CCC -- well, CCC number 22.  You don't need to turn that up, because it pointed me to OEB Staff 53.  So I am looking for OEB Staff 53.  Great.

So my question -- I was directed -- this is the customer engagement panel, right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, great.  So my question is really, I am trying to get my head around this, because when you undertook your customer engagement, what was assumed in that engagement process was that residential rate increases would be 2.5 percent distribution portion of the bill.  Is that correct?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  2.5 for the residential and 3.5 for the commercial, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So what I am having trouble with is, is ultimately you've come up with rate proposals that are actually higher than that.  So they're on average, I think, 4.5 percent.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  And I am just trying to understand how you can say that in effect the customers were supporting your proposals in light of the fact that the distribution rate increases are different than what you put to them during that process.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So it's Greg Van Dusen.  First of all, let me say that we still believe that the customer engagement we did is valid, and we certainly did learn from it and did incorporate findings from it into the rate application.

Specifically to your question, Hydro Ottawa wanted to get input from its customers at the beginning of our planning process.  Obviously it is no good going to the customers and saying, this is the final product, what do you think?  We're certainly happy to do that, and we're doing it now as part of this public process, but we went to them early in the process, and at that time our best judgment was, the customer rate change was going to be around the 2.5 percent and residential 3.5 for the commercial.

Obviously we didn't have detailed bill impacts done at that very time.

So you know, do we acknowledge that the customer feedback may have been somewhat different had they realized that the plan resulted in a 4.5 percent?  I think, yes, there is no question it would have been somewhat different.  But do we believe that fundamentally the feedback that we got was still valid?  We still do feel that it was valid in terms of what they said about our plans.

There was overwhelming support for our planning process, overwhelming support for what the plan was that we had in mind at the time, and, in fact, there were many people who said that they would actually favour an accelerated, what we called an accelerated plan in the survey, in order to deal with aging infrastructure and system reliability.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thanks.  I just wanted to highlight that there is a difference, and you have acknowledged that.

Could you please turn to CCC 16, please.  Okay.  So this is a question that we asked regarding whether or not you described to your customers that you do earn a return on equity or at least embedded in the rates is a return on equity.

And you said -- the answer was about finding the correct balance, that you refer to the OEB:

"Finding the correct balance between the level of detail provided and the willingness of customers to engage in a consultation process is difficult, as there is only limited time that a customer is able to commit."

And then it said:

"It was decided that that level of detail was not required to address the concept of ROE."

And you said that you thought that would cause customers confusion.  But wouldn't you agree with me that in fact at the end of the day you might have had some different answers if customers understood that in fact embedded in your rates is a return on equity somewhere between 8 and 9 percent?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  As you well understand that the cost structure and the regulatory construct, the return on equity is considered a cost.  And it is a cost that is determined through a cost of capital study.  The OEB has a process for determining what that level will be, and all utilities are able to include a regulated rate-of-return into their cost structure.

So the ROE, from a regulatory construct point of view, is really just considered a cost.  It is a cost which is validated by the regulator and assigned to the utility.

So it is, in some respects, just like any other cost.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But would you agree with me that customers might have had different answers had they known that that particular cost was included in rates, a level of profit?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I think now, Ms. Girvan, I am going to go back to our response.  We undertook a very extensive customer engagement process.  It had two phases and in the second phase, we did a workbook which we had customers review and respond to.  That workbook was 48 pages long.  In fact, one of our concerns was it may have been too big for customers to comprehend as it was.

That workbook -- which is filed in the evidence -- contained a lot of information about Hydro Ottawa, about the electricity industry, about our place in the industry, about what we do and why we do it.

I guess it's a way of saying that we felt that we had presented a significant amount of information to customers to understand who we are and what we do.  And that amount of information as it is was considered to be probably at the edge of what might have been the right volume to give the customers.

So in terms of providing additional detail, we felt we had hit the right mark.

Am I the only one that sees Ms. Girvan seems to be frozen?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I think you are right.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Is it something I said?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, I think you are right.  It looks like she may have dropped off to log back in.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay.

MR. ENGEL:  While we wait, can I just ask where in the evidence the 48-page workbook is?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, certainly.  Sorry, it shouldn't be taking as long as it is.  My system is slow as well.

It is filed under Exhibit 1-2-2 and it is attachment A to 1-2-2, the Innovative Research group customer engagement report, Hydro Ottawa's 2021-2025 rate application.  So once again, Exhibit 1-2-2, attachment A.

MR. ENGEL:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe we can take our first break?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.  It is 2:30.  Why don't we take the ten minutes now, unless -- is Shelly in a fogs to go ahead?  Or would you rather let Julie finish first, Shelly?

MS. GRICE:  I can do either.  I am ready.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Tell you what, are your questions completely distinct from Julie's?

MS. GRICE:  They are, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Why don't we keep going, then.  If you don't mind, Mark, why don't we keep going with Shelley and Julie can jump back in.  Go ahead, Ms. Grice.
Examination by Ms. Grice:


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  So my first question is regarding CCC number 36.

If we can go to the table on page 2, table A, what this is showing is the original number of projects that were forecast to be completed for the years 2016-2020 compared to the actual number of projects completed.  I just have a couple of questions on what this table is telling us.

So I added up all of the projects under the column, "2016-2020 - number of projects planned", and can you just accept, subject to check, that the total number of projects planned is 61?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff.  Yes we will accept that, subject to check.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Then the next column is the 2016-2020 number of projects completed.

When I add up the number of projects completed, it comes out to fifty.  Will you accept that, subject to check?

MS. HEUFF:  Subject to check, yes, I accept that.

MS. GRICE:  Then if you go down to line extensions, you will see that a project was added.  It goes from four under planned to five under completed.

So if we take one off the 50, then that is 49 projects completed, just so that we're looking at before versus after.  Would you agree with that?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then if we just do the simple math of 49 projects completed over 61 projects planned, we've got a completion rate of about 80 percent; would you accept that?

MS. HEUFF:  Subject to check, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So just in terms of the 12 projects then that were not undertaken, are you able to provide a breakdown of how many were cancelled, how many were deferred, and what categories they fell into?

And then the second part of that is then the total value of the projects that weren't done.

MS. HEUFF:  So what I may refer you to is SEC 36 and the table that was submitted as part of SEC 36 as an attachment.

MS. GRICE:  Can we go to that table?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, just a moment, please.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  I was trying to work with this table, but the challenge I had was that I found under the column variance explanation, I found projects that were cancelled or deferred.  But they didn't -- it didn't add up to 12 projects.

So I sort of ran out of steam at that point.

MS. HEUFF:  So some of the projects that were included in SEC 367 were also deferred from the 2015 time frame, so they may not line up necessarily with your table completely.

So there were some other projects that that are in here that were added because they were deferred from the previous rate application.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Shouldn't the 12 from 2016 to 2020 be in there?  Wouldn't that mean there were more projects?

MS. HEUFF:  The 12 from?

MS. GRICE:  Sorry.  The 12 from CCC 36, table A.

MS. HEUFF:  The 12 that were deferred?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, the 12 that we just talked about when we looked at the totals of the columns in table A.  There were 12 projects.  You're saying now in this table there were some 2015 additions coming in here?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. GRICE:  So I guess what I am trying to do is I am trying to isolate the story around the 61 projects versus the 49.  That's why I was hoping to get a breakdown of the 12 projects, whether they were cancelled or deferred, and what the value was of the 12 that were not undertaken.

So I guess in summary, is there a way to get this table that matches up with CCC number 36?

MS. HEUFF:  I am just trying to think if that's something I can point to you now or if we have to take that as a separate undertaking.  Give me a moment, please.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  If you don't mind, we're just going to mute for a minute just so for a conference in the room.

MS. GRICE:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. GIRVAN:  Shelley, I am going to jump in after your next -- this question.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just to finish off, and then I can sign off.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  I had Internet problems.

MS. HEUFF:  So, yes, my apologies.  We will need to take that as an undertaking in order to reconcile that.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.8:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE THAT MATCHES UP WITH CCC NUMBER 36.

MS. GRICE:  Again, I just have a couple of questions left and then I can hand it back to Julie.

So we talked about in CCC number 36 that one project was adding under line extensions.  Were there any more projects under these program categories that were added on in the year through reprioritization?  Or is this table the final table?

MS. HEUFF:  This would be the final table as was submitted at the time, as with the information that we had at the time.  Is that the question --


MS. GRICE:  Yes.  Just, there is 61 projects on this list.  And you have provided the dollar values before and after.  And I guess what I am asking is, as you reprioritize your budget during the year, noting that we talked earlier that 80 percent of the projects were completed, were additional projects added beyond that one we talked about under line extensions?

MS. HEUFF:  I would have to check on the exact specifics of what is in those ones in order to respond to that directly.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  If I may jump in here, Ms. Heuff.  If I could bring your attention to Exhibit -- updated Exhibit 2-4-1, capital expenditure summary.  And go to page 13 of that exhibit.  So Exhibit 2-4-1, capital expenditure summary, and page 13.  It is the -- I think it is the next page.  Right.

So just to be clear, in terms of our evidence and what we've put in front of the Board in terms of this application, we had a capital in-service addition variance of $70 million versus the OEB-approved levels over the period 2016 to 2020.  And the breakdown between the categories, system access renewal, system service, and general plant are shown here.

The system renewal and system service was generally very close to budget.  The general plant variance was largely -- was partly due to the item that Ms. Collier talked about this morning, in terms of the ERP and in the '16 to '20 period.  And then we have a discussion on this page and the subsequent page about the reasons why the system access was greater than the OEB-approved levels, and it mainly has to do with our -- these are third-party-driven items and our obligation to complete these projects.

So I just wanted to be clear in terms of the entire record that that chart you were looking on is a subset of this totality.  I just wanted to make sure that was clear on the record.

MS. GRICE:  Correct.  Yes.  That is my understanding too.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So would you be able to provide that explanation as part of JT2.8?

MS. HEUFF:  Can you please clarify the undertaking?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.  It was to clarify if, through a reprioritization process regarding the subset of projects, if any more projects were added and undertaken during the period 2016 to 2020 beyond that one project line extensions that was indicated in CCC number 36?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  Understood.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  And just one last question on SEC 36, the table.  You provide in response to SEC's interrogatory that estimates for the projects were preliminary-level A, meaning they carry a potential variation of plus 100 percent to minus 50 percent.

I just wanted to clarify.  Is that -- would that apply to all of the projects on this list?  Are they mostly at a level A in terms of estimating?  Or does it vary?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff speaking.  Yes.  So in general, as a rule of thumb, that would be -- all of the projects on this list would be at a level A, then in year, whenever the projects are executing, we do move through to a level D estimate as through our capital planning process, which is described in section, I believe 6.1.

So up until that point, yes, they would be, they would be a level A.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And is that currently the way it is done for this DSP as well?

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that's great.  Those are my questions on number 36.  I will hand it over to Julie.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Sorry about that.  My Internet went out, so I don't know what's the problem, but anyway, I just had a few questions on online billing.  And I was trying to get a sense -- you said -- I think somebody told me yesterday -- maybe this was you, Ms. Collier -- that you have 50 percent of your customers currently on online billing?

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.  Our 2020 forecast, and Ms. Oran, maybe you could -- maybe Ms. Oran should speak to that, sorry.

MS. ORAN:  Hi, there, this is Seb Oran, director of customer service.  Yes, currently we have 50 percent of our customers that are on online billing.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So what's the annual -- what are the annual savings associated with having 50 percent of your customers on online billing?  Do you have that information?

MS. ORAN:  The annual savings, you can find that in the OEB 47 --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. ORAN:  -- under the productivity.  As well, you can also -- under our productivity Exhibit 1-1-13, under online billing.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So the annual -- okay, 2.1 million.  So for example, if let's say in -- this is just an example -- in 2021 you had an additional 10 percent of your customers, then what would be the impact on 2021?

MS. ORAN:  So the impact would be -- would be a slight increase to what we show on 2020, and it would be dependent on essentially cost of paper and postage rates.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And I think Ms. Collier said yesterday that you are only forecasting to move in the five years to 60 percent.  Is that correct?

MS. ORAN:  To about 63 percent; that's correct.  That is based on the thought that as you try to get closer to 100 percent it becomes more difficult to convert customers.  So we expect that on top of the population growth, and some of the conversions, that rate that we have been seeing until now will start to slow down.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And do you provide incentives for customers to move to online billing?

MS. ORAN:  We do have -- on an annual basis to date we have had a campaign, a successful one was a T.O. campaign, where we donated $5 per conversion.

MS. GIRVAN:  $5 per conversion.  Okay.  So the annual costs of that incentive program are very small.

MS. ORAN:  Correct.  And that donation is not rate-based.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.
Examination by Ms. Grice:

MS. GRICE:  Okay, I am back.  Shelley Grice for CCC. Can we please turn to Staff No. 56, part E?

The response there is that management has recently implemented a rigorous change management and capital expenditure review process.

Then you provided as an appendix a change request procedure.

I just wanted to ask when was this new change management and capital review process implemented?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff.  So it was implemented -- as you can see, the revision date at the top of the procedure is February 19th, 2020, is the actual when it was finally adopted.

The procedure in an unadopted state was actually implemented at the early 2019 time frame.

So this was, I believe -- I am just trying to see the actual revision.  This was the actual revision.  Throughout the year 2019, we worked on actually developing the procedure with actual implementation of this procedure formally February of 2020.  Yet we started the process in the beginning of 2019.

MS. GRICE:  Can you highlight the key changes from what you were doing before to what this new procedure is implementing, just at a high level, what the significant changes are?

MS. HEUFF:  So at a high level, the change request requirement just was not as rigorous and was not as formally documented.  So there was still an expectation, an underlying expectation, and we've always utilized a system called Project Coach, which the project managers adhere to in which that they would be requested to -- or they would be required to request additional funds through a paper based change request process should they have adjustments to the amount of dollars required for their project or if they saw it changing.

What we've done is we've actually built that change request process into our C55 program, where any time an adjustment is required for the budget that is actually in our financial system, they would have to go in and make a request for the funds to become available prior to actually spending those dollars.

And those requests for dollars go through an approval process, which is dependent on a level of variation from -- a percent variation from the original budget.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Can we please turn to CCC 37?  If we can look at part A, we asked for the definition of "typical expected service life", and you have responded that it refers to the number of years a specific type of asset is expected to perform its function reliably before posing an increased risk of failure.

Is that expected service life by asset type, is that something that is determined by an industry standard?  Or is this based on Hydro Ottawa's experience?  I just wasn't a hundred percent clear on that.

MS. HEUFF:  So as we were discussing this morning, in a similar sense this is based on industry failure curves.

So this one -- in this case at this point our typical expected service life is based off of the age of the asset and the probability of failure exceeding either 1.5 percent station assets or 2 percent for distribution assets.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask a follow up?  Sorry, Ms. Grice.

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Do these -- are your depreciation rates, are these the same as your depreciation rates for your assets generally?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  No, they aren't typically the same because if we were -- if you were to think about it, if we were to start planning and replacing the asset prior to the depreciation -- let me start that over, sorry.

Right now for instance, we have an expected service life of 55 years and the depreciation life accounting depreciation life is 45 years and that kind of gives us a 10-year time frame of which we know that the asset has a high probability of failure versus when it would be fully depreciated.

If we were to just match to the 45 years, then it would be implied that we would have to plan to replace these assets prior to a high probability of failure which would be putting us at risk of having undepreciated dollars, book value remaining on the assets.

So they don't necessarily line up and you wouldn't expect them to, I would say, because we do need that kind of time frame between when the max service life -- and this really is referring to the max service life I would say, and from our Kinectrics report where we do define it as typical asset life versus the actual asset depreciation service life versus the max life.  This would be very much our max life and in line with that from the Kinectrics report.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I will think about that.  Thanks.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  In terms of the data that Hydro Ottawa collects, does Hydro Ottawa have sufficient data that at some point it could be incorporated into expected service lives determined by the Hydro Ottawa experience?  Is that something that could be done?

MS. HEUFF:  At this point, it is not something that could be done.  We don't have sufficient data.  And so we do work with and we have leveraged Metsco as referred to in some of the other evidence, in order to determine our actual health indices.  And we do work with in consultation with other industry groups and other utilities as well, to determine what our service lives are.

But at this point in time, so at this point in time it is not something that we feel we have sufficient data to undertake.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  With respect to the probability of failure curves, has Hydro Ottawa undertaken any work to verify the curves with any actual data that Hydro Ottawa used?  Is that something that has been done or there is a plan to do?

MS. HEUFF:  At this point in time, no.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Does Hydro Ottawa collect data on the age that an asset fails?  Is that something you put into your system?

MS. HEUFF:  In terms of -- it is something we would have the information on.  I don't know what you mean by "put into our system".

MS. GRICE:  Well, just say a pole fails and it is 20 years old, is that recorded somewhere?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know if we actually record that data specifically.  It would be available to us, but I don't know that we actually have a data record where we track that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I think you mentioned this morning that you don't track the health index of an asset that fails.  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  So again we don't -- I don't believe we have an actual database that is tracking that specifically as a function.

But we would have the data available and we would know, if we were to look and see what assets were replaced, we could infer what their health index was.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Then when you -- you track reasons for failures.  Is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. GRICE:  And so if you were looking at say your cable program and you're doing an analysis -- sorry, let me do an example with poles, it is just sometimes easier understand.

If you had a large quantity of poles that, say, were hit by vehicles, does that data come out of your analysis?  Am I correct in assuming that that is not a true reflection of the mechanical strength of the pole and the condition of the pole?

Would you take that data out when you are looking at your probability of failure curves?

MS. HEUFF:  So as mentioned before, Hydro Ottawa doesn't develop our own probability of failure curves based off of our data.

We do use industry-derived failure curves, so that information would not be included in our probability of failure curves since we are using industry-derived curves.

MS. GRICE:  Right, okay.  I understand, thank you.  Can we please go to CCC number 38?

Just in part -- the response there, under SAIFI.  Can you just explain why the 2019 target has not been met?

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say it was very close to being met and it was off by, I guess, .01 just for the record, it was .75 was the actual excluding loss of supply and the 5-year average target was.74.

So just for instance, we saw higher frequency of overall failures in year, that year.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  And then if we can just go to the next page under table C which is CAIDI.  I know that CAIDI is derived from SAIDI and SAIFI.  But do you ever set targets for CAIDI?  Is that something that you set in your distribution system plan?

MS. HEUFF:  CAIDI is not a specific metric that is on our tracker at this time.  No, it's not something that we are currently tracking as one of our metrics.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. BROWN:  Sorry, it is Patrick Brown, manager of regulatory policy and research.

I would just offer a quick addition to Ms. Heuff's statement.  If you turn to Exhibit 1-1-11, our custom performance scorecard measure, you will see that CAIDI is included as one of the metrics which we are proposing to include for reporting purposes for the upcoming five-year plan.

Sorry, may I ask, was that comment audibly received and heard?

MS. GRICE:  No, sorry.

MR. BROWN:  Okay.  I will just repeat.  So it is Patrick Brown.  Just building on what Ms. Heuff mentioned, CAIDI, defined as Customer Average Interruption Duration Index, it is included in Exhibit 1-1-11 on our custom performance scorecard for the upcoming five-year rate term.  You will see table 1 on page 5 of that exhibit?

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I see that now, thank you.

Okay.  Can we please go to VECC --or CCC 42.  And on page 2 of that interrogatory it shows in table A the forecasted versus actual asset replacements.

And will you just take subject to check that the target asset replacement if you add up 2016 to 2019 is 1,767 assets?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff.  Subject to check, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Then the actual replacements, you add up 2016 to 2019, is 2,388, which when you do the ratio is about 35 percent more assets replaced than planned.

So I just wanted to ask, do you have the same data for 2020 to 2025 in terms of target asset replacements?  Is that something you could provide?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that is something we could provide.

MS. GRICE:  And by year, please?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I will give that undertaking number -- I am just going to ask the reporter for help on that.  I think we are at JT2.9?  Could I ask you to confirm that?

THE REPORTER:  Confirmed.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  JT2.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.9:  TO PROVIDE THE DATA BY YEAR FOR 2020 TO 2025 IN TERMS OF TARGET ASSET REPLACEMENTS.

MS. GRICE:  This isn't a big deal, but just in table B where it says total number of assets, and you've got the total number of assets the same for the years 2016 through to 2019.  My understanding is the total number of assets varies per year.

Would there be a significant difference in those numbers year by year?

MS. HEUFF:  Laurie Heuff.  I would say, no, not significant.  But it would vary depending on the number of additions and number of removals within years.  So it does vary, but I would say overall insignificant.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MS. GRICE:  Can we please go to CCC 44.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, I don't mean to interrupt -- well, but I am interrupting.  Do you have a sense of timing for the balance of your questions?

MS. GRICE:  I do have probably 20 more minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Can you just think of when a good time for a break would be?  I noticed in the afternoon schedule that the breaks are really quite close together.  So if we could get ten minutes in now and then maybe in an hour or so, that would be great.

MS. GRICE:  Sure, that would be great, sure.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Are you okay with a break right now then, or...

MS. GRICE:  Absolutely.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Let's do that then.  And we will be back in ten minutes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 3:02 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:13 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Let's go back on the record.

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff, director of engineering and asset management.

To Mr. Garner's question regarding the variation in the system access portfolio on the customer contributions and why that wasn't flat, the response to that is because the budget is based on a 5-year rolling average.

So it's not all exactly the same, so it is, because it is a 5-year rolling average, you will see a slight difference.  So for 2021 it would have been based off the previous five years, 2022 is based off the previous 5 years again.  So there will be areas based on what we see in the variation.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Ms. Heuff.  I thought that might be the case.  Thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  Welcome.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  If that was it, let's move back to Ms. Grice.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  So I was on CCC No. 44, please, and it looks like it is up on the screen.

So when we asked this question, we were relating it to the evidence on page 129 of the DSP, where you talk about the process you go through to get your final project list that's approved internally within Hydro Ottawa.

So I just wondered can the table be filled out based on the projects that are going to be undertaken for 2021-2025, so it would show the transition of how you went through those three phases?

MS. HEUFF:  So Laurie Heuff.  Not at this time it can't be developed, but subsequent to each year.

So if you were to request that in 2022 for us to provide that for 2021, we could do that at that time.  But we wouldn't be able to develop this table in a future setting manner right now to say what would 2021 look like or 2022 look like.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, I understand, thank you, I am clear now, thank you.

Can we go to CCC No. 45?  So with this interrogatory, it was relating to the statement that 19 percent of all assets have reached their expected service life and an additional 12 percent are within ten years of reaching their expected service life.

You clarified in response B that the total number of assets included in the analysis is 96,276, and then we went on to ask in part C if you could provide the same information, but based on the data that you had at the end of 2014 in your last application.

Before I get to my questions, if we could just look at the evidence in 2-4-3 on page 136, 147 of the PDF.

Okay, yes, that is it, that table there.  Table 6.1.  The response indicated that it seemed like you didn't have the information.  So I just want to come back and ask if there's any way at all you could prepare figure 6.1 on the basis of the end of 2014 data.  Is that something that could be done?

MS. HEUFF:  Apologies.  I am just reviewing the table, the figure that is up to confirm.  So the way that we tracked assets prior to was different than the way that we track assets now, and the way that the data would have been available in 2014.

So what we did provide to you in the interrogatory response is what is, to the best of our ability, what we can provide at this time to give a comparative representation.

MS. GRICE:  I guess the only thing that is missing from the information provided is the total number of assets by asset type, because when I looked at this, the percentages aren't workable unless there is an asset total for each asset type.

If you can't do table 6.1, would you be able to provide that just for the assets you provided in the response?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry.  Can you clarify specifically what it is that you would be looking for?

MS. GRICE:  Sure.  If we look at the first asset group, I mean the age demographics there from last time.

So there's 9 percent that are of the age 30 to 39, but I don't know 9 percent of what.  So I would be looking for the total number of assets for each asset group.

MS. HEUFF:  Subject to check on data availability, I believe we should be able to provide that, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Call that undertaking JT2.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.10:  TO PROVIDE THE TOTAL NUMBER OF ASSETS BY ASSET TYPE


MS. GRICE:  Then if we can go to CCC No. 47.  This was looking at questions regarding the 17 percent of assets in poor or very poor condition, and you provided that in figure 6.2.

So if we can go and look at figure 6.2 and that is the next page in the DSP that we were just looking at, page 138 of Exhibit 2-4-3.  So when I looked at this table, we talked earlier about 6.1 being based on 96,276 total assets.

Would that same total assets apply to figure 6.2?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know that in figure 6.2, the way the population is represented is in the same format as what is represented in this overall asset condition description at this point in time.

MS. GRICE:  Is it possible to convert the percentages to quantities?

MS. HEUFF:  Subject to check with the liability group as to the data that is available, potentially.

MS. GRICE:  Could we get an undertaking for that please?

MS. HEUFF:  I believe that was already requested this morning, was it not, in the undertaking where we were requested to provide this table as a comparative table to current state with the asset demographic?  Would that be sufficient?

MS. GRICE:  I just thought the table we looked at today it wasn't on a total basis.  It was on individual asset groups.  I am just not sure it is going to come out that it is the same.  I was a little bit concerned about that.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  I don't believe it will line up to be the same.  I don't know that you can actually compare them on an apples to apples basis.

MS. GRICE:  We could get the quantities that underpin this table from the --


MS. HEUFF:  Which table specifically now?

MS. GRICE:  I'm sorry, from figure 6.2 which reflects data at the end of 2018.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes?

MS. GRICE:  If we could get the quantities that correspond to the percentages in this table.

MS. HEUFF:  Not by -- just like a strict number, so very good has say 10,000 assets, good has 18,000 assets.  Is that what you would be looking for?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.  Then presumably the total of those five categories equals the total number of assets that this is based on.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  It will either will or will not be 96,276.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, we can provide that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT2.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.11:  TO PROVIDE THE QUANTITIES THAT CORRESPOND TO THE PERCENTAGES IN FIGURE 6.2 OF CCC 47


MS. GRICE:  I just had a quick question on the table provided in SEC No. 48.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  Which table?

MS. GRICE:  I hope I have the right -- it is the one that has the condition data -- oh, no, sorry.  That was CCC No. 48.  I'm sorry.

MS. HEUFF:  So you're referring to the Excel attachment CCC 48 or the CCC 60?  I guess that is not the table.  So it would be the --


MS. GRICE:  48A.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MS. GRICE:  That is the one that is not filled in.

MS. HEUFF:  So I think, yeah, so we have populated it.  You must have received an unpopulated copy.  So our apologies for that.  We can file the populated copy.  It is completed, and we do have it available.

MS. GRICE:  I just had a question regarding, there's certain asset groups where it says not applicable.  I just wanted to understand one in particular, bulk transformers, why there is no data for that particular asset.

MS. HEUFF:  So you do have the filled-in table.  Sorry --


MS. GRICE:  I do.

MS. HEUFF:  -- apologies.  The one that was got up on the screen is not -- sorry, so bulk transformer where it says data not available?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  So it would be because we do not have health condition data available for those assets --


MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  -- in that specific breakdown.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  No, that's fine.  Thank you.  If we can go to CCC No. 52.  I just wanted to clarify, in the attachment of CCC 52, I just want to confirm that the 2019 data is actuals.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, I am just pulling up the table, the attachment.  Apologies.  I will have to confirm that and get back to you.  I believe we did provide actuals, but I will have to confirm and get back to you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  Just looking at the dollars spend that is under here, I would presume, yes, but I will have to double-check and get back to you.

MS. GRICE:  Want to just do that on the break?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

Okay.  CCC number 53.  And in this interrogatory we asked for -- I'm sorry, I am just pulling it up myself.  We asked for a table to be completed that showed the number of assets replaced by asset type from 2016 to 2025.  And the response says that:

"Hydro Ottawa does not currently track the information at the level CCC is requesting in the spreadsheet."

And then you provide references throughout the evidence that is quite extensive.

If we can just talk about what information is missing that makes it so that this table can't be filled in.

MS. HEUFF:  So I don't actually have available to me what the initial table looked like.  I am just looking to see whether our folks here have it, because I would have to see the exact table, and I don't have it in my documentation.

So it was CCC 51?  52 --


MS. GRICE:  53.

MS. HEUFF:  -- sorry, 53?

MS. GRICE:  53, yes.

MS. HEUFF:  CCC 53?  I am just looking for the actual table that they requested us to fill out.  CCC 53 [audio dropout] question and it asks for a specific table to be filled out, but it is not in the [audio dropout] CCC...

That was the one -- it was the one below it, and it's the next one down.  Yes.  Thank you.

It is Laurie Heuff.  Looking at the table that is on there, we wouldn't be able to provide the percent replaced, because we don't actually predict or project the total number of assets to be replaced at a specific -- like, as a percentage point in the way that we actually -- as per our process of how we do our program and project planning process, we wouldn't have that available in the future years.

And then because you are looking for a plan versus unplanned and it is not something, especially with the unplanned and being able to turn our data like this, we wouldn't have the ability to -- to actually complete this table.  We don't have that level of prediction, if you will.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Would you have -- so if we just ignore columns B to K, would you be able to fill in L through U just for planned asset replacement, which is the subset of the table, so --


MS. HEUFF:  I am just frying to familiarize myself with the table.  So L to U --


MS. GRICE:  L to U under planned asset replacement rate.  So we will ignore the unplanned.  So just planned.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  And not the percent replaced, but just the actual number of assets that -- by asset group that have been replaced and are forecast to be replaced over that time frame.

MS. HEUFF:  So the forecast would be replaced is where things get really tricky, because we don't necessarily know how many overhead transformers, overhead switches, especially in the third-party wood poles, we don't know the specific ones that we're going to be replacing.

We could give you as an overhead -- like, what we can give you and what we have provided and why this is referencing back to the net is we could say our asset -- our pole replacement rate would be, say, the 400 poles per year, and we also have a similar type style on the number of cables that we expect to replace per year, but it is not possible for us to predict how many overhead transformers and overhead switches also would be included in those, because we don't know what the specific projects are at this time.  We just know that the rate of replacement is around 400, for instance.

So in terms of the '21 to '25 forward-looking on any of these, we wouldn't be able to provide that, because the level of detail isn't determined until in-year.  So to actually be able to provide that wouldn't be determinable until in-year, when we actually have that project list that we were speaking of before, where we had that level A, level D list.  It would be at that point when we develop that level A or D and then they had approved -- Board-approved budget list, at that point we would be able to provide, here is what we're planning on doing this year with the specific asset categories.  Otherwise it would be inferences.

There were a couple of other IRs where the request was how many overhead transformers you are going to replace, how many overhead switches, and what we did provide in those IRs -- I'd have to look back at the exact number of references -- was what we did provide was a historical replacement rate per number of poles.

So we would say for every pole replacement job we did on average we replaced, say, X number of overhead transformers, so we expect that is what our replacement rate will be in the future.  But we wouldn't be able to explicitly say that in a table and even predict that at this point with any level of certainty.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Mark Rubenstein.  If I can jump in.  Can I ask then how exactly are you forecast costing for the purpose of this application?  Like, you must -- well, I will leave that question there.  How are you forecasting projects?  You must have -- you must be making some sort of assumptions, and maybe what you just said in respect to each, for a project of X line you usually will replace this many transformers.  But you had to have made some assumptions about replacement for the purposes of calculating how much you are asking for.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, so we do.  We look at what our historical replacement rate is on average, our historical replacement cost for a similar type project on average, whenever we're doing those.  We do look at the mix of projects that we believe are going to be some of the top runners, like some of the ones that we're likely to do based on known asset condition at this point in time, and we do develop level A estimates in order to ensure that what we historically saw as a replacement cost or a capital cost is in line with what we believe we're going to see in the future in order to develop what we believe is a sufficient cost per average project run rate, I guess you would say, and that is back to Ms. Collier's point before where she was -- when she was mentioning about not putting an escalator on it, that would be those types of purple rates or unit rates that we would have developed based on that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I am just unclear, then -- maybe it is the terminology Ms. Grice is using and you are using.

You do have a forecast number of all of these assets you are going to replace, because they underlie your budget.  I take what you are saying is it is an estimate which is inherent in all forecasts, but I take it's somewhat of a rougher estimate because you don't know -- you can't say we're doing project ABC and we know exactly, you know, that these number of poles and these numbers of transformers will be involved in that.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that fair?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  But in the estimating, we don't break down to the number of transformers and to the number of switches because it depends on where you are in the system.  It depends on a number of different things.  So we don't break it down to that level.

We just review and look at what we know is what our projects are that are up coming or what we believe they may be, and what are likely contenders to be completed based on our asset knowledge at the time.  Then we also look at some of our historical projects in order to develop what that forward looking per project rate would be.

But we don't actually go so far as to nail down every specific project we're going to be doing, because that is not even realistic and that would be basically a for nothing exercise because, as we evolve and get into each year, obviously we have collected more asset condition, things change.  Things evolve.  Things degrade faster than we expected.  So we make decisions just prior to the year going in, say the June prior to the year going in and look at the project list should actually be based on truly known data at that time.

So we really don't forecast to that level of detail because we don't see it as adding value to the overall process, because it's going to change and it -- I don't see it is going to add us any more value.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Can we please go to CCC 54?  This is another CCC spreadsheet we asked you to fill in, and in this spreadsheet we asked for failure rate and number of failures by asset type.

And the response refers to the failure rate per planned replacement level, which in my mind is something different.

I was just looking for raw data on number of failures by asset type.  Is that something you can complete, so a portion of this table?

MS. HEUFF:  My apologies, we are just looking to get the actual table brought up.  Sorry for the delay.

MS. GRICE:  No worries.

MS. COLLIER:  In the meantime, Ms. Grice, it is Angela Collier here.  Can tell you that your question relating to CCC 52A about whether the 2019 column was actual versus bridge, it is actual.  The bridge is just a typo on that Excel file.

MS. GRICE:  Great.  Thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, now that the table is available, can you please repeat the question?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.  What we were looking for here was just raw data on number of failures by asset type for the years 2015-2019.

Is that something you could provide, some data on the number of failures by asset type, whatever you have.  Because the -- in the evidence, it is provided as failure rate per planned replacement level.

And we just wanted to understand, just at a more granular level, the number of failures that are occurring over time by asset type.

MS. HEUFF:  I'll have to defer this one to check with the reliability group, because looking at it, I believe we should have this data available to a certain extent.  But I am not recalling specifically at this point in time off the top of my head as to why we weren't able to provide it.

So I am going to have to check with them, because just in looking at it, I believe we should have some of this data available.

So I think that possibly -- I am trying to remember on this one, but I believe it is because -- this was, I am just trying to read.  It was asked in terms of failure rate.  So we would know which assets were replaced, but it would depend on what you are looking for.

If you are looking for failure rates that actually caused an outage, we wouldn't necessarily have that.  Are you looking for just the number of assets that were replaced in a year?

MS. GRICE:  Well, no.  It is more the number of failures.  So columns G to K would be the critical ones, if there is any way to complete columns G to K.

MS. HEUFF:  So if we gave you G to K -- sorry, I am confusing myself.  But if we give you G to K on the number of failures that caused an outage, would that be sufficient?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, yes.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.  So we could provide data -- if it caused an outage and it failed and caused an outage, we could provide that data.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that would be great.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that undertaking JT2.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.12:  FOR THE TABLE IN CCC52A, TO PROVIDE THE RAW DATA ON NUMBER OF FAILURES BY ASSET TYPE 2015-2019


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you, just a few more quick questions.  CCC No. 55?

MS. HEUFF:  Go ahead.

MS. GRICE:  What this table is showing is plant failure, the number of units that were addressed between 2015 and 2017.  My understanding is in 2018, the program was broken up into two budgets, emergency renewal and critical renewal.

I had just a basic question on why are the number of units so much higher in 2018 and 2019 than 2015 to 2017.  I just didn't understand what is happening with your system.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So it is Laurie Heuff.  Nothing specifically is happening with our system.

What the difference was is the start of the critical renewal program.  So I'll kind of break this down into a couple of parts.

So the higher number that you are seeing the significantly higher number you are seeing on average in 2018 is, in a lot of cases, due to the weather events we did see -- the extreme weather events that we did see in 2018 specifically.

Now, the critical renewal program is a new program that we developed which was -- it became a realization of something that was required as we started collecting more and more data on our assets and started understanding, getting a level of understanding of the number of assets that were in what we would deem as a critical state, which the definition of critical in our case is an asset that is functionally failed yet has not yet caused an outage.

So this is now a program where we proactively replace those assets before they actually cause a failure.  Now, in emergency renewal, it means the asset has actually failed and it has caused an issue with the system of some sort, whether it be an outage or -- typically, it would have caused an outage.

So what we're looking to do with the critical renewal program is actually avoid having future assets land up in an emergency renewal.  Since emergency renewal obviously costs significantly more in labour resources, it is almost always done in an overtime state.  So it is generally much more expensive.

So the critical renewal is really a proactive program where we are trying to eliminate these assets that are about to imminently fail.

That is where you see the significant increase you're seeing is really driven by critical renewal and our intentional spending to try and eliminate those assets from our system.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you, that helps so much.  So when we look at your system and we look at all of the planned asset renewal that is part of your system renewal budget and the total assets that are replaced per year, then we should add these two categories on to get a full understanding of how many assets are replaced.  Would you agree with that?

MS. HEUFF:  So just to make sure I am understanding the question.  So if you were to look at the critical renewal, we could have a critical pole program that is within the critical renewal and where we actually go to replace, the total number of poles that would be replaced in-year would be the plan pole renewal plus those under the critical pole program, would be the -- and then the ones that are in emergency as well would be poles that would be replaced.  So all three categories could see poles being replaced.

But just to kind of caveat that, there also could be poles that are replaced in other system service projects as well due to plant relocation or system expansion or a number of other factors that could require us to replace poles in those ones as well.

So I would say there can be a number of drivers that would require asset replacement, and they're not necessarily only for renewal purposes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay.  Understood.  Thank you.

Just in the spirit of time, I just have a quick question, and this relates to CCC 60.  And in that interrogatory you provide your initial review by Metsco of your ACA review.

There was just -- on page 20 out of 64, it just mentions that you are currently -- you are prioritizing your projects outside of C55, your Copperleaf C55 program.  So my question was, are you doing that in Excel?  Like, if you are not using Copperleaf C55 to do the prioritization of projects, I just wondered if you could explain how that is being done and if that is going to change once you upgrade your Copperleaf system.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  That is exactly it.  That is exactly it.  So the prioritization at the high level is still being done outside of C55.  That is the one that we're doing on the age base, but that is what we're looking to move into C55 in the future as part of an improvement.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

Okay.  Just one last question.  SEC 31, please.  This is an IR that asked about audit reports.  There was just one I wondered if we could get a copy of.  And it is number 4.2 on page 29.  And the audit is called "project management practices in the chief electricity distributor officer division".

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, we are just going to caucus for a second.

MS. GRICE:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CASS:  So Shelley, sorry, we have talked about your request.  We can't commit to this, sitting here now.  We would need to check into this first as to whether it is something we can produce and, even if we can, whether there would be any confidentiality around it.  So could you leave that with us and we will figure out what we're able to do and respond as soon as possible.  I would expect it could be tomorrow, but we can't commit to anything today.

MS. GRICE:  Sure, that's fine.  That's fine.  Thank you.

Those are the end of my questions, thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  The next up after CCC is Schools.  Mark, I am wondering if we should just take the ten-minute break now and then you can just not get broken up in your questions?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It doesn't matter to me.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  I will say -- you know what?  Why don't we get started with you, Mark.  If you can find an appropriate place to break within ten minutes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.  Let me start with some matters that were punched -- pushed to this panel.

The first is, I would like you to provide an undertaking to provide the following information.  The first is with respect to a revised version of the 2-AA capex table, which would include the following three additional columns.

The first would show 2019 actuals as of, I guess, Q2, at the end of Q2 or later if you have it.  The next column would show based on whatever you are providing the 2020 -- sorry, 2020 year-to-date capex numbers, the same amount at the same period of time last year.  So if you are providing year-to-date is Q -- end of Q2 2020, the next column would show end of Q2 2019.  And the third column would show a revised year-end capex as appropriate if the forecasts now have changed.  So that is the first part.

The second part would be to provide on the similar type revised 2AA table on an in-service additions basis as you provided in SEC 49, Appendix A.  So that is the first two parts.

The third part -- let me just get this in.  The third part would be, insofar as the in-service additions or because of the capex -- if year-end capex numbers or in-service addition numbers have changed, results now in a change to the opening 2021 opening rate base, revised numbers for 2021 go in rate base and the flow-through impacts on the revenue requirement throughout the application are provided.  Is that clear?  Somewhat clear?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just one second, Mr. Rubenstein.  We need to chat.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  Shall we take the break now?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  This might be a good time.  Mr. Van Dusen, could you use ten minutes?

MR. CASS:  I think that is a good idea, Jamie, if we just take the break now.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We'll be back --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I will just make one comment before we take a break.  I know there was some discussion we had with respect to the OM&A table.  I will say this.  This information with respect to the in-service additions and year end and how they may affect the ultimate rate base is incredibly important information, and I am unclear how we could engage in settlement discussions without -- obviously, if there's going to be a change in the year-end 2020 in-service additions that will impact the rate base numbers, how we can have a fruitful discussion.  So I just leave that with you of why I think this is incredibly important information.  Thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So let's take ten minutes now.  We will be back at 4:03.
--- Recess taken at 3:53 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:03 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So if we can go back on the record now.  We will continue with Mr. Rubenstein.  Actually, no.  I think we will have to hear from Mr. Van Dusen.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  I will respond Jamie, if I may.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  Ten minutes wasn't enough.  I'm sorry.  We cannot respond to Mark's request today.  We will have to take this away and give it more consideration.  There's a number of things at play here.

One is that the quarter 2 information isn't even available yet.  We don't have the information.

Another is the point that's already been made, the concern that this would normally go to the Board before it is released publicly -- by that I mean the Board of directors, not the OEB.

So we have a number of things to consider here and we just need more time.  We can't respond on that one today.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Jamie how would you like to proceed?  Shall we just...

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  There is also the outstanding question from that the panel is going to have to get back to us on in the morning.

Are you okay with hearing back -- I didn't assign an undertaking number to that, because it didn't look like the panel was prepared to give an undertaking yet.  So can we do the same thing with yours and hear back in the morning?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, let's do that then.  If you can make sure your folks are keeping track of that, Fred, that would be great.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  We are keeping track.  I can't even tell you for sure it will be the morning.  We will get back as quickly as we can, and I hope it will be the morning, but I am not sure I can say that with certainty.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Would you like to continue, Mark?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  Another question was punted to this panel, and I think maybe it had been answered with some other questions.  But I had -- OEB Staff, I believe it was 47 that has the productivity table.  I had asked panel number one with respect to the capital if they could provide a forward, a test year, a 2021 to 2025 version.

As I understand it from some of the testimony from this morning is that can't be done, because there are no quantifiable numbers for any capital issues going into the rate plan.  I just want to confirm that I have that correct.

MR. BROWN:  Mark, this is Patrick Brown.  That's correct you heard the exchange correctly earlier this morning.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Another sort of secondary question, a question about productivity was punted to you, Mr. Brown.  I don't think you need to pull it up.  You may recall this.

In response to SEC 2, this is the budget guidance document in attachment 2, there is a comment and I can read it back on to the record here.  It's on page 101 of attachment 2:
"Productivity continues improvement in cost control, and each program area should consider a focus on cost-effective delivery of outcomes that matter to customers with appropriate basing and prioritization to cost controls and manage risk.  All divisions must show productivity savings in a quantified and qualitative manner and identify continuous improvement initiatives."


I asked panel 1 with respect to OM&A, where would I find anything about quantitative numbers for the test period or previously?  And they put me to that OEB SEC 47, but they couldn't really speak to capital.

Do I take it then, in respect to the budget guidance documents, there is no other information somewhere that would show any quantified productivity savings as it relates to capital that are embedded in the plan or in the divisions, the capital divisions that make up -- the capital budget?

MS. COLLIER:  Angela Collier here.  So as I said this morning, the one area that we likely could quantify for you, Mr. Rubenstein, is the fact that we haven't built in inflation in a number of the programs, as you could see by the unit costs in a number of the programs, even though we know outside services, labour costs, and material costs will be rising and we hope to offset that with our labour and crew efficiency and the wrench time, and a number of other things mentioned in that productivity exhibit.

I think we could -- we could include that in the undertaking from yesterday, or take a new undertaking today to quantify the impact of that over the 2021-2025 period.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I would ask you to, and I think it is probably better, a different undertaking because I think for this you will need to be very specific about all of the assumptions you're making and how you are doing the calculations because obviously this is a little bit different than the others.

MS. COLLIER:  Understood.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am going to give that undertaking number JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.13:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION SHOWING QUANTIFIED PRODUCTIVITY SAVINGS AS IT RELATES TO CAPITAL EMBEDDED IN THE PLAN OR THE CAPITAL BUDGET OVER THE 2021-2025 PERIOD


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.

At SEC 32, this is a question about performance metrics and what is referenced in the response is -- the question references a statement you made in an interrogatory response in your last application about work you were doing towards performance metrics.

Then in the response, you mention that you had engaged a consultant and ultimately other work afterwards -- I am characterizing -- sort supplanted the work that that consultant did.  Is that fair?

MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown here.  Yes, that is a fair statement.  And perhaps to be more specific, it was essentially subsumed into the work surrounding the initiation of the effort to seek certification under the IESO 55000 standard.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, what was the work product from the consultant?  Is there a report or some document?  Because you reference essentially as I read this, summarizing it, your view -- you provide way too many metrics.  Can you provide what he provided to you, what these metrics were?

MR. BROWN:  Subject to check, that should be doable, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I need an undertaking, Mr. Sidlofsky.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry about that.  That will be undertaking JT2.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.14:  RE SEC 32, PERFORMANCE METRICS, TO PROVIDE THE WORK PRODUCT OR DOCUMENTS WITH METRICS FROM THE CONSULTANT


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If we can turn to SEC 38?  In the question in part D you were asked -- and this is with respect to the ACA framework -- part D asked does Hydro Ottawa track data availability in the database used to asset health indices and if so, please provide the data availability for the metric.

And your response was:  There are criteria spreads not available due to data gaps.  The specific criteria is in the overall health index calculation.  A health index can be calculated and is considered valid when data relating to 70 percent of the total health index score is available.

That is important, but do you have a data availability score or similar metrics that determines what -- how much of the potential universe of data for the metrics that you capture?

MS. HEUFF:  So is the question do we have a specific metric where we are tracking the data availability?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, as I understand from reviewing many asset condition assessments from a lot of utilities over the years, one of the things they track -- by metric, I don't mean some sort of scorecard metric.  I just mean one thing that they have is what they call data availability score.  And it calculates, out of the universe of for all of the assets that they have times the pieces of data that they can input into their system, what percentage they actually have the data for.

Do you have anything like that?

MS. HEUFF:  Not that I am aware of, but it is something that we could develop and it's something that we have the information to present that.  It is just not something that I believe we've ever actually created as a score at this point.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Well can I --


MS. HEUFF:  As a way to represent that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I don't know how -- you mean you are able to do it for the purposes of an undertaking?  Or this is something in the future that -- I don't know how difficult something like this is.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry.  I believe it is something we would be able to do as a portion of an undertaking.  It is just not something that we have readily available right now.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask for an undertaking to do that?

MS. HEUFF:  Certainly.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.15:  RE SEC38 PART D, TO PROVIDE ASSET CONDITION METRICS DATA


MS. HEUFF:  Just before we jump off that, just a quick -- as I am scrolling through, CCC 48 and the data that was provided in that, like, it could be -- we could calculate the actual score using the asset condition demographics that were provided in that.  Would that be sufficient to just -- is that what you are looking for?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I would have to take it offline and take a look.  Sorry, I just -- which --


MS. HEUFF:  So CCC 48, part A, the asset condition demographic.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So how about I take that as my homework for the evening and I will get back to you.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If it is, then we can cancel the undertaking tomorrow.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the next question I am going to ask is to SEC 39.  So you asked to explain how you determine your costs of customer interruption.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And you essentially say you retained Metsco to do it, and they used a number of different inputs and provided the outputs.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The problem I have from this information is actually did Metsco provide some sort of analysis that actually shows how they've come to the number?

MS. HEUFF:  To be honest, I am not 100 percent sure what information we did receive from Metsco at the time in order to -- whether they actually provided us the analysis or not, and I am not also sure whether it is confidential analysis that was conducted on their behalf or whether it is publicly available.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you to undertake to see what --


MS. HEUFF:  I can -- yes we can undertake to find out --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- what it was?

MS. HEUFF:  I know if you do -- have you referred to the footnote with the calculator that is provided?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think the answer is yes.  I did look at it.  I am trying to recall.  It was a while ago.  I was looking at my notes.  I don't recall exactly what I -- but my -- it's not entirely clear how the number is derived.  Obviously Metsco did something, or they would have just said, go to this website and click this button, about how to determine the scores.  So they had to -- I assume they have done some further analysis or something.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, and --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  They essentially adopted that.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, so we have received these values from Metsco, but whether they would be able, willing to provide the data behind it is something that I am not clear on.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I am not asking if they're willing to provide it.  Did you have it --


MS. HEUFF:  Oh, we don't -- sorry.  No.  We don't have it.  We asked them to undertake this for us.  They provided these final numbers.  I am not sure whether they would be willing provide that or not, though, if that's --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  That is a different question.  I'm actually -- was just asking if you had the information.  And if the answer is you don't have it, that's okay.

MS. HEUFF:  We do not have it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  If I could ask you now to turn to SEC 42.  So a number of questions I had with this related to the Copperleaf system have been answered throughout.  But I -- so we had asked you -- as I understand, essentially three -- every year three lists are created.  First is you have a preliminary project list, so essentially -- and then you move to -- as I understand this, it is inputted into the Copperleaf system.  Then you have a detailed project list, which is, I guess, what comes out of the system.  And then you'll have some sort of approved or finalized list that you may make some adjustments to.

Do I have that generally correct?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so you were asked to provide a copy of them, and you say:

"As this process is executed on an annual basis and historical data is not readily available, the data requested has been provided for the 2019 fiscal year only."

Would I be correct that you would have a 2020 version of this?

MS. HEUFF:  We would, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide that?

MS. HEUFF:  That can be done, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, do you also have -- sorry.  I will add to that undertaking.  Do you also have a 2021 yet?

MS. HEUFF:  We do have a 2021 one, but it is still only at -- so the preliminary project list is completed, the detailed project list, but not a Board-approved list.  So we would only have two of the three available at this time.  And even the detailed project list is not actually a final version of it.  It is still subject to approval by the chief electricity distribution officer, and he still has not actually reviewed and finalized the detailed project list at this point in time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can you provide --


MS. HEUFF:  And this one obviously would also be subject to decisions at this -- through this process as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  Well, can I ask you to provide then the 2020 versions, and then I guess what you have for 2021, wherever you are in the -- and you could add the caveats that you just mentioned in your response.

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  That can be done.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT2.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.16:  TO PROVIDE THE 2020 VERSIONS OF THE PROJECT LIST AND THEN WHATEVER IS AVAILABLE FOR 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, I have a question about the 2019 ones.  When I go through them and look at, say, attachment A, so this is, as I -- and you flip -- let's say flip to the second page.

As I understand what this is saying to me is in 2019 at the preliminary project list stage you inputted projects at a value of about $68 million.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then when you go to the detailed project list it is about, I get about $66 million.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  When you get to the -- so let me stop there.  The first is you now inputted all of the projects you think Hydro Ottawa said we should be doing this sort of work.  You put it in the projects.  You put it into Cloverleaf --


MS. HEUFF:  Copperleaf?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  I always make that mistake.  Copperleaf.

MS. HEUFF:  I kind of like Cloverleaf better...

[Laughter]

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that is list A.  The preliminary list.  Then what gets --


MS. HEUFF:  Oh, I just want to correct something, sorry.  So this is the output of an analysis that is created, right?  So this is the output after -- this is what is -- we put in constraints, such as total capital dollars that we are looking to spend.  And it outputs the priority of the projects or the best projects in, like, a "bang for your buck" scenario with the value that would be provided in that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And was the value approximately -- so I think now I understand where my confusion is.

So actually, for the preliminary project list there is a lot more than $68 million in projects that are inputted into the system.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So I guess that is the missing piece.  I am trying to understand what is --


MS. HEUFF:  Why we're only rationalizing $2 million?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  I guess I had assumed, and this is exactly my concern.

So I guess, could you provide as part of the undertaking -- I am actually looking for, to see the list of, what is the -- the total possible projects that you were considering in 2019.  I am trying to understand how the -- what actually gets cut, how many -- what is the delta here we're talking about between what you think you need to do versus what the constraints in place are?

MS. HEUFF:  Oh, I --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And it is especially important as we go forward into the test period.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, so I am not sure that we would have what that specific scope of projects were at the time when this was developed in 2019.  I don't know that we would be able to provide that, because I don't know that we would have retained that for any reason, because it's a moving picture in time, right?

So then as we've completed some of these projects they're no longer in the so-called hopper of projects that are likely to be required over the coming years, so I don't think we would have that any more.  I can check, but I don't think we do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, why don't we add to the previous undertaking, and if it doesn't exist that will be your response, essentially that what you call the hopper for 2019, the hopper for 2020, and the hopper for 2021.  And if the system doesn't allow you to do it, then you can tell me that in the undertaking.

MS. HEUFF:  So in the undertaking, would you be -- would it be sufficient for us to describe how we developed the projects and then give you a summary of what the current projects that are in the system look like right now?  Like, give you an understanding of what it is that we're trying to rationalize against at this current state?  Because that is probably the most appropriate and the most likely level of detail and data that we're going to have, is kind of at the current time, versus going -- trying to look at this retrospectively.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I guess my -- if you can't provide the information, then you can't provide the information, right?  If ultimately the system doesn't easily allow us to go back in time to determine what we inputted, then I accept that your answer, this is not reasonably possible to do.  But if you are able to do it, that is helpful.

MS. HEUFF:  So I guess I am saying, I don't believe it is reasonable or that we will be able to do it for 2019 or 2020.  But we could take this undertaking --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  -- to see for 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, 2021 seems to be important, since I am trying to understand exactly what the universe of possible projects that you -- the constraints essentially removed.

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  In CCC 47B, you mention and -- you may not even pull this up, but you mention the asset condition assessment methodology that you use was developed by a third party service provider.

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Who was that?  Was it Metsco?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Those are all of the remaining questions that I have that weren't answered in earlier discussions.  Thank you very much for your help.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Rubenstein.  Let's move on to Pollution Probe.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Brophy, as you are setting up, you are down on the schedule for 45 minutes.  Do you see yourself going that long?

Is anyone else having a problem hearing Mr. Brophy, or is that me?

MR. BROPHY:  Can you hear me now?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I can.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  I was trying to use my computer audio and I have been having internet issues.  So I will switch back.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We just lost you again.  I can see you, but I can't hear you.

MR. BROPHY:  Can you hear me now?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  I am going to try to use my computer.  I have been using my phone because of internet issues, so hopefully it cooperates.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am not sure if you heard my question, though, about whether you still see yourself going 45 minutes?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, yes.  I am going to try to keep to the 45 minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  So Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  Why don't I just jump right in because it will be a challenge to try and pack everything in in 45 minutes.

The first question is, just in relation -- there was a discussion with Kent Elson just before the lunch break, and I had a question or two related to that.  I think it was with Patrick Brown.

So in one of the responses to Kent was -- you know, there are a bunch of reasons why Hydro Ottawa was not looking at applying to the OEB or doing some things like enhanced CDM, non-wire solutions, that kind of thing.

It made it sound like one of the barriers that Hydro Ottawa is facing is that a couple of your peer utilities have tried and haven't succeeded there.

So it sounded like one of the barriers was the perception that the OEB doesn't support non-wires alternatives, or wouldn't support Hydro Ottawa in pursuing that.  Am I understanding that correctly?

MR. BROWN:  I think I would phrase it slightly differently.  Bearing in mind that the CDM guidelines were issued in 2014 and at that time, there was activity underway in the LDC sector with regard to the delivery of conservation programming through a separate framework and then that framework morphed or transitioned into another structure from the 2015-2020 period.

So one thing I did not mention this morning which I should have was there was certainly a great deal of energy and focus paid by Hydro Ottawa to being effective in our operations and our commitments under the conservation first framework.

But with respect to the CDM guidelines, I think simply we would say it was one of those things where, you know, this new regulatory framework and opportunities put in place and that always entails a degree of certainty, and we simply observed that among the first movers who sought to test that framework and put forward proposals, there were mixed results.  Some were successful.  Some weren't.

And generally speaking, just the practical effect that that had was to inform our own internal deliberations and assessments of whether, within the broad package of activities and projects that we were dealing with at that time frame, that we saw fit to move forward with a proposal under that framework.

And the second qualification I would give to that response is the guidelines stipulate that one of the conditions to an LDC availing oneself of that framework is that the CDM activities or the energy efficiency activities, or demand response or what have you generally have to be linked to deferring some kind of infrastructure, whether it is a station or some other poles or wires infrastructure project.

And that prerequisite or that condition, again against the backdrop of all of the different variables and circumstances, was one which just wasn't a good fit for what we had on the go at that time.

So I think it was a blend.  It was a mix of those variables and considerations which ultimately led us to not put in -- not putting forward a proposal under those guidelines.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I heard what you said and I am taking from that that you don't believe there is a barrier from an OEB policy point of view that would restrict you.  There's just some of the hurdles you mentioned as far as bringing it forward in the context of deferring you know, other capital and things like that.  Is that -- do I have that correct?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.  We would acknowledge that some of our peers were successful in putting forward projects under the CDM guidelines and having them accepted and approved by the OEB.

So that is all to say we acknowledge there is a pathway to yes, and there was success achieved on the part of some of our peers.  But ultimately, we didn't go down that path -- or we have not yet gone down that path.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So why don't I move on in the interests of time.  The other issue that came up in that discussion was some confusion or debate around what was in the bailiwick of Hydro Ottawa versus IESO on a bunch of different things.

So I put some thought to it, and what I would ask is an undertaking for Hydro Ottawa to provide a detailed description of what you believe are your accountabilities versus IESO's for the following in relation to the city of Ottawa.  I have a bit of a list of some things that came up in that confusion.  So these would be the ones specifically I would like addressed.  But if there's others that come to mind when you answer it, that would be helpful as well.

So the list in relation to that split of accountabilities, or at least your understanding in that would be around system planning, non-wires alternatives, distributed energy resources, CDM, EVs and supporting infrastructure, Energy Evolution, which is the City of Ottawa Community Energy and Emissions Plan, consultation with consumers and stakeholders in the City of Ottawa, capital planning and approvals, OEB approvals, and electricity rates.

So those are things that touch on both Hydro Ottawa and IESO, and there appeared to be some confusion of the ability of Hydro Ottawa to lead on certain things or others.  So is that something you would be able to do?

MR. BROWN:  Perhaps, just before we get to some kind of conclusive determination on the question, I would offer a few thoughts in response.

I would not characterize either a symptom or an effect of this morning's conversation as a confusion around accountabilities.  Hydro Ottawa generally has a good understanding of what its accountabilities are pursuant to our licence, pursuant to the requirements of the current regional planning framework as enshrined in the transmission system code and the Distribution System Plan.

So with respect, many of the topics on your list, we do not suffer from or harbour any confusion regarding accountabilities.  We do acknowledge that the particular topic of non-wires alternatives is one which is very live and which is very active, in terms of various policy consultations, which we are quite energetically contributing to.

So I hesitate to commit to this fulsome list, because I think we are coming at this issue from slightly different perspectives.  And with respect to, you know, any confusion or perception thereof, we would characterize -- again, we would characterize the non-wires issue as one that is evolving, and we're all -- everyone in the sector, everyone in the province, is trying to wrap their head around what the future may look like and what those responsibilities may be.

And as I said in my response earlier today to Mr. Elson, there are currently active consultations underway at the IESO, at the OEB, looking at this very question.

So I am a little bit reluctant to commit to this course of action, because it does have a bit of the flavour of pre-empting those consultation processes.

MR. BROPHY:  So I am not questioning whether Hydro Ottawa knows what your role is in relation to those.  That is not the purpose.

The purpose is for you to provide that so we can understand it, because I am not clear on what is in your mind or your head, even if you know those answers and they're 100 percent correct.

So I would be fine if you were to put, you know, wording that, you know, put some boundaries or conditions around, you know, this is a current understanding and there is discussions going on and other things, but I think it is fair, particularly in relation to this application, for you to share what you believe that split of roles is at this current time.

MR. BROWN:  You are muted, Fred.

MR. CASS:  Mike, it is Fred Cass here.  I tried to quickly write down your list of areas where you want this description of responsibilities, and speaking for myself, I am not sure how this would be fulfilled.

To the extent that it would be, it sounds like you are looking for a paper to be written on respective role of IESO and an electricity distributor all across the electricity sector.  You referred to electricity rates.  You referred to OEB approvals.  You referred to consultations.

I don't see how this is going to advance the case to have Hydro Ottawa write a paper for you on these respective responsibilities all across the electricity sector.  I am not following.

MR. BROPHY:  So Fred, it's not a paper that we are looking for.  It would be a simple table where you would take each -- you would have two columns.  You would have Hydro Ottawa.  You would have IESO.  And then you would list each thing and put a short description of what you think those -- what the role is.

And again, it's not for all of Ontario.  This is specific to the request for O&M and capital in relation to the City of Ottawa only.

And I can tell you exactly what the intent is and how we would use it when we read the response.  We're trying to understand what things fall under the bailiwick of Hydro Ottawa, as far as strategy, Distribution System Plan, capital and O&M expenditures, et cetera, and which things Hydro Ottawa is saying that they do not control and therefore are -- you know, rely on IESO, because that really changes what is O&M capital gets approved and how you use it.

If there is something that says that Hydro Ottawa is just a taker and IESO tells you what to do, then Hydro Ottawa makes no choices, right, in those things?  Where if it is in the bailiwick of Hydro Ottawa and not IESO, then you've got freedom to make those choices.

MR. CASS:  Okay.  We need -- the panel will take a few minutes --


MS. DeMARCO:  Fred, can I pop in?  I had a similar question, and it might be helpful -- I am not sure if it is.  I will let Michael tell me if it is.  But certainly my clients were interested in where you as Hydro Ottawa felt constrained in your ability to seek approval or recovery in relation to particularly distributed energy resources, non-wires alternatives, and EVS-related expenditures.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  So can you give the panel a few minutes to do a breakout here and just talk about it in light of these comments we've heard from the two of you?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. BROPHY:  Just while we're waiting, I don't know, Jamie, if -- I know there was some discussion about potential changes for Friday morning.  I am assuming that Pollution Probe is still targeted for 11:55; is that correct?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Just let me -- I am going to ask Ms. Ing to join in on that.  She has been making some adjustments to the schedule.

MS. ING:  Hi.  I was proposing to have Pollution Probe, SEC, CTC, and Environmental Defence, try and fit them all in in the morning, if that works.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Anytime in the morning is certainly good for us.  Yes.  Thank you.

MS. ING:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just a question in that regard.  The likelihood that I am going to get up tonight on panel 2, Jamie, is what?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Since it is almost quarter to 5:00 now, Michael, you have probably still got, what, 20 minutes, a half hour?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I hadn't planned for long kind of breaks by the panel, but I am going to do my best to stick within the half-hour mark.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I don't really see us starting you, Lisa, in the morning, although you are also on -- excuse me, starting you this afternoon.  But you would also be continuing in the morning.

So would you be okay just starting in the morning?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  That's great.  I am going to pop out at five to 5:00 today, no later.  I have a doctor's appointment at 5:30.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Yeah, Michael, I don't see you being finished by then anyway, right?

MR. BROPHY:  It doesn't sound like it, no.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We will start with DRC in the morning, and we'll finish today with Pollution Probe.

MS. DeMARCO:  Jaimie, you don't anticipate to sit past 5:00 today, do you?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Well, we will finish with Michael.  So we will be looking at about 5:15.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  I might try to continue on my phone while I am in transit if that is okay, because there is a lot of what Michael has got that is likely relevant to our folks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thanks.  And, sorry, Patrick, you are back with thoughts?

MR. BROWN:  Yes.  We appreciate the time you granted to allow the witness panel to confer.

So there are two big themes, two big topics, which it seems we need to untangle a bit.  The first, we would emphasize that under the current regulatory framework in Ontario, there are some very clear requirements, some very clear outlets, opportunities and some very clear signals with respect to many of the topics which Mr. Brophy has identified.

We would emphasize and I want to come to the specific topic of non-wire solutions.  We have recently undergone a fulsome regional planning process led by the IESO pursuant to codified code requirements under the OEB's purview, which resulted in a regional plan which has very fulsomely addressed the topic of non-wire solutions and which has identified certain opportunities for them to be deployed.

There is furthermore an addendum study coming to that regional plan, which is going to look specifically at the topic of opportunities for non-wire solutions, in particular on the 115 kV system.

So we do wish to underscore that there is information already submitted on the record for this proceeding which speaks to these topics, including non-wire solutions.

What's more, as was mentioned in the exchange this morning, Hydro Ottawa has put forward some proposals, a portfolio of solutions with respect to the deployment of non-wires alternatives in a specific part of our service territory, Kanata north.

Again, that is mentioned in the evidence.  That is mentioned in the regional plan.  That is mentioned in attachment -- or excuse me, that is supported by one thing I did not mention this morning, which was remiss.  Attachment 2-4-3 K in our evidence is a local achievable potential study looking at the possibility of deploying non-wire solutions in Kanata north in our service territory.

So we do wish to emphasize that and make the record clear in that regard as it relates to our evidence in this proceeding looking at our rates for the next 5-year period. So that is issue number one.

Issue number two seems to be a much broader universe of topics which are actively being looked at in the context of consultations, both at the OEB and the IESO.

With respect, we do not see much value to this proceeding -- which is narrowly focussed on Hydro Ottawa's rate application -- we do not see much value to an exploration of these issues which generally has the flavour and appearance of everything that the OEB and the IESO has is already tackling.

The types of topics, the types of themes and questions that Mr. Brophy and Ms. DeMarco are articulating are exactly the conversation that is taking place at the OEB and the IESO.  We do not see a need to duplicate that in the context of this proceeding and respectfully, we question the value or the relevance.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Perhaps I wasn't clear in my request.  It was very much where you feel constrained in relation to your current application.  So I am happy to follow up with specific questions, particularly I have a number relating to your existing evidence in and around DRC 9 attachment D, page 7 and page 8, pertaining to battery electric storage systems and other non-wire solutions that are very much a part of your current application, and not a part of policy consideration.

So perhaps I will wait until I am up tomorrow morning.  Is that best for you?

MR. BROWN:  That sounds agreeable.

MR. BROPHY:  I think that would be ideal because it is going to be difficult for me to squeeze the rest of the questions in the next half hour, even if it is just Pollution Probe's questions.

So I understand what you said and there is a lot going on.  In fact, you know, we're involved in some of those committees and discussions.  However, you know, it's not as clear-cut as I think you are suggesting.

Obviously, you know, it's no secret that Hydro Ottawa has done a strategic plan, distribution service plan.  You have done some surveys.  Outreached to stakeholders and customers, the exact same ones that are interested in things like DER solutions and energy efficiency.

So you are not working in a bubble away from the IESO stuff.  And so it is fine if you want to decline the undertaking.  I am not going to waste a lot of time on that, given how much time we have left today and we can deal with it during the panel in the hearing.

MR. BROWN:  Mr. Brophy, the last thing I would say on that point is to an extent depending on the issue and the question at hand, we would agree that certain aspects of the current regulatory framework are not clear-cut.

To be clear, that is a message what Hydro Ottawa delivered at a September 2019 stakeholder event that the OEB hosted in the context of their consultation on utility remuneration and responding to DERs.

We delivered a similar message.  My point is, we delivered that message in that forum because that was the relevant forum.

We are questioning why this proceeding is the relevant forum to tackle questions of alleviating this confusion and making things clear cut.  We just don't think this is the forum to do that.

MR. BROPHY:  Simply it is in relation to the next 5 years of capital and O&M, which will be impacted by -- it's already being impacted by some of these issues.  So I will move on.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, can I interrupt please for just a second?

Mr. Sidlofsky, in hearing some discussion back and forth.  Are we now sitting to 5:30 or 6 o'clock today?  I am a little bit unclear as to how long we're sitting today.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That was going to be 5:15 based on what Mr. Brophy said he needed to finish.  Our schedule --this morning's schedule took us to five.  It looks like we will be 5:15.

Mr. Van Dusen, if you have a concern about sitting to 5:15, tell me.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I am just concerned about it going on to 6, you saying 5:15 and it going on to 6.  But carry on.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  So Michael Brophy, Pollution Probe.

Yesterday it was indicated this panel would be able to confirm who the person at Hydro One is that is responsible for day-to-day coordination on Energy Evolution.

MR. BROWN:  So a quick correction; I think you mean Hydro Ottawa?

MR. BROPHY:  Hydro Ottawa, sorry, yes.

MR. BROWN:  So the division, the chief under which engagement with the City of Ottawa and Energy Evolution falls is the chief customer officer division.

MR. BROPHY:  So is that a specific person that deals day-to-day on that engagement, as most engagements at Hydro Ottawa, or is there a different position?

MR. BROWN:  No.  I appreciate the spirit of the question and I will do my best to respond.

The nature of the Energy Evolution initiative is such that any engagement or collaboration from Hydro Ottawa is inherently a cost-cutting effort.

There are aspects of customer service, municipal relations, certainly engineering, asset management.  There are a whole gamut of issues and aspects of our operations that are relevant to the scope of the Energy Evolution initiative.

So it is very difficult for Hydro Ottawa to say on any given day there's a single person managing accountability.

What I would say and what I hope is helpful is that for purposes of the larger accountability across the company and centralizing that accountability, the chief customer officer and her division is responsible.  Part of that -- a major part of that reason is the accountabilities for the chief customer officer include coordinating and managing relations with the city of Ottawa.  That is articulated in another piece of our evidence.

In terms of an individual from the chief customer officer division who is, for lack of a better term, a liaison with city staff, in terms of serving as a conduit of information, scheduling meetings, what have you, there is a member of our key account staff who has recently assumed that role.

So I hope that is a helpful response.

MR. BROPHY:  That is helpful.  Thank you.  So I will move on to the next question and it relates to Pollution Probe IR 9.  I don't think you need to pull it up, but in that response, you indicate Hydro Ottawa has not compared prepared its load forecast for 2021 to 2015 for a term against City of Ottawa's forecast for Energy Evolution as noted in the response above, which is part A.  The modelling and forecasting components for Energy Evolution have not yet been finalized.

So I am in regular contact with the city of Ottawa in relation to that plan, and I know that the modelling was finalized quite some time ago, well in advance of 2020.  It is the actual implementation plan, and in fact they have a plan linked to the items that they would like to pursue, but some of that's being finalized.

So are you aware that there is a model that's been built for Energy Evolution, or do you still believe that is not true?

MR. BROWN:  We're aware.  Our understanding, however, is that the model has not been finalized.  And if it would be helpful, we can submit information for the record that would provide that understanding; namely, a report from city staff indicating the expected time line for finalizing their energy and emissions model associated with Energy Evolution.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That would be very helpful.  If you could file that.  That actually, I think, would skip about three or four of my questions, if you could do that.

MR. BROWN:  Sure.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.17:  TO PROVIDE A REPORT FROM CITY STAFF INDICATING THE EXPECTED TIME LINE FOR FINALIZING THEIR ENERGY AND EMISSIONS MODEL ASSOCIATED WITH ENERGY EVOLUTION.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  So my next questions are on Cambrian MTS project, formerly south Nepean project.  So the first question relates to Pollution Probe IR No. 4F.

The answer to that interrogatory provided references where the system benefit will be tracked starting in 2022.  I had a look at those references and was not able to identify the metrics that you are planning to use to measure those -- the benefits from the Cambrian MTS project.

And you may recall during the leave-to-construct that, you know, a big portion of the approval for the project was based on some of those metrics.

So the question is, you know, what do you expect those metrics to be that you will be measuring once the project's commissioned?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  So as noted in response to IRPP 4, part F, it would be reliability, feeder, and station capacity are the three specific KPIs we would be looking to monitor.

So we do not look necessarily at -- in these ones that you are looking at specifically.  We do not look necessarily as one station as how it impacts the actual overall number.

What we do have, though, and what I would direct you to is the actual -- the specific feeder capacity numbers.  So we have the tables that actually show -- I'm sorry, I am just trying to get to them at the same time as -- moving through this at the same time.

So we do have the number of feeders that we expect to be at or above planning capacity, the number of stations at or above planning capacity as well, that we would be able to -- that we would point to as an actual reference as well.

You would see that currently in south Nepean we -- the actual Fallowfield station is currently the station that's exceeding its planning capacity, and we would see it would be removed after the fact whenever the Cambrian station is constructed, as well as, there are some feeders that are related to the capacity constraints in the Kanata area that also would see improvements to, specifically in those areas, whenever the -- whenever the new station comes online.

MR. BROPHY:  So is it easier to take that away and undertake to provide those references?  That might be the quickest, best way right now.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So I'm sorry, I am just not able to pull them up right now, but -- I don't know why.  I have seen them a million of times.

MR. BROPHY:  That's fine.  I don't need them today.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry.  So it would be table 7.1, specifically on page 203 of the DSP, would show the stations exceeding planning capacity.

So in 7.1 you will see the Fallowfield MTS station specifically is -- and you will see in the -- whenever she does get to the actual page, once the Fallowfield station is completed you will see that the -- sorry, the south Nepean station is completed you will see the Fallowfield station will come off that list, and the energization expectation date is 2022.

So that will be one of the factors that will lead to an improvement in the number of stations exceeding planning capacity.

And then again in table 7.2, you will see the feeders exceeding planning capacity as well in an adjustment to that one.  And then specifically table 7.3, feeders approaching rated capacity, which is on page 206, the Fallowfield MTS is the one that is also currently approaching its rate of capacity.  It is at 95 percent capacity factor rating as at 2018, and it will be removed from this list as well and will be an improvement to a KPI once we see that this station is complete.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  My next question relates to Pollution Probe IR 6, and the question is, can you explain the difference between planning capacity and rated capacity?  I have seen them both used in different contexts in the application.

MS. HEUFF:  So rated capacity is the maximum capacity of the actual feeder or station, whereas the planning capacity is what we plan the station or the feeder to.

So we do not plan to run it at full load, because we need to be able to run them in an N minus 1 contingency, where we lose an adjacent asset which is used for contingency purposes.

MR. BROPHY:  So is there an objective methodology for calculating planning capacity?

MS. HEUFF:  So --


MR. BROPHY:  I know there would be one for rated capacity.  That is an engineering calculation.  But planning capacity, is it like a percentage of the rated capacity?

MS. HEUFF:  It is an N minus 1, which typically is a 50 percent.  And as per the discussion that occurred this morning, in some cases it won't be 50 percent if the adjacent asset that it is depending on is not of the same size.

So in some cases it is less than the 50 percent, if it's adjacent asset that the contingency asset is actually larger.

So -- but the -- I guess your general rule of thumb is that it is an N minus 1 contingency, where N minus 1 means loss of the adjacent -- or the asset that is depending on in a contingent state.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, and I think that is the crux of the problem that I am having, is planning capacity doesn't seem to be a single calculation.  It varies.

So, you know, if it was just 50 percent, and as soon as you are hitting 50 percent you would say, okay, we don't like it, you know, we're above plan capacity, you know, that would be kind of a consistent metric.  But it looks like it is varying.

So then I guess is it some judgment that goes in?  Or it is not a calculation then --


MS. HEUFF:  So it's not judgment.  What it is, is it's looking at contingency scenarios, because we always have to be able to ensure that we have adequate supply if we were to lose any one of our major assets, a major station transformer or feeder.

So it is because we look at contingency scenarios where -- N minus 1, which is loss of an asset scenario.  So because each element of the system has a different configuration and has different options for backup supply, the different planning factors are obviously the -- the planning capacity is different depending on how that specific area of the system is configured.

MS. DeMARCO:  Michael, if I can just jump in there.  I have a related question.

My assumption, Laurie -- and correct me if I'm wrong -- is that there is more than one contingency asset for any one TS; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  That's possible, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So it wouldn't --


MS. HEUFF:  [Multiple speakers]

MS. DeMARCO:  It wouldn't necessarily be a 50 percent planning capacity?  It could be --


MS. HEUFF:  No.  So it's -- sorry.  It is the loss of the largest element, though.  So there are potentially different backup assets that are available, but when we do contingency rating we assume we're losing the largest element, because that is the worst-case scenario.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So is 50 percent what all utilities use for defining planning capacity?  I know it can vary a bit, but it just seems that as soon as you are hitting half the capacity of an asset, you plan to replace it.  It is just -- it is like, you know, every time you -- your milk gets down to half a container you would think, okay, well, we have got to go and put a new -- replace it with a new milk container, which, 50 percent seems very low.

MS. HEUFF:  It does when you look at it.  I can [voice cuts out] just looking at it from a numbers on a page basis, it does appear like that.  But I would say it is an industry-standard, accepted methodology to plan for N minus 1 scenario, which is to plan for your largest asset.

In that instance, if we did not have that option available, what would happen is customers would not have supply available to them.

So we would actually end up in a situation where customers would be blacked out until we were able to repair the asset, because we wouldn't be able to feed them from an alternative source.

So if we did not have adequate supply to make up for that difference, we would end up in a position where we couldn't supply all of our customers at all times.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I would like to go to Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 3, attachment E.  If you need the reference again, let me know.  I can tell you the page number.

MS. HEUFF:  Page please, if you wouldn't mind what the specific topic?

MR. BROPHY:  Page 231, and it is in relation to figure 2.2.  Okay, great.  That is the one, great.

So in my mind, this figure kind of lays out what you are talking about as far as having a large safety capacity.  Load is growing over time.  You are below that.  You are below your planned capacity.

So can you walk me -- actually, I will just jump to the specific question.  So in this graph, it looks like peak demand is increasing by about 20 megawatts approximately every 5 years according to that graph.  Is that what you are seeing as well, as far as demand?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  That seems approximately correct, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So this project, Cambrian MTS, is going to increase station capacity to 180 megawatts, which is above the top of the graph, it goes to 160.  That project will bring increased station capacity to 180 megawatts.  Does that sound right?

MS. HEUFF:  Sounds correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if you are increasing by 20 megawatts every 5 years and this brings up to 180 megawatts, then this should serve all peak load growth out to 2045, in my calculation.  Does that sound right?

MS. HEUFF:  I would have to check on that specifically.  When we expect the station -- so I guess the planning is done -- to maybe give you some context, capacity planning is done on a regional basis and we actually plan the area, not necessarily at one specific station in isolation.

So what we do is look at an entire region and we understand what the actual capacity needs are for the region.  And we have abilities to transfer load from one station to another.

So this, it's very hard to infer that this station would be, say, as where I think you are going is to infer it would be out of capacity not until 2045, because we would have to look at adjacent areas of growth within that same region, what our ties are between those different stations, where the load may be moved from one station to another.

So it's not quite as straightforward as just being able to say that this is what the station will look like in the future of 2045, although this graph has been -- is the current snapshot in time and this is what it would look like, should nothing else change.

MR. BROPHY:  So if the station's brought on an it provides capacity up to 180 megawatts, it certainly is beyond what is on this graph at 2037.

This would suggest it is going to meet demand at least to 2037 and, you know, you can accept the 2045 kind of quick math I did or -- but it is at least, you know, after 2037.  Does that sound correct?

MS. HEUFF:  For the purposes of this conversation, we'll say yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So when you do this planning and putting the capital in place, what assurances do you have that the assumptions for customer and peak load growth are going to unfold in line what you believe right now?  Is it just your best guess?  You collected all of the best info and it can change?  Or is it something above and beyond that that gives you certainty that growth will increase over the next, you know, 20, 30, 40 years in this way?

MS. HEUFF:  So we plan out based on our best of our knowledge as to what the growth rate of the city is going to be.

We are obviously heavily involved and work closely with the City of Ottawa to understand what their planning assumptions are, and we align our growth assumptions and planning assumptions with the City of Ottawa's planning forecast.

And so what we have at any point in given time is the best estimate as to what growth will look like, and it is based on information provided to us from the City of Ottawa.

MR. BROPHY:  And that is totally what I would expect as far as one of the biggest sources of data.

So I guess the question that comes from that is, you know, my understanding is the modelling for Energy Evolution is finalized and available.  I know Patrick shared some information saying it is not quite finalized and I appreciate that.

Even say it wasn't finalized and the ingredients were there, why wouldn't Hydro Ottawa take all of that information and use it to validate it against your model?  And, you know, things like they've got forecasts for EVs, DER, switching to, you know, renewable natural gas, all of these assumptions built into their model.  But it looks like Hydro Ottawa hasn't used those to validate your outlook over the next 20, 30, 40 years.

MS. HEUFF:  So one thing that I would say that needs to be brought into context is that the modelling that is conducted by Energy Evolution is city-wide modelling.

When we do planning, we are very much looking at it as an asset base and at various certain regional based, I would say, so we do capacity based on regions and based on different voltage based on those supply regions as well.

So their forecast is quite high level and it wouldn't add value to us, because we wouldn't be able to actually bring it into our system level planning that we do at the regional level.

So until we know where they plan on connecting or where their modelling -- where their specific project plans are, it is not something that we would be able to layer-in.

So when I say that we receive information from the City of Ottawa and developers and the connection requests and stuff, it is for very specific projects we're looking at that would have an impact on to our load.  And then we also do look at overall growth as a general factor.

But because we have not received anything from Energy Evolution and as far as I am aware with what's involved in their modelling, there is nothing at specific station level that we could actually infer from the modelling that we could apply to our load forecasting or capacity upgrade requirements, or whatever it would be any kind of future capacity needs that would be required based off of it.

MR. BROPHY:  So it sounds like the data is there, it is just not segmented in the way that to build your model.

So there is a mis-match.

MS. HEUFF:  No.  I don't even know that the data is there to the level that would be required for us to utilize it in a planning capacity.

So I don't believe their data -- I think their data is more of a high level.  As far as I am aware anyway, it is high level and more at a total system level, which is not something that we would be modelling in terms of looking for impacts on our system.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.

My next question is in relation to Pollution Probe 10, but again you don't have pull it up.  The question is has Hydro Ottawa completed the connection cost recovery agreement between Hydro Ottawa and Hydro One for the south Nepean or Cambrian MTS project?

MS. HEUFF:  We have.  In terms of -- so.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  The payments aren't all made but the connection agreement has been completed.

MR. BROPHY:  Can you provide a copy of that, the executed agreement?

MS. HEUFF:  Yeah, I don't see why that would be an issue.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be undertaking JT2.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.18:  TO PROVIDE AN EXECUTED COPY OF THE CONNECTION COST RECOVERY AGREEMENT BETWEEN HYDRO OTTAWA AND HYDRO ONE FOR SOUTH NEPEAN OR CAMBRIAN MTS PROJECT


MR. BROPHY:  Great, thank you.  The next question was in relation to Environmental Defence IR 9.  Again, I don't think you need to pull it up, but you can if you wish.


So it was stated in the response there that the section 92 application, which is again the Cambrian MTS or South Nepean project, was supported by rigorous objective evidence that demonstrated how the power -- the south Nepean project was the most cost-effective solution, et cetera, et cetera.


So as outlined in the evidence -- and then I can give you the reference for the Board decision as well -- there were four alternatives considered in the application.  And all four were capital transmission alternatives.  Is that correct?


MS. HEUFF:  I believe that is correct, yes.  This is Laurie Heuff.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I just wanted you to confirm that there is no specific non-wires DER, CDM alternatives that were provided as an option in the filing for the Board to consider.


MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown here.  In the section 92 leave-to-construct application for Power South Nepean, that's correct.  There were no CDM options that were included in the mix of options.


However, the evidence in that application makes abundantly clear that as part of the predecessor regional planning process there was a significant degree of attention and analysis given to the prospect of CDM and other non-wires options as potential alternatives to the station project.


MR. BROPHY:  You're specifically referring to IESO's 2015 IRRP?


MR. BROWN:  That's correct.


MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So the outcome of that was basically they were out of time.  It's an emergency to start building this out, and we needed to go with the transmission solution.  Does that sound correct?


MR. BROWN:  No.  If I may, there was a -- in this interrogatory response, one thing which we sought to emphasize, I believe it was in part A, and we quoted significantly -- we quoted extensively from a piece of IESO correspondence, whereas this interrogatory had positioned the matter largely in the context of time lines.  It respectfully overlooked the accompanying matter of magnitude.


And as articulated in that correspondence from the IESO, the magnitude of the need was another key determinant that tipped the scales in favour of a station solution.  So to emphasize it was not squarely about time lines, this was also about the magnitude of a need and the nature of the solution that was warranted in light of the magnitude of the need.


MR. BROPHY:  Yes, no, I understand that and agree with that.  So the magnitude of the need then requires greater time if you are to look at alternatives like things like CDM or other non-wires alternatives, I think is what you're saying, right?


MR. BROWN:  Well, if I may, in the -- on page 3 of the response there is language in there from the IESO talking about how, if we look at the conservation option, we were looking at something in the order of four times the currently targeted level, and just putting that in a historical context for that area, a station like Fallowfield was not capable of absorbing that large amount of generation.


So that is a pretty important consideration to take into the mix, which, again, it is not necessarily about time.  It is about what the capacity is of the local infrastructure to absorb that level of generation or other alternative.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And --


MS. HEUFF:  And, sorry, Laurie Heuff here.  Just for the record, if I may, through the LAC consortium there were non-wire options that were discussed, and they were evaluated, and none were deemed to be feasible or economically viable.


So I don't know that I would characterize it as we ran out of time.  It was that the options just weren't actually viable options.


MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  And I know that there is all sorts of other discussions that go on, but I was specifically interested in the evidence before the Board that they used to make their decision on the leave-to-construct, which, you know, what you're saying, even if it happened, was included in that record, as far as specific other solutions --


MR. BROWN:  I'm sorry, it's Patrick Brown again.


Just to be clear, the IESO correspondence that is cited in the response to this interrogatory was included in the record of evidence that was put forward in the section 92 application.  So the Board was made aware of it.


MR. BROPHY:  So I know the basis of the project was the 2015 IESO IRRP, and it was an urgent project, the magnitude of the issue, as you mentioned, was big, required, you know, close to $80 million of ratepayer money to resolve it, and it is still being -- it is in construction as we speak.


So I am trying to understand, if it was urgent in 2015, the application was filed in 2019, four years later.  It was going to be built and in-service by 2021, which has now become 2022.  Why can we wait so long, basically seven years, if it was -- if it was an urgent problem?  That is what I am trying to get my head around, and it links to this planning capacity problem.


So if there is such a big safety factor around planning capacity, I guess that, okay, it was urgent, but you were able to absorb it because there was a big safety factor in your system, but just, seven years seems like a lot of time if it was fairly urgent in 2015.


MR. BROWN:  So subject to check, we would have to go back and look at the application, the section 92 application, as well as the 2015 IRRP document.


Off the top of my head, I don't know if terminology such as "urgent" was part of the merit of discussion or description of the project.


I think ultimately what is important to bear in mind is that a specific need was identified, and that need had a time line associated with it for fulfilling it, and as part of the established IESO planning process appropriate time lines were put in place and directives were given from the IESO to Hydro One and Hydro Ottawa to collaborate on a solution that would meet the need within an appropriate time frame.


Nothing in the section 92 proceeding, nothing that was put on the record, either by the applicants, the IESO, or another party, drew any -- or expressed any concern around the time line.  So the view from Hydro Ottawa and Hydro One, and as reflected in the IESO's evidence and directives, indicated that this project, which is meeting a specific need, is moving forward within an appropriate time line.


I mean, we can go back and look at documentation to see how the timing of the need was presented, but I don't believe the word "urgent" was used, and I know we are kind of splitting hairs at the moment, but the proper terminology was used, and every signal that has been give to Hydro Ottawa and Hydro One is that we're moving forward within an appropriate time frame.


I would add to that, though, there was certainly information put on the record which indicated that there is a need that we're bumping up against in the summer '22 time frame.  So that has been -- I believe there is information in our evidence which speaks to summer '22 as a necessary window for this station to be in place.


So we are certainly conscious of that, and even with our in-service date slipping somewhat, we're not bumping up against that concern.


But we would underscore the time line matter has been adequately considered in the evidence surrounding this project.


MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Well, I am quite happy if you want to go back and validate wording, if it's -- you know, whether it is the word "urgent" -- I recall the word "urgent" being in some of the documentation, but whether it is urgent or the same meaning, if you want to validate, you know, wording that suggested otherwise, I am happy to allow you to go back and do that as an undertaking.


MR. BROWN:  Well, to be clear, we don't see that as a need, but if there is a request to do so...


MR. CASS:  So Michael, we are past 5:20 p.m. on this day.  The intent of this, of course, is to ask clarification questions on interrogatory responses.  We seem to be embarking into an argument of your views versus what the witnesses are saying.

Do you have clarification questions on the interrogatory responses, or are you almost done?  It is almost 5:25 p.m.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I only have one more question.

MR. CASS:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  These questions did link from the interrogatory response that I referenced from Environmental Defence.

MR. CASS:  It has been much more about you arguing your views with the witnesses than asking them to clarify things.  But anyway, if you are almost done, I will stop talking and maybe we can finish.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  So my final question is in relation to Environmental Defence IR number 9A.  In there, Hydro Ottawa indicated:
"In addition, the evidence in support of the needs included a copy of IESO's hand off letter issued April 2016 to Hydro Ottawa and IESO, the letter directed the initiation of the transmission project, the south Nepean project."


So when you say that IESO directed you to initiate the transmission project, what do you mean by the word "directed"?  Is that a regulatory term that, okay, they directed you, therefore you got the regulatory requirement to do it?  Or do you just mean that they said you should do it.

MR. BROWN:  Again, the April 2016 hand off letter was a fruit.  It was a bi-product of the preceding regional planning process and the plan that emerged from that process.

And by virtue of its responsibilities under the Transmission System Code for regional planning and the activities that ensue from the formulation of a regional plan, the IESO issued the correspondence to both Hydro Ottawa and Hydro One directing them to work together on the development of the project.

So, yes, the IESO was exercising its prerogative and its ability to do that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So basically you have been ordered to do it and you have to do it?  That is the bottom line?

MR. BROWN:  Again, this whole project needs to be viewed in the context of the underlying regional plan and the underlying regional planning authority and responsibilities that the IESO transmitters and distributors bear under codified requirements under the OEB's purview.

MR. BROPHY:  So I am not sure what that meant.  So you have no choice?  You have to do what was in the letter?

MR. BROWN:  We are complying with the instructions given to us by the IESO, yes, and as is Hydro One for development of the accompanying transmission infrastructure.  So, yes, we are following the IESO's instructions.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Those are all of my questions.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are coming up on 5:30, so we will break for the day.  We will be starting tomorrow with DRC.  Thank you for that.  I would just remind people, at this point we have tomorrow and Tuesday in the schedule and both days are quite full.  We're scheduled to go to 5 o'clock on both tomorrow and Tuesday, and I would ask people to take a look at their time estimates and try to be as efficient as you can with that time that we have.

Thank you.  Have a good night.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 5:28 p.m.
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