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Friday, July 17, 2020
--- On commencing at 9:01 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning, and welcome to day 3 of the technical conference for Hydro Ottawa's 2021 to '25 custom IR application.

As far as questions go, we'll be starting with DRC, with Ms. DeMarco, but Mr. Cass, I understand that you have a few preliminary matters to follow up on from yesterday.

MR. CASS:  Yes, thank you Jamie.
OTTAWA HYDRO LIMITED – PANEL 2, resumed

Angela Collier

Greg Van Dusen

Seb Oran

Laurie Heuff

Patrick Brown

Preliminary Matters:


MR. CASS:  We do have two follow-up matters from the questions yesterday.  I will come to those in a moment, but just before that, Angela Collier has a couple of points to address arising from yesterday's transcript.  I should emphasize we have by no means -- so the witnesses, in particular, have by no means had a chance to go through both of the transcripts and pick up any corrections that need to be made.  That has not been done, but Angela does have a couple of points from yesterday's transcript that she would like to address.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.

MS. COLLIER:  Good morning.  It is Angela Collier here.  Ms. DeMarco, in our conversation yesterday with respect to our vehicles and the hybrid vehicles, there was one item that you indicated, and I had said "subject to check".

I believe you said 90 percent of our vehicles will be replaced over the 2021 to 2025 period.  That reference is actually coming from page 11 of our fleet evidence, where we state that of Hydro Ottawa's current fleet of 278 vehicles and equipment, 250 of them, or 90 percent, will be at or beyond their replacement age in the 2021 to 2025 period.

However, through our rationalization of needs process, the true replacement rate is only 42 percent.  We're replacing 116 vehicles.

So I just wanted to clarify that for the record.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you very much.  That is helpful.

MS. COLLIER:  And then one other item came about during our conversation with Ms. Zhu, with respect to the cloud computing.

So on the record it is indicated that the -- it actually says "we done maintain", but it is "we do not maintain two separate sets of books for our capital assets", so I just also wanted to correct that item.

MR. CASS:  So that then brings me to the follow-up items from yesterday, of which I think there were two.

The first was a request for an audit report.  I believe that is at page 186 of yesterday's transcript.  We will not be producing the audit report.

Of course, I won't take up time on the transcript with argument.  I will just summarize the reasons why Hydro Ottawa can't do that.

First, there is a concern about the chilling effect on the audit process and -- audit report process and purpose if the discussion in reports like this are taken into a context that was not intended when they were prepared.

Second, there is some sensitive information in the audit report that's not relevant to issues in this proceeding.

Third, we have provided a good outline in the evidence of the aspects of the report that could be considered relevant to this proceeding.

Fourth, the witnesses are here and are in a position to answer questions about the relevant aspects of the report that have been outlined on the record.

So for all of those reasons we won't be producing the report itself as requested.  That was one of the items.

The second item was Mark's three-part request for 2020 numbers relating, in particular, to capital expenditures and in-service additions.  The witnesses will address what we can do there.

There's concerns around timing and confidentiality, but I will let the witnesses explain that.  I am sure they will explain it much better than I would do.

MS. COLLIER:  This is Angela Collier.  So as Mr. Cass has just pointed out, with respect to two of Mr. Rubenstein's requests, one which we gave an undertaking number of JT1.24 on day 1 regarding updating the table 2JC for the Q2 actuals for 2020, as well as the Q2 actuals for 2019, as well as an updated forecast for the remainder of the 2020 year, and then, as Mr. Cass had just mentioned, the three-part request to update 2AA and the SEC 49 table for those same -- for that same information, as well as the opening balances for the capital additions.

We have just a few comments.  So one, with respect to the interrogatory deadline, today is July 17th.  Normally I would have reviewed the Q2 actual figures by now.  We typically receive them on business day ten, but I have been in the technical conference since that date.  So I have not yet reviewed the Q2 actual figures, and neither has our CFO, and the Q2 forecast is not yet available.

However, we do recognize that for the settlement conference this is important information.  As such we will, provided that we can -- provided that we can file both of these undertakings as confidential filings -- because our board would not have received them yet -- we would undertake to do that and file them by August 5th.

MR. CASS:  That's all we had to say on preliminary matters, Jamie.  I see Mark jumping in there, so I will --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I think we should -- we did not -- we didn't make an undertaking for the capital part of that.  So I was wondering if we could mark that as an undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, yes.  We will make that JT3.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.1: TO PLEASE PROVIDE A REVISED VERSION OF APPENDIX 2-AA, AND SEC-49 ATTACHMENT A, ON THE SAME BASIS AS JT1.1. PLEASE ALSO PROVIDE UPDATE OPENING 2021 RATE BASE AND REVENUE REQUIREMENT IMPACT DURING THE PLAN OF ANY UPDATE TO THE 2020 IN-SERVICE ADDITION FORECAST.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to be clear.  I mean, you can file them -- you can request confidentiality treatment.  I am not necessarily agreeing to that, and it may just be this is all a matter of timing and ultimately they will be able to be released at some point.

MS. COLLIER:  Absolutely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I just want to be clear that SEC is not necessarily agreeing to any confidentiality treatment.

MS. COLLIER:  Yeah, and subsequent to our board meeting we don't have an objection with filing them publicly either.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just wanted to clarify just what the request -- when I said about the opening, maybe it was just the way that you read it back to me, but on the third part of the capital undertaking with respect to the opening rate base, it would also not just be what the opening rate base, what's the revenue-requirement impact of that through the plan.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay.  So we do not have Ms. Barrie on panel 2, who is the individual that would calculate the revenue requirement.

So that was not -- I did not understand that that was part of the request yesterday.  So I would have to confer with her --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine, but --


MS. COLLIER:  -- and maybe she could speak to that on panel 3.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, how we just leave it in the undertaking -- I --


MS. COLLIER:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Ultimately it can't be done or something you will explain it in the response, but, I mean, just so you understand, obviously at the end of the day you're trying to understand what the actual impacts are.

MS. COLLIER:  Understood.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  And the --


MR. CASS:  So Mark, I appreciate that sitting here today you are not going to comment on the confidentiality request.  I just want to make sure it is clear that in order to meet the pre-settlement conference timing of release of this information, the confidentiality is an important element of that.

So the two are kind of linked in order to meet the timing that I believe is important to you and other parties.  The confidentiality is what helps us get that timing for you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I understand that.  Just hearing this, I am not consenting -- to be honest, I mean, for the purposes of the record I am not -- I am just hearing this.  I don't -- I understand what you are saying.  Let me leave it at that.

MR. CASS:  Thanks, Mark.  So I think we are ready to go with questions now, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Fred.  And that means we will move on to Ms. DeMarco for DRC.
Examination by Ms. DeMarco:

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much, and thank you, panel, again for your patience -- ongoing patience and stamina.

I have three areas that I would like to canvass with you, and I think I am just going to change my order a little bit, given the clarification that I've gotten from Ms. Collier.

I would like to talk about generally the demand supply plan relating to distributed energy resources and electric vehicles.  I would like to very briefly look at some of the customer engagement which is from or associated with your pilots, and then look at some of the aspects relating to your fleet.

I think I am going to start with the fleet questions, if I can.

Specifically, there are a few exhibits that I am looking at, 243 F, section 10, attachment 243E at 3.3, page 493, and I will start with attachment A, at appendix 2-AA, if I can.  I am not seeing anything.  Are we okay to go there?

MR. CASS:  Sorry, Lisa, we were trying to get down as quickly as we could what you were saying, and I don't think we got it all clearly.  Could you give us again the one you would like to start with?  My apologies.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  I think it is attachment A at appendix 2-AA.  Fred, for reference, I think the same numbers are at attachment 211G at page 9.  That's the one I would like, yes.  And for those of us who are over fifty, if you could blow it up a little bit more, that would be great.  Thank you.

So yesterday, you and I had a discussion, Ms. Collier, about your fleet investments and, as I understand it, if we go along the fleet replacement into the 2020, 2021, 2022, it looks like the bulk of the capital expenditures relating to fleet happen in 2021 and 2022.  Is that right?

MS. COLLIER:  There is a higher proportion in 2021 and 2022, yes, you're seeing that capital.

MS. DeMARCO:  So the bulk of the capital spending relating to fleet would be in the first few years in the test period.  Is that right?

MS. COLLIER:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, great.  Then in relation to DRC 10 -- and I am at C, which is on page 4 of 5.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  We've got the number of fully electric, hybrid and non-EV hybrid vehicles, and each of the heavy duty, medium duty, and light duty vehicle categories.  Is that correct?

MS. COLLIER:  These are -- as the table says, these are the number of fully electric/hybrid and non-EV or hybrid vehicles planned for replacement in the 2021-2025 category.  There is a typo in that table.  It should say 25 instead of 26.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And these are planned for replacement as opposed to purchase?

MS. COLLIER:  Sorry, you cut out there.  Can you repeat the last part?

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm sorry.  Planned for replacement as opposed to planned for purchase; is there a distinction between those two things?

MS. COLLIER:  There is -- it's one in the same for this application, because all of our fleet purchases will be replacement.  We have no plans to grow the total size of our fleet over this application.

So for every vehicle that we replace, we plan to dispose of the old vehicle, or sell it to auction.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So as I understand the prior table, you have a couple of fully electric vehicles in the light duty category that continue to be in your fleet in that table A just above it.

MS. COLLIER:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And then we've got the breakdown of other replacements.  I am just curious, in table B, why there are no fully electric replacements.  You are strictly replacing hybrid with hybrid, non-hybrid with non-hybrid?

MS. COLLIER:  So as we discussed briefly yesterday and as alluded to in part C in the verbiage to the response just below that table A in part B, our two fully electric vehicles that you are seeing in table A in part B in the light duty category are two cars that we use in our fleet.

The majority of our light duty vehicles are full size pick-up trucks.  We find that to be the most versatile vehicle for the field crews and our safety inspectors or supervisors, and it is easier to rotate vehicles amongst different work programs that way.

There are currently no fully electric full-size pick-up trucks available to purchase in Canada right now.  Ford and GM will be -- have plans to introduce their newest hybrid full size pickup to the US market, I think in 2020.

But as I said yesterday, Hydro Ottawa has a policy not to buy first model year productions, for the list of reasons that we talk about in that part C.

So the replacement that you are looking at in table B is the -- we're hoping to be able to purchase hybrid pickup trucks, but in the latter part of the 2021-2025 plan.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  So after 2020 when they're introduced, sometime in the years 2021 through 2025, we'll see hybrid trucks purchased?

MS. COLLIER:  That is hopefully the plan.

MS. DeMARCO:  And do you have any data on the differential O&M costs between your fully electric and hybrid vehicle fleet and your ICE, your internal combustion vehicle fleet currently?

MS. COLLIER:  We currently -- and I responded to that in part D of that question in DRC 10.  We currently do not have a lot of data.  Our two fully-electric vehicles are, as I said, are two cars.  They are not the most utilized vehicles in our entire fleet, just because they are cars instead of the pick-up trucks.

So we don't have a lot of data on this.  Obviously, there's lots of data out there.  We do need to undertake a more fulsome analysis of this prior to, you know, purchasing a fleet of hybrid pick-up trucks where we will do that, that analysis.

There's lots of things to consider.  Fuel consumption is one.  But technology, training, parts availability, you know, are all other parts that we need to consider.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you point me to where in your application I could find your current rate period fuel consumption costs and maintenance costs for your vehicle fleet?

MS. COLLIER:  So just give me a second.  So I will direct you to Exhibit 4-1-4.  So Exhibit 4, tab 1, schedule 4 of the updated exhibit, page 13, table 5.  If you could scroll down, Natasha?

So you could see at the bottom of that table, there's a line for "fuel" and it will show the historical fuel costs from 2016-2019, as well as the bridge and test year.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  And maintenance?

MS. COLLIER:  And fuel maintenance, I don't know if we have culled that out separately.  Just give me a minute.

I don't think we have a separate table.  It was not a significant cost driver, so I don't believe it is in that Exhibit 4-1-4, subject to check.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask for you to undertake to determine whether their maintenance vehicle -- fleet maintenance costs are material.  And if so, if you could report on them.

MS. COLLIER:  Just to clarify, are you looking for a table similar to this table 5 for fleet maintenance with those years?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. COLLIER:  Yes, we can undertake to do that --


MS. DeMARCO:  Just [audio dropout]

MS. COLLIER:  We can undertake to do that --


MS. DeMARCO:  I appreciate that.  That is very helpful.  I am going to move on to --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, if I can just pop in here.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- [multiple speakers] plan.  Sorry.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry.  Just popping in to interrupt.  That will be JT3.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.2:  TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE FLEET MAINTENANCE COSTS ARE MATERIAL AND IF SO TO REPORT ON THEM.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  That is helpful.

I will move on to the Distribution System Plan.  Mr. Cass, I am going to look for your direction here.  My assumption has been load forecast questions are best left for panel 3.  Is that correct?  Or better asked now?

MR. CASS:  Lisa, you are correct.  Panel 3 for those questions.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, thank you.

If I can ask you to turn to Exhibit 1-1-5 at page 11.  This is the updated exhibit.  There we go.  Okay.  So -- oh, that was it.  If you could -- perfect.  Thank you.  Oh, okay.  I think I was working from a historical version that had the distribution enhancement set about 15.8 million, but I understand this is the updated version.

Is it fair to say that many of these planned smart grid investments are related to or to facilitate distributed energy resources and/or transactive energy?

MS. HEUFF:  Good morning, this is Laurie Heuff.  Yes, I would say that is a generally fair statement.

MS. DeMARCO:  So one of the things that we're struggling with in communicating to the Board and I think many applicants are struggling with is how to assist the Board in evaluating the cost/benefit of these types of proactive transition investments.

I am wondering if you've done any semblance of time-weighted cost/benefit analysis, either in comparison to traditional wires investments or in comparison to potentially stranded assets if we go with a, what I am going to call a 20th century mode of addressing some of these concerns, or any other calculation to show the value of these smart-grid 21st century distributed energy resource transactive energy investments in comparison to traditional investments.

MS. HEUFF:  So in short, I think the proper response is:  No, not at this time.  Just as maybe a bit of a qualification to that, the intent of the smart-grid fund on our side is to -- is an exploratory in nature type fund is what we intend it to be.

This fund is overseen by our smart energy steering committee, which we have also referenced in evidence.  The smart energy steering committee is comprised of executive and director-level members, and what the intent of the committee is to have a lens on what is transpiring in the industry and get an understanding of where we can possibly explore and where we can look for funding assistance with different government agencies or universities and such.

The smart grid fund itself is very much kind of a smaller scope, somewhat tested type concepts, whereas the MiGen one is very much an, explore into very new and unchartered territories.

We also obviously have our distribution enhancement bucket, where we are applying new and known -- or, sorry, known, tried, and true technologies.

So through this oversight of the smart energy steering committee we ultimately will presumably get to a point where some of these initiatives become more advanced.

We would get to the point where we would be computing these types of returns that you are referring to, but at this point, none of the projects have advanced to the point of us actually having enough information or an understanding of how the actual implementation would look in order to actually calculate a return.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Just so that I am clear, over the course of the test period we've got about 34 million in -- of your 260 million revenue requirement in these investments.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say subject to check I would expect that that is about correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  You will have to check my math, because that part of my brain is not working very well any more.  It is rough calculations.

So it's not an insignificant portion of this rate application.  Fair?

MS. HEUFF:  Fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  And implicit in your comments was, this was exploratory.  This is sort of experimental.  But I also want to make sure that I understand your view that this is not optional.

The status quo from the last rate case, in terms of capital investments, just won't work in the current energy paradigm that we find ourselves in.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that's correct.  And just on the entire envelope, so just to also just make a qualifier, some of the investments that are in this envelope, for instance the $7 million in SCADA upgrades, the $7 million in communications infrastructure upgrades, the $2.7 million in station enhancements, those specific smart-grid investments, those ones are not exploratory in nature.  Those ones are very well-known and very well-understood programs.  It is really when we're speaking to the ones that is exploratory in nature, it is the two -- the two bullet points under the "distribution enhancements" part of that table, so the smart-grid fund plus the MiGen fund, which are the ones that are more exploratory in nature.

The other distribution enhancements bullet underneath that one as well is actually -- that one is actually a tried and true type investments that we would be making into enhancing our ability to do distribution automation within the actual system.

So that is the first part.  The second part is, yes, it is -- we are very much in alignment with, the status quo does not suffice any more.  We know there is heavy disruption that is happening within the industry.  We do know that behind-the-meter is going to become more of a prevalent place that local distribution companies need to understand what their role is, and we are trying to position ourselves to be ready for that, and that is why we have set up these two funds, so that we can get in there and get an understanding of what role we play in and actually collect data on our own system so we understand how our distribution system is behaving as these disruptions continue to come along.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in your view, would it be prudent to avoid that sort [audio dropout]?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, you cut out.  Can you please repeat your question?

MS. DeMARCO:  Would it be prudent to avoid investments of that sort?

MS. HEUFF:  To avoid investments of that sort?  In what sense?  Sorry.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would it be prudent not to consider smart grid initiatives or investments in transactive energy like the MiGen project?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't think "prudent" would be the correct word.  I think it would be -- I am trying to think of the correct word, but it would be amiss on our part if we didn't consider that this was occurring, because at this point in time, I do feel it is reality.  I think it is --across the industry, it is known that this is something that is pending, and we need to begin to prepare for it and understand what we need to do to evolve in order to enable further distributed energy resources and EVs in general.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, it is Julie here, if I can interject a clarification question?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  You talked about some of these investments in this plan smart grid investments as explanatory in nature.  Can you clarify what you mean by that?

MS. HEUFF:  Sure.  What I mean by that is that some of the technology that we may try is not considered to be an industry standard tried-and-tested technology, and we may seek funding from alternative sources in order to do potential pilots.  And by external sources would be potential government agencies, universities, or possibly even trying some other technologies that are just emerging on the market, and working with those companies in order to test a region.

In that case, we wouldn't be deploying it widespread as part of one of our standards, and it wouldn't be developed into a standard.  It would be something where we would select a portion of the city to trial that type of equipment and see what the outcome would be, and whether it has the desired impact that the manufacturer either claims or what -- or maybe even just to collect data.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So those investments aren't included in this chart?

MS. HEUFF:  They are included in this chart.  They are under the smart grid fund initiative, under the "distribution enhancements" portion.

MS. GIRVAN:  But you are not seeking funding from ratepayers for those investments?

MS. HEUFF:  So if we were to do -- we would be looking for government funding, or other funding in order to match it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  To follow up on that, you have broken down three bullets under distribution enhancements, and you have indicated that other distribution enhancement projects are tried-and-true.

I am wondering if you would have a financial breakdown of each of the three bullets under that category?

MS. HEUFF:  I am just going to see if I can pull it up.  It would be in the material investment plans.  So I am just going to page, sorry...


MS. DeMARCO:  I apologize.  I have tried to map on to the updated evidence; it's a little challenging.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I can understand that.  There is a lot of information in here.  I am just trying to find it and having a bit of trouble.

It is under the -- so I can point you to the high-level -- the distribution enhancement bucket as a high level to start, which is the updated attachment E on page 1 of 43 is where it starts.  I am just scrolling down to find -- I did find the smart grid fund table, and unfortunately I did not bookmark that one specifically, so...


MR. VAN DUSEN:  It is Greg Van Dusen.  I was wondering if I could interject at this part?

Ms. Girvan, in response to your question about whether under distribution enhancements these costs are included in our rate application, they are.  We're seeking customer funding for these enhancements.

As Ms. Heuff indicated, we're looking in some of them to get funding and matching funding from government agencies.  But we do see the value to our customers of doing these types of innovative -- innovative work and innovative initiatives to prepare us for what Ms. DeMarco has mentioned and we understand is coming, the changes in the industry and how the industry works.

So we feel it is prudent for Hydro Ottawa Limited to undertake some small investments, so that we can position ourselves to be ready for whatever that future is.

So I just want to be clear that this is included in rate base.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I just ask -- can I ask for a Clarification?

MS. DeMARCO:  Just before everybody does, if I can pop in there?  Perhaps instead of having you go through and trying to find the breakdown of the three bullets, shall we have an undertaking?

I fully trust it is in evidence, but can I have you undertake to...


MS. HEUFF:  It is up on the screen right now.  So that is the distribution enhancement bucket on page 39 of 43.  You will see that is the specific expenditures for year for distribution enhancements.

MS. DeMARCO:  That is not quite what I was asking for.  It was the breakdown of each of the three bullets under the distribution enhancements.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  Sorry, there is three bullets.  One of the bullets is distribution enhancements.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  One of the bullets is smart grid fund, which is slightly higher up on the exhibit, which is on page 6 of 43.  And then there is the MiGen breakdown as well, which is in the same exhibit.  And I am just going to -- there is a lot of bullets in this one.

MS. DeMARCO:  That is helpful.

MS. HEUFF:  It is on page 25 of 43.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry to interrupt, Julie and Mark.

MS. GIRVAN:  All I was asking for is a clarification, maybe, Greg, in terms of what you said, is what -- what are the amounts that you are referring to that relate to these exploratory investments, so the amounts included in your capital budget over the term of the plan that relate to these exploratory investments?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Well, exploratory.  So under the distribution -- so going back to table 5, the plant smart grid investments, the one that was up earlier that Ms. DeMarco was asking about, we indicated that smart grid fund initiatives and the MiGen were the ones where we were doing some exploratory -- that may not be the best term, but were doing some innovative pilots.

The other distribution enhancements is different, as Ms. Heuff indicated.  It is tried-and-true related work.  So it is a portion of those funds that are identified in 21 through 2025 for the smart grid fund initiatives and the MiGen.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can you give me the total of those investments?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I think if you added up the two categories from the tables that Ms. Heuff just referenced, you would get the totals.  I don't have the exhibits up in front of me, but you just have to add those two totals together.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can we see that exhibit again, sorry?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Maybe bring up the other distribution Enhancements, and then we can just do the arithmetic subtraction.

MS. HEUFF:  Please go to page 39.

MS. GIRVAN:  I saw in the original table that we were looking at something like $12 million, but this is different.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  $12 million over the period for all three of those programs; smart grid fund initiatives, MiGen and other distribution enhancements.  Sorry, one second, please?

My apologies.  So we were huddling because one of my colleagues pointed out in some of the exhibits where detailed information is provided on all of these projects   and a detailed description, and I have been told that my use of the word "exploratory" may not have been the best use of terms, and I think Ms. Heuff is going to provide some additional information on this.

MS. HEUFF:  So it was kind of Mr. Van Dusen to say that he mentioned the word "exploratory".  I believe it was myself, so if you do point to the smart-grid fund initiatives, the actual work plans that are in there, it will give you a sense of what the types of projects that are included in the scope at this point in time.

So they are, for example, outage intelligence, outage analytics, smart system planning, and outage predictions.  They're four of the ones that are noted in there.  So these ones are obviously items that other utilities are doing and taking advantage of at this point in time.

So there is some upgrades to our own systems that will be required in order to get there, and it will be very much technology-based in order for us to do that, some upgrades in the field that would be required as well in order to fully take advantage of some of these items on here.

So these ones, as they are described in the scope, are much less of an exploratory, and I think the ones that probably the proper usage of the MiGen is -- or the terms on the MiGen project is more of getting an understanding of where our role is and collecting data as well in order to understand what role we play in the future.

What you will also see at the top is the actual dollar value that the smart-grid fund initiative does contribute to the total cost, which is $3.49 million.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, sorry, to the extent that you get other funding, how does that fit into the 3.5 million?

MS. HEUFF:  So should we receive other funding, it would be supplemental to other projects that may be tagged on the smart energy steering committee.

So the roadmap that was provided already as part of another undertaking will give you a sense of the type of projects that do fall under the smart-grid fund initiative, and in some cases in those we would be looking for potential partnerships if we were to explore any of those projects if they became something that the smart energy steering committee felt was a need for us to become involved in or to progress those projects as we learn more, since we know it is a very rapidly changing landscape and it's continually evolving, that we do -- the intent of the smart energy steering committee is to stay apprised of all of those developments and to pivot and change our, I guess our potential projects that fall under that roadmap, if required.

MS. DeMARCO:  So just in that regard, if I can get a macro view of and stay on this exhibit, please, of the 34 million-ish -- subject to check -- of that category of capital expenditures, about 12.4 million would fit in the smart grid, MiGen, distribution enhancement bucket.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And of that, smart grid, 12.4 -- of that bucket, about roughly, my calculations are 4 or 5, 6, 7 -- about 7 million are traditional distribution enhancements, so down to about --


MS. HEUFF:  Sounds about correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- we are down to about 4 or 5 million in MiGen and smart grid.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  That sounds about right, subject to check.

MS. DeMARCO:  And of that 4 to 5 million in the smart-grid initiatives, you've indicated particularly in a number of your project benefit analyses that the main driver is reliability.

So this isn't merely a transition exploratory initiative.  It is an actual alternate non-wires means of getting at reliability enhancements.  Is that fair?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say, yes, that's fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  And just so we're fully understanding, the suite of those actions could include data and data analytics; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Artificial intelligence?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Non-wire storage?

MS. HEUFF:  Potentially under the MiGen program I would say that would fit under the MiGen program, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Distributed gen?

MS. HEUFF:  Again potentially under the MiGen program, depending on what the scope develops into.

MS. DeMARCO:  And for the court reporter, I'm sorry, distributed generation, as opposed to gen, my short form.

And a host of similar non-wires, non-poles and lines alternatives to address reliability?

MS. HEUFF:  So what I would qualify on that is that the non-poles and wires to address reliability, we may install remotely operable devices on the poles and wires so that we can operate them remotely from our control room in order to reduce outage durations.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  But these aren't the devices of the 1980s.  These are devices of 2020 automation?

MS. HEUFF:  These would be automation devices that we would look to leverage our fibre network in order to obviously utilize them.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  I didn't intend to spend that much time on that clarification, but here we are.

Let me ask you a few questions about electric vehicles and associated penetration rates.  And here I am referring to 2-4-3, 8.1.6.4, and DRC 8A.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Among others.

In terms of the penetration rate, I understand that in 2018 the penetration was about 3,000 vehicles, 2,959.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  Can you please state which page you are on?  We are having troubles locating it on the screen.

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it is -- let me just find the specific -- it's 2F and 2G, I think is where we've got it originally, DRC 2 [audio dropout] where we asked you for the 2019 numbers.

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe you're looking at 8.1.6.4 on page 282 of 374 of the DSP --


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  Where you are looking at the 8.8 historical Ontario EV sales?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, [audio dropout] that's it.  You just passed it.  It is the 63 percent increase.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So from -- in 2018 we have 2,959; is that right?  No.  This isn't the -- this isn't the total sales.  This is the Hydro Ottawa sales.

MS. HEUFF:  You are looking for the Hydro Ottawa sales?  This is the Ontario EV sales.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, no, it is the Hydro Ottawa penetration, as we understand it, was 2,959 by 2018 and 4,832 by 2019.  And you quoted us a 63 percent increase.  I am just trying to find the reference, I'm sorry.  I am going from my notes here.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Ms. DeMarco, it's [audio dropout]  Can you --


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  -- hear me?  If it is any help, I do see the 2,959 figure cited in the Hydro Ottawa study, which was submitted in response to interrogatory DRC 8.  Is that where we should be?

MS. DeMARCO:  Page 8, yes, yes, that is it.

So we had 2,959 by 2018.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, we are seeing that now.

MS. DeMARCO:  And projected -- sorry about the delay in the pinpoint.  4832 in 2019?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that was the projection.  We now have actuals.  Do you have the actuals?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't believe we have updated the actuals at this point in time.  Let me just take a look through some of my notes, and see if we have received updated actuals.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just ask for that by way of undertaking?  If you have them, please provide them.

MS. HEUFF:  We will.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.3:  RE DRC 8, (A) TO PROVIDE UPDATED ACTUALS (B) TO PROVIDE THE ASSOCIATED GROWTH RATE PROJECTED OUT OVER THE 2021-2025 TEST PERIOD


MS. DeMARCO:  And provide the associated growth rate.  So you have estimated a 63 percent or 63.3 percent increase year on year, and projected that out over the course of the 2021-2025 test period.  I am wondering if you could just update that, if you have new 2019 numbers to get the appropriate estimated...


MS. HEUFF:  I do not believe the numbers are available yet.  But if they are available, yes, we will provide them and we will update that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Maybe that is part B of the same undertaking, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We will keep track of it that way then as parts A and B.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  You also have a pilot where you indicated that 91 of 100 EVSE customers were signed up, and that was DRC 2G, I believe.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, a charging pilot.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I confirm that all 100 customers now have been signed up?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that is confirmed.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in terms of the pilot for EVSE, I didn't find any detailed information on what that pilot entailed.  Am I missing something?  Is there a portion of the evidence that I am missing?

MS. HEUFF:  I believe my colleague, Mr. Brown, is going to respond.  So I believe it is available in Exhibit 1-1-13.  There is a description of the pilot available.  I will look for the specific page that it is described on, and will prompt you towards it.

MS. DeMARCO:  Let me just cut to the chase on that point.  Are there any customer surveys or analysis that is undertaken in relation to the customers involved in --


MS. HEUFF:  I will defer that response to my colleague, Ms. Oran.

MS. ORAN:  Good morning, this is Seg Oran.  In interrogatory DRC-2, we provided some information there on preliminary results.

However, as the pilot has just been subscribed just very recently to the 100, we have not done additional -- we have not put together a report quite yet.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's a little bit different than what I was asking.  Very specifically, as part of the pilot, will you be doing customer surveys or customer engagement associated with that pilot?

MS. ORAN:  Once we assess what the results of the pilot are in the coming months, that will be considered as part of our strategy.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you will be doing customer surveys as part of the pilot?

MS. ORAN:  That will be considered as part of the strategy, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I am clear on this point, you will consider doing customer surveys?  Or you will consider the surveys themselves?

MS. ORAN:  We will do a customer survey.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  That is helpful.  And as I understand the evidence to date, your studies -- and there are many detailed studies that you have undertaken with NRCan, with Pollution Probe, with the E map pilot and others -- found that at a system level, the impacts were de minimus.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And possibly at an individual residential transformer level, there may be some impacts?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Going to what those impacts might be, I am at DRC-6, I believe -- oh, no, not the right one.  Sorry.

I think it is DRC-9 B.  It's at various portions of your evidence.  It is also, I think, at 5B.

The maximum peak impact was 13 to 20 percent on peak charging.  Is that fair?

MS. HEUFF:  Subject to check, that sounds approximately correct.  I am just trying to see if I can actually pull that up.

Sorry, can you repeat what you just said?

MS. DeMARCO:  The maximum peak charging was 13 to 20 percent, winter versus summer.

MS. HEUFF:  13 percent, so yes, 13 percent is a number that is quoted in our evidence, yes, on-peak.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the rest was off-peak charging?

MS. HEUFF:  So there was 78 percent.  So there's two sets of data that were provided in the evidence, and perhaps I should clarify that.

The data that was utilized in order to develop the EV charging pilot, or the EV study that was provided as part of DRC-8, in terms of the predictions in the growth, the numbers that are quoted in there are 78 percent off, 90 percent mid, and 13 percent on-peak.

Those ones are from data that only went into August, as we did all of the study just whenever that was the only data that was available.

Now the pilot has continued obviously, and there's more data that is available and as of the recent evidence that's provided through the EV pilot results, the May to October breakdown now in what we're saying is 77 percent off, 13 percent mid, and 10 percent on-peak.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you provide that updated data?  I am not sure if I have it in DRC-8, but --


MS. HEUFF:  We can provide that.  It is somewhere in the evidence, and I am trying to see if we actually did state it.

So it would be the DRC-2, I believe potentially provides the response with the different peak rates in it.  I am just looking through to see.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am a little confused as to whether or not --


MS. HEUFF:  Response H.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- about the historical study or -- or the current data?

MS. HEUFF:  Continue, please.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am looking at DRC-2, and some of that appears to be the initial NRCan study and some of that appears to be current.  I am a little confused as to which is which.

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe what's in H is the data that we have collected as part of our study with the EV pilot.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And this is in relation to strictly the 2019-calendar year, but it is consistent with your prior data?  Is that fair in the previous study associated with the NRCan folks?

MS. HEUFF:  It is consistent.  It is slightly different.  The 77, 13 and 10 is slightly different than what was also stated.

Just to clarify, it wasn't our NRCan study.  It was our internal study that was conducted and is supplied as attachment A to DRC-8.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  That is helpful.  I thought attachment A was actually done with NRCan and presented in Europe.  Am I wrong in that one?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  Attachment A is one that was done by our internal asset planning group, and were to determine impacts on our distribution transformer level.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  It was actually...


MS. DeMARCO:  This is the more recent evidence.

MS. HEUFF:   The most recent study that Hydro Ottawa has produced in relation to EVs is the one that is provided in DRC 8A.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, that's helpful.

So just as I understand this data, we've got about 77, 13.  77, maybe 23 max.  If you consider off-peak and mid-peak when the system is not stressed, the on-peak charging rate is 10 to 20 percent.  Is that fair?

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, can you repeat that?  I think I heard that backwards.  Did you say that the system is not stressed?

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  At the times when the system is not stressed, not on-peak --

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- the maximum charging rate is 10 to 20 percent, 10 percent in the summer, 20 percent in the winter; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  So off-peak is 77 percent and 66 percent.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry.  On-peak is what I am asking about.  It's --

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  On-peak is 10 percent in the summer months and 20 percent in the winter months, as per the charging pilot data.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  And as I understand your modelling that went into the standard, your revised 2019 standard, you used an assumed 50 percent on-peak charging rate.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe our assessment was only done during the on-peak time.  And I believe what we were assuming was that 50 percent of people possibly were charging during on-peak.  I am just trying to pull that up.

I am trying to find the summary in our evidence where we actually state the different models that we did.  It might be in DRC 8.  It would be in DRC --

MS. DeMARCO:  DRC 8E, and then I think it is on -- also on page 284 of 374 of your exhibits.  So I believe that --

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  We did scenarios on-peak at the three different levels.

MS. DeMARCO:  And I believe they were 13, 25, and 50?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  But the evidence bears out that we're really in the 10 to 20 range max; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  As of what we have collected at this point in time, it's 10 to 20 percent, correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And at page 287 of 374, also at 8H, I am trying to understand how that played into your revised standard.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, so you are looking at the chargers and the changes in standard transformer sizing one?  Is that the one --

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, yes.

MS. HEUFF:  Which table?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  So what are you specifically looking to understand, sorry?

MS. DeMARCO:  So you have used the penetration -- sorry, an on-peak charging period that is not borne out by the evidence.  And specifically it has resulted in a change in the standard.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  I believe what we did was we looked at a worst-case scenario.  We looked at three different scenarios, and then based on three scenarios that were reviewed we did modelling in order to determine what the correct transformer size would be required.

So I don't know that I would say it is not borne by evidence, because we did model multiple scenarios and looked at different instances.

MS. DeMARCO:  So as I understand, you know, the modelling approach, if the evidence says we're roundabout 13 percent, you would do one lower scenario and one higher scenario to model.  Is that fair?  That's common?

MS. HEUFF:  Can you repeat that again, please?

MS. DeMARCO:  If the data is such that we've got evidence that we're at about 13 percent on-peak, in order to assess the system impacts, you would generally test slightly lower and slightly higher as opposed to more than triple what the evidence has borne out.

MS. HEUFF:  I think in this case what we were looking to do was look for the worst-case scenario, and we were looking to model it to the worst-case scenario to ensure that our infrastructure was able to handle the worst case scenario that we could see, which would be what we determined to be 50 percent on-peak.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that's just fair to say that that is about five times worse than what the data is showing to be on-peak?

MS. HEUFF:  At this point in time with the evidence that we have collected from the pilot I would say that is accurate.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, thanks.  And I am looking -- I wonder if you can go to page 287 of 374 of 2-4-3, updated.  Right.  It is that table I am struggling to understand.

So the current practice is you would connect -- or the historical, I guess, pre-2019 change in the standard practice would be on XFMR 50 kilovolt line --

MS. HEUFF:  That's a transformer size.  XFMR, it means transformer.  Sorry.  It's a short-form.

MS. DeMARCO:  My error.  My error.  On a 50 kV transformer size we would have ten homes connected?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And with the new standard, assuming EV penetration, you're only connecting five homes.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that's based on 50 percent charging on-peak.

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  If we did 10 percent charging on-peak, presumably the number of homes that could connect to the same size line would be correspondingly higher?

MS. HEUFF:  From that perspective, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  It would be about nine homes?

MS. HEUFF:  I would not have that number off the top of my head.

MS. DeMARCO:  Subject to check, applying a 10 percent standard would result in a proportionate mathematical increase?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know that I could confirm that it is a proportional correlation.  So I think that would have to be put through the modelling in order to confirm what the actual numbers would be.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is it hard to do?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say it is possible to do.  It is something that could be done.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask you to undertake to do that using a 10 percent --

MS. HEUFF:  So to confirm, you are looking for the modelling to be done on the transformer size and the number of homes that would be connected should we use a 10 percent peak load rather than 50 percent on-peak?

MS. DeMARCO:  That's right.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay, we can do that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.4:  TO DO MODELLING ON THE TRANSFORMER SIZE AND THE NUMBER OF HOMES THAT WOULD BE CONNECTED SHOULD WE USE A 10 PERCENT PEAK LOAD RATHER THAN 50 PERCENT ON-PEAK.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  And just so I understand, back to the pilot, the pilot is strictly residential.  There is no commercial and industrial fleet used or anything of that nature?

MS. HEUFF:  That is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And do you have any commercial or industrial customers that are uptaking EVs, EVSE?

MS. HEUFF:  Do we have any customers that are uptaking?  Sorry, repeat that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Electric vehicles and associated charging at an industrial and commercial level?

MS. HEUFF:  So at this time the only connection request that I am aware of that we are working on is with the City of Ottawa for their electric bus pilot, I guess you could say.  They are trialing a couple of electric buses, and so they are looking to add some electric vehicle chargers at their depot.

Other customers may have installed EV chargers at a commercial level that did not -- that we are not aware of that are behind the meter.

But as far as we are aware, that is the only one that I believe we currently have in our purview.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I was looking at DRC-5 and also 241 of the DSP.  Do we have numbers broken-out for the LRT itself, the Ottawa LRT, in terms of increased demand as a function of electrification of that transport?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't believe we would have ever calculated it, because it is so widespread and there's so many different stations that are impacted because, as you can understand, the LRT does stem across multiple areas of our service territory, I don't know that we have ever actually pulled the data out to look at the specific summary of what all of the LRT impacts would be.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is that feasible at a macro high-level estimate?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say this would be quite a substantial undertaking, because we would be trying to infer load profiles of what the actual impact would be.  If we were looking for what actually is occurring on the system at this point, now that the LRT line is up and running, I would expect that would be somewhat challenging.

But we could undertake to try and at least provide somewhat of a high-level understanding.

MS. DeMARCO:  That would be very helpful.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the DSP at 241 refers to Amazon as well undertaking electrification.  Is that on your meter screen?

MS. HEUFF:  So Amazon, the request that came in as part of their impact assessment included electrification in their total connection request.  So we connected them and provided them capacity with that in mind.

So I don't know at this point in time whether they have actually gone forward with any electrification behind the meter on their side.  As far as we are aware, they have not, but I haven't -- we wouldn't necessarily be privy to that information.

MS. DeMARCO:  Did it make a difference in the capacity that you provided to them, the fact that they were citing the intent to electrify?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, it would be included in the total load forecast they would have provided at the time they submitted their connection request.

MS. DeMARCO:  So directionally, it would have increased their load forecast?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  [audio dropout]

MS, HEUFF:  Sorry, you cut out there.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would it be a material increase in their load forecast?

MS. HEUFF:  I would expect it would be.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do we have any data associated with those numbers at all?

MS. HEUFF:  I am not sure.  I can check into that.

MS. DeMARCO:  That would be great, if you can undertake to do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.5:  TO INDICATE THE IMPACT OF AMAZON'S ELECTRIFICATION PLANS ON THE LOAD FORECAST

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Can I just ask, Ms. DeMarco, how is your timing going?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, I am way over, with apologies.  I think I am happy to forego the customer engagement questions; we're pretty clear on this.  I have a few more in relation to the DSP.

What time constraints do you want to impose on me, Jamie?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  As soon as possible, I guess.  I am told that BOMA won't have any questions for panel 2.  So we have a chance to stay on track, but I am hoping you can close out fairly soon.

MS. DeMARCO:  I will push, with apologies.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.

MS. DeMARCO:  One more related question in this area.  We've got that undertaking marked, yes, Jamie?  Jamie?  Laurie, do you know if we got that marked?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry about that.

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know if you provided a number, to be honest.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That was JT3.5.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  City of Ottawa buses and electrification; are they electrified?

MS. HEUFF:  They're not currently.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And in parts of evolution, Energy Evolution, is electrification of the transit part of that?

MS. HEUFF:  Going to a zero emissions fleet is part of the project.  I don't know that they have specifically stated that it would be fully electric, or that it could be potentially hydrogen buses, but going to a zero emissions fleet is part of the Energy Evolution framework, I believe.

MS. DeMARCO:  And over what time frame?  Do you know?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't believe we have that information.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Let me see what I can cut down here.  As part of DRC-9D, we have the overarching MiGen approach diagrammatically, and it includes on the emissions side references to cap and trade.

MS. HEUFF:  Can you point me to exactly where you are Looking, please?

MS. DeMARCO:  Let me find you the exact page where we're at.  Yes, page 10 of 15, the TDR-economic model.  You have a specific assumption about carbon markets there, cap and trade and carbon tax.

I wonder if in your financial analysis there has been any consideration of carbon market revenues, A, and B, if so, what are they?  And C, I am assuming cap and trade is not Ontario's now defunct cap and trade.  Can you clarify?

MS. HEUFF:  I am not able to clarify on that, I'm sorry.  I'm not well enough versed in the specifics of this project in order to provide that detail.

What I will say is what is -- what I would point you to in terms of an overall, I believe this model is or this image is used to provide some kind of areas that we may explore into as part of the evolution of the MiGen phase I II, rather than it being used to ascertain it as an actual known direction.

So I would say that what the exact intent was of the cap and trade and carbon tax, I can't speak to directly.  But I would point you to the updated exhibit for a better understanding, a more holistic understanding of what the intent of the actual phase II MiGen project is seeking to undertake and just the fact that it is still -- it is in a pivoting point is what the evidence is kind of pointing towards and that we are undertaking to understand what our position would be behind the meter with learnings from what we found from Phase I.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  The update phase II, DRC attachment 9D as well, there is a timeline there.  I am wondering -- we're now in July of 2020.  I am wondering if you can update the timeline.  It would be fair to say we think that is really critical.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry.  I don't see a timeline currently in the DRC-9 D.  I don't see a timeline included.

MS. DeMARCO:  Let me try to find a specific page reference.  It is -- I believe it is 9B.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry.  9-C, at 15 of 55.

MS. HEUFF:  So what I would say is 9-C is now an outdated.  This one was produced, as you will see, on June 26th, 2019.  It was at the kickoff where there was both phase 1 and phase 2, and phase 2 looked very different at this time.

The updated evidence would provide a better understanding of what phase 2 looks like at this point in time, but what I would say is that this is no longer the scope or intent of phase 2.

So phase 2 would not follow this time line or this scope as it stands today.  You would need to refer to the updated exhibit.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  In terms of the 2-4-3E update, we were wondering if you could provide us with the most current phase 2 status.

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe that is the most current phase 2 status.  It was produced as part of an update to this evidence.  I believe it would stand as the most updated information at this time.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  We will check it, but if there is a page reference, that is also great.  We will go back and check as well.

MS. HEUFF:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  And again, in all of the MiGen and the associated transactional TDR economic model, any assumptions relating to carbon revenue would be very useful.  So if you could undertake to confirm that there is zero dollar value ascribed to carbon markets or carbon trading and/or if there has been a placeholder would be useful.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, that was a lot of questions.  So I am trying to get an understanding.  So just to point you back to MiGen phase 2, the specifics of the projects and the specific scopes are not yet defined.

So if you are looking for dollar values associated with those specific items in -- as of this point in time, I would say those are not yet defined.  Therefore, we wouldn't be able to provide you with a dollar value for any specific line items that we would be associating any dollars with at this point in time.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  Maybe it is a yes or no answer.  Are carbon revenues part of phase 2 or are they not?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say it is not a yes or no.  It is a, we don't know at this point in time, because the scope hasn't been defined clearly enough.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, that is helpful.

And one last question in relation to figures 7-8 and 7-9 of the DSP updated.  We understand that you had 117 megawatts of distributed energy resources in 2018?

MS. HEUFF:  Figure 7-8 and figure 7-9 are not relating to that --


MS. DeMARCO:  Is it 7-3-8?  Page 251 [audio dropout]

MS. HEUFF:  7-3-8 would make more sense.  So table 7.8 on page 254.

MS. DeMARCO:  So there is -- 251 is 7.3.8 and 254 is 7.8?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  [audio dropout] I understand it relates to battery storage, and you have only the Elwood 4 megawatts included in there.

MS. HEUFF:  Sorry, I am trying to follow.  You are on now back to table -- are we on table 7.8 --


MS. DeMARCO:  That's the -- that's where the --


MS. HEUFF:  -- IESO 4 megawatts?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  Correct.  You have other requests for batteries.  Is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know where you are seeing that in the table.

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it was in around the verbiage at 251, that only 4 megawatts in Elwood have been formalized.

So the question is what other battery energy storage systems are proposed?

MS. HEUFF:  Let me just -- I am trying to see if we actually provided that already in the evidence.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think you just passed it.

MS. HEUFF:  So if you scroll down to page 257 of 374 on to table 7.9.

MS. DeMARCO:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. HEUFF:  It does give a summary of our forecasted ERF connections as per the applications that we currently have in.  So these are the ones that we are aware of.

MS. DeMARCO:  So of the 66 megawatts of new distributed energy resources, two of them are battery.  And are in addition to that 4,000 kilowatts already in place for Elwood, or does this include Elwood?

MS. HEUFF:  No.  So Elwood is already -- is an already connected.  So it was in table 7.8.  Table 7.9 is simply showing the newly forecasted ones.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So roughly you are at about half of the current DERs in two-18?  2018?  You expect to occur in the '21 to 2025 time period?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So we currently have around 117 megawatts, and we expect to add around 66 megawatts.  Now, that is subject to -- this is to our knowledge at the point in time when this was developed, and that this is the number of applications that we had in available to us.

So it could change through the '21 to '25 period if other applications do come in that we are not currently aware of.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do you expect additional applications to come in?

MS. HEUFF:  We don't know until we actually receive the applications.  We aren't necessarily aware of any.  I would say these are the ones that we are aware of and this is the most complete table to the best of our knowledge at this time.

MS. DeMARCO:  So fair to say you regularly get applications?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  I would say we do regularly get applications.  Primarily under the solar PV would be the most frequent one.

MS. DeMARCO:  That is helpful.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, we do.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, Jamie, I think I can work with that.  Thank you very much for your patience.  I know I have been less linear than I had hoped to be.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  We are going to continue with Energy Probe, but we had the morning break scheduled for 10:15.  I think it is probably a good time for that, so we'll take ten minutes now and then go to Energy Probe and then switch to [audio dropout]

MS. DeMARCO:  Jamie, just in --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- terms of scheduling today, I don't think DRC is up again, so we're going to take our leave.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, you are not.  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you so much.  We will be listening in.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.  Ten minutes.
--- Recess taken at 10:29 a.m.
--- On resuming at 10:40 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So let's go back on the record.  Mr. Ladanyi, you are up.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I'm a consultant representing Energy Probe.

I will start off with some follow up questions from panel 1, because I was asked to direct them to Ms. Heuff when she comes on.

We will start off with explanations in OEB 117, please.  Can we turn that up?  Yes, very good.

So if you can go to page 2, at the bottom, there is a discussion there of the two forms of contract, the design/ build model and the design/bid/build model. I am particularly interested in the difference in who assumes the risk under the two models.

So as I understand, Hydro Ottawa normally does all of its electrical and mechanical work with its own crews, and contracts out civil work.  And since the facilities renewal was a civil project mainly, it was contracted out.  Is that right?

MS. COLLIER:  So this is Angela Collier here.  Sorry, I think you may have misunderstood what I had said on panel 1.

I did not direct any of the facility-related questions to Ms. Heuff.  We concluded this conversation about the difference between the two build models as something that potentially would be handled by a separate panel on the facilities program and including our project -- our external project manager.

MR. LADANYI:  Fine.  I will not pursue it.  Give me a minute, then.

Okay, let's move on to then Energy Probe number 30, EP.RF 30, page 2.  In the first block on page 2, there is a discussion of light rail transit project.

I am interested in the cost sharing for the relocations, or any work that Hydro Ottawa did with light rail transit project.

I pursued this, by the way, with Alectra and also with Toronto Hydro.  I must tell you that in Toronto Hydro's case, Metro link is paying for 100 percent of the relocation costs and Toronto Hydro is paying nothing.

And in Alectra's case, Alectra is paying, sharing 50-50 with York Region Rapid Transit based on the Public Service Works on Highways Act.

So what is Hydro Ottawa doing?  Can you have the sound up?  I can't hear you.  You have your sound off.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  I am responding; I apologize.  I am just trying to get to the exhibit that would provide me with the information so that I answer correctly.

MR. LADANYI:  It is EP.RF 30, page 2.  There is a block on top which discusses variance explanations, and it says that the variance was $31 million and it lists a bunch of reasons for the variance.

I just wanted to explore with you what exactly is your contribution deal with light rail transit.

MS. HEUFF:  So I believe the light rail transit project is primarily 100 percent funded, but there are some elements of it -- there's multiple elements of the LRT project, and they have different cost sharing mechanisms throughout them.

So I am just...

MR. LADANYI:  You can take an undertaking and give me a written explanation what exactly it is, if there are different elements.  If some are paid 100 percent, some are shared, that would be good to have and give the dollars for each.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.6:  TO PROVIDE DEATAILS ON FUNDING AND COST SHARING MECHANISMS FOR THE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT

MR. LADANYI:  JT3.6, okay.  On the second page of that -- page 3 of the interrogatory, there's a mention of three projects.  I am just interested, were these done by Hydro Ottawa crews, or were these contracted out?  Do you know that?

MS. HEUFF:  So it would depend on the element within the project.  The electrics would have been done by the Hydro Ottawa crews, whereas the civil undertaking would have been done by external contractors.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  In some cases, I would have to review the project scope or project actual specifically and in some cases, we do have external parties conduct some of the electrics.  But I would have to confirm who did actually complete which portion of the projects specifically.

MR. LADANYI:  The civil work is design/bid/build, or is it design/build in these ones?

MS. HEUFF:  I don't know that I am completely familiar with the terminology that you are using.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, again I will leave it.  Obviously you are not -- I won't press you.  We will see when the project group comes on.

Let's go to Energy Probe 32.  I just have a general question before I ask my next series of questions.

Is this -- you presented a lot of good evidence in your Distribution System Plan.  You did a great job answering interrogatories and so on; in fact, you did a great job on the stand.

But I am still not clear about how do you -- what do you see the OEB doing?  Suppose the OEB decides that they want to reduce capital spending.  Is there some kind of a general priority list that could be used, or is it just going to be a number they will give you, let's say, cut out 15 percent and then you decide what you do with it?

What do you think -- what is your objective here?  Maybe it is a regulatory question.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So, yes, it is Greg Van Dusen, director of regulatory affairs.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So obviously the OEB can in their decision can go about it in several ways.  They could make specific cuts to specific programs based on their judgment of the value to them.  They could give us an envelope.

Those are kind of the two -- I will say opposite ends of spectrum, if you might.

Traditionally, they have been giving -- in many cases they have been giving an envelope approach.  That's what they did in our last application.

We were asked to reduce our in-service additions in 2016 by $10 million, and what we did internally is we had to go back and look at the work we were doing and it -- let's say they did that.  Let's say they said in our 2021 plan you have to remove 10 million as an example, hypothetically.

We would have to go back within the engineering group and look at the priority work and see what was the -- what work could be deferred or dropped and result in the least increased risk to the customers in the system.

The details of that process would be undertaken in Ms. Heuff's area.  That is generally how we would do it.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  So you are not expecting then the OEB to have a specific ruling on each one of the projects in the distribution plan or programs?  You're not expecting that?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  We're not expecting it.  I mean, it is fully within their bailiwick to do that, but we're not expecting that.  They generally have not been rendering decisions like that.

There's a couple of specific examples where they have.  Sometimes in administrative facilities, they have done that Specifically.  But generally speaking, no.

MR. LADANYI:  So I don't want to take up a lot of your time going through the different projects, but I will just maybe go through a few of them for a minute.

So in the transformer replacement program, which is dealt with in EP.RF 32, you mention that you are relying on the expected life of transformers.

Then I also asked if all transformers have a similar life, and also what kind of transformers you have.

If you can turn to page 3, please, which is a table of the manufacturers and the sizes of transformers that Hydro Ottawa has.  And do all of these have the same expected life?  Or are there variances there, or variations of expected life?

MS. HEUFF:  So as stated previously -- this is Laurie Heuff.  As stated previously in the same response, yes, they do all have the same expected life.

MR. LADANYI:  And that's based on some industry standard; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  It is based on industry standard failure curves.

MR. LADANYI:  So you take into account when you decide on replacement, but you actually go -- because there is not that many transformers, you go and inspect these, and then you look at them, and then you inspect them, and then you also consider the life, and then you decide to replace them.  Is that the logic?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, that is correct.  So we have a station maintenance program that we undergo on an annual basis, and we do inspect the transformers.  And through the inspection of the transformers we do gather health indice (sic) data on the transformers, and we do make our decisions based on a combination of the age as well as the condition of the transformer in order to determine when it needs to be replaced.

MR. LADANYI:  I have said it before in other proceedings that the OEB regulatory model seems to favour capital investments at the expense of maintenance.

So what kind of repair versus replace analysis would you do if you were to decide to replace a transformer?  Do you analyze whether you should keep repairing it?  Do you look at the repair history?

MS. HEUFF:  So we would typically repair transformers whenever there is an issue that is arising from the transformer that is repairable.  We would always undertake  to repair the transformer rather than replace it.

Generally the lead time on replacement of transformers is very long, and it is also a very heavy undertaking from a capital investment standpoint.  So if we believe it is possible to repair the transformer, we would undertake to repair it.

We do have an overall asset management program in place on the station transformers.  They were provided as well as part of another interrogatory request and are now submitted as part of our evidence.

So I would point you towards those specific -- the specific asset management program as well for further information on how we make our decisions for repair and replace on our distribution -- or on our, sorry, our station transformers.  So they were --


MR. LADANYI:  Yeah --


MS. HEUFF:  -- I don't know if you did have a chance to look through them, but they were provided as part of SEC 58.
MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  And they're attachments --


MR. LADANYI:  I will have a look at it again.

So if you could turn to Energy Probe Research Foundation number 33.  We're still on transformer replacements.

You said:

"Hydro Ottawa is balancing costs versus performance by setting an appropriate pace for proactively renewing infrastructure to prevent future impacts to safety and reliability."

So could you explain what that sentence means, or is it all explained in SEC 58?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I would say that anything that you are looking to understand in terms of our strategic planning of our transformers or any of our assets are very -- is very thoroughly detailed in our asset management plans.  They really do provide the strategic positioning and what our strategy is around the maintenance of those assets, as well as the replacement of those assets.

So if you are looking for strategic context, that is what I would point you towards.

MR. LADANYI:  I am looking more, actually, on how it's done, how does one balance costs versus performance.  Like, not the strategic, but what cost versus what performance?  Can you at least tell me that?  Is it like maintenance cost, annual maintenance cost, versus what?  Failures?  Or leaks of oil out of transformers?  What are we talking about here?
MS. HEUFF:  So I would say in terms of -- it would be -- your health index would be one that would be -- I would point you towards in terms of understanding what the overall health of the asset is.

We also would look at the failure -- or the number of times that we may have seen outage on it, and we would also look at it, obviously the age of the transformer, in order to -- I would say that would be generally the primary consideration when we are looking to update our -- or replace our transformers.

It's generally an age -- decision-based -- an age-based decision, because these are such a critical part of our system, and the loss of a transformer unexpectedly has obviously an incredible impact to both our performance, as well as potentially to customer interruptions.  So --


MR. LADANYI:  So is this -- so this is collected in someplace.  People go to sites, look at the transformer, they make notes, they enter this into some kind of a database, and then this database is analyzed every once in a while?  Or what exactly -- and who analyzes this?  Somebody in your department?  Who would do that?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So the data is collected through the actual station electrician, station technicians, depending on what the asset is.  They have a set schedule that they follow, and that they do enter the results into a database.

The schedule and the decision as to what needs to be reviewed is as part of our asset management framework and it is overseen and managed by one of our reliability engineers.

The reliability engineers are also the ones who do analyze that data and provide information into the overall asset management plan, and the asset management plan is a holistic view of the assets and the asset requirements across the system, and we use -- the asset management plans are what inform our decisions for investments in the future.
MR. LADANYI:  But the asset management plan is some kind of a computer software then, and it pops out numbers, and then you sit there and you look at the numbers and say, do this, do that.

MS. HEUFF:  No.  So the asset management plan has an element where there are numbers involved.  So there is the asset condition as part of the asset management plan.

There are a number of different sections within the asset management plan.  So that it is not a narrow view of just one element.  There are multiple considerations within any one of the asset management plans.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I won't go too much on that any more.

Okay.  So if you could turn to EP.RF number 46.  And here we're dealing with pole replacement.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So can you tell me in part B how you're qualitatively considering SAIFI and why aren't you considering it quantitatively?

MS. HEUFF:  So the quantitative analysis of SAIFI would be very difficult at this time, because we don't know the specific poles that will be replaced, and without knowing which specific poles will be replaced we don't know exactly what the impact would be.

And so we do look at it qualitatively in the sense that we consider if we do nothing versus if we replace more frequently, what would be the overall impact to reliability.  But we do not infer explicitly what we actually believe the improvement or reduction in our SAIFI metrics would actually be.

MR. LADANYI:  So you have a database of all of your poles.  Each pole has an identifying number on it, or some kind of code; is that right?  And you know the condition.

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  You know, actually, you can probably look up any condition of each pole, is that right, based on your data, I assume --


MS. HEUFF:  We know the condition of about 82 percent of our poles within the last 10 years, correct.  So the data could be up to 10 years old, but we do have condition data on up to 82 percent of our poles.

MR. LADANYI:  So you said you had about 48,000 poles; is that right?

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So do you have a program whereby somebody goes and looks at each pole?  How often would a pole be looked at?

MS. HEUFF:  That is on a 10-year cycle, so each pole would be looked at once every 10 years.

MR. LADANYI:  And what kind of data would they take down?

MS. HEUFF:  So they're specifically looking at pole strength data, so we do a core sample of the pole, so there are a number of different elements.  There are some visual data pieces that they do collect for woodpecker damage, look for the overall condition of the pole, and they also do a core drilling sample, and that core drilling sample is analyzed in order to infer the remaining pole strength.

MR. LADANYI:  So are the poles all wooden or are there some composite or concrete poles?

MS. HEUFF:  We do have about 1,000 concrete or composite, so non-wood type poles, in our system, but the majority -- vast majority of our poles are wood poles.

MR. LADANYI:  And when you replace them are you replacing them with wood poles again?

MS. HEUFF:  It would depend.  If it was in an area that we did feel was subject to heavy woodpecker damage or that -- so woodpecker damage can be very centralized, and we might replace a pole and be right back to replace it again within a very short number of years because the damage is extensive.  In that case we may replace it with some other type of pole, a composite pole or concrete pole, to your nature -- or to your earlier point.

But it would depend on the specific scenario, and we would review the scenario at the time that made sense for the installation.

MR. LADANYI:  So is there a repair program that you could do?  Like again, I am interested in repair versus replace.

MS. HEUFF:  So under the pole program, we are not aware of any kind of repair program that exists or that is known within the industry that -- to extend the life of the pole.   We do not have anything in place at this time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I just follow up?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just wanted to clarify.  When you say that you are not aware of a repair program, but are you aware of full refurbishment programs that involve injections?

MS. HEUFF:  So we personally -- we at Hydro Ottawa do not have any pole refurbishment programs that are a part of anything that we do undertake at this point in time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But you said -- and maybe I misheard you -- that you weren't aware of such a program.  Maybe you are not aware of your own program, but are you aware of other utilities or others in the industry utilizing pole refurbishment techniques?

MS. HEUFF:  I personally am not aware of one, but that is not to say that no one within my team is not aware of them and that we have not reviewed and considered them.

But I personally am not aware of anything in the industry that is currently being leveraged.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I take it is it that you have not considered it?  Or you are not aware of anyone considering it?

MS. HEUFF:  I guess what I would say is I personally am not aware.  But that is not to say that other people on my team, or that this may not have been looked at at some point in time and that I am just not aware of it.  So it may be something we have reviewed and decided not to undertake.

But I personally am not currently aware of any program.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you to do an undertaking then for you to clarify that?  And if you have looked at it and there is a reason why it doesn't work within Hydro Ottawa's system, if you can tell us.

MS. HEUFF:  I can do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.7:  TO CLARIFY HYDRO OTTAWA'S KNOWLEDGE OF REFURBISHMENT PROGRAMS THAT INVOLVE INJECTIONS

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Let's move to EP.RF number 55, and that answer deals with underground cable replacement.  I am actually not going to go into the details of it.  I am just interested in how the numbers were put together, and I am using this as an example; any one of them could be used.

I tried some questions with the first panel, and I really need some clarifications here, because I did not get good answers here from the first panel -- at least not the ones that I could understand.

So at least can you tell me when I look at this table, the spreadsheet, there is capital, labour, overhead, and interest during construction.

First, what would be the source of these estimates?  Is the source of these estimates your past costs of similar underground cable work; is that what it is?

MS. HEUFF:  For the most part, yes.  This is based on known historicals.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So do the known historicals, would they include bad weather days?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, they would.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, they would.  So when the historical numbers would say we assume -- I don't know would it be, that would be four days that work will be shut down because of snow storms or rain storms and so on.  That would be already in the numbers, you are saying?

MS. HEUFF:  So to clarify, we wouldn't necessarily come up with an average number of days and look through it to that level of detail.

What we do is we look back at past projects that we feel are relevant examples of future projects, and we develop estimates based on that.  So it is not that we actually look within those projects and estimate how many numbers, for example, bad weather days we had and assume the same number would exist again.

We just review projects that we feel are reflective of what we expect the work to cost in the future years.

MR. LADANYI:  As part of my career, I remember we used to estimate four bad weather days for a typical construction season, and that was in the numbers -- but anyway, that's an aside.

So then you estimate the capital, and the labour, and overhead.  The labour would be in here.  For example, underground cable replacement; that would be Hydro Ottawa's own labourers, isn't that right?

MS. HEUFF:  So that would be the labour of the field crews directly working on the projects.  That would not include burdened labour; that would be under the overhead category.

MR. LADANYI:  And burdened labour would be -- you mention that on the next page?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So burdened -- it is broken down there, which would be supervisory and engineering burdens.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So when I look at overhead, it appears to be some kind of a percentage either of labour, or of labour and capital together.  What is it?

MS. HEUFF:  I will defer that explanation to my colleague, Ms. Collier.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MS. COLLIER:  I will try to do a better job than I did on panel 1.  So overhead is a percentage of capital and labour in this specific project.  Our supervision labour burden is always a percentage of our labour hours.

Our engineering burden is dependent on the actual type of program, and whether there was engineering time incurred.

So in this project, it is based on capital and labour for the engineering burden.  But it's not necessarily the same for every single project, because not every single project involves engineers.

MR. LADANYI:  So who would have actually put together the spreadsheet?  Would it be somebody in your department, or somebody in the engineering department?  Who would actually have come up with these numbers?

MS. COLLIER:  This, I think, would have been someone in my accounting department in consultation with the engineer estimates.

MS. HEUFF:  So this is it Laurie Heuff.  So the capital and labour portion specifically is provided by my department.  So the estimates of the actual projects are provided by my department.

The associated burden rates that are applied to that are applied through a standard methodology, which is overseen by our management accountants which fall under Ms. Collier's department.

The interest during construction is also of the same nature as the overhead, and would be applied as per standard model and is applied by the management accountants.

MR. LADANYI:  The reason interest during construction is there, why is that?

MS. HEUFF:  So that is if there is going to be a multi-year project.  In this case, these are completed within a year, so there is no interest carried during construction.

But for something like our station projects that span years, we would have interest that would be incurred in order for us to hold the working capital until we actually capitalize the assets.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So if I understand Ms. Collier, she said that overhead is a percentage of capital and labour together.  By my calculation, it is 8.5 percent.  Is that right?

MS. COLLIER:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So somebody applied 8.5 percent and put it in line overhead.  But it might be different, different percentages for different projects.  I can look at it, so we don't have to go through the details.

Now, in the actuals, when these projects are actually built, what happens in the actuals?  I notice for example that there is a mention on the next page of trucking costs and I am surprised by that.

But anyway, this is the only utility that seems to be treating trucking costs as overheads.  Everybody else, I think as far as I know, is treating trucking costs as direct labour. But we will leave it; it doesn't really matter.

So in the actuals, are people driving trucks filling out time sheets and then they are then capitalized to the project?  Is that what that is going on?

MS. COLLIER:  That is exactly how it works, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  It is not a situation whereby some accounting system just attaches a percentage for the trucking costs?

MS. COLLIER:  No.  The hours for each truck is tracked through time sheet.  The rate that we use is dependent on the type of vehicle that is used for the project.  So there might be a bucket truck, it might be a pick-up truck, it might be a pole trailer.

So we calculate different rates for our different vehicles, but the hours are on the time sheet.

MR. LADANYI:  So the possibility could be these costs could be higher or lower in the actuals?

MS. COLLIER:  They could be lower or higher than the actuals, and they also defer by project, depending on what type of equipment is used on different projects.

MR. LADANYI:  How about supervisory and engineering? Who is supervisor?  Is that some construction supervisor on site?  Is that what that means?

Engineers; there are engineers in the engineering department who are charging their time to this project, is that what it is?

MS. HEUFF:  No.

MS. COLLIER:  You can go ahead.

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  No, the engineers do not charge their time to the project specifically on the distribution projects.  They would be burdened-in, but they would charge their time directly on to some of the mainly or station projects.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So this would not be major station project.  This is a distribution project.  But if we were looking at the station renewal project, they would actually have a code they would charge in?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, they do charge their time directly to the projects, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  How do you make sure that these costs are correctly charged and that they're not, let's say, double charged and so on?

MS. HEUFF:  So there is an actual approval process that exists within our workday system, which is in our system, which requires supervisors to review them, so you can't have somebody charging in something twice, I guess you would say.  And the supervisors are responsible to approve the time and to ensure that where they charge their time is the accurate project.

MR. LADANYI:  So can we turn to EP.RF 86 now, please.  And in your evidence you filed extensive evidence on incidents of severe weather and what has to be done about it.

I actually -- I asked an interrogatory, which is this one, about what exactly you are doing.  Give me a list of all of the stuff you are doing as a result of this knowledge that you have now.  And you pointed me to OEB 111, so we can just turn to OEB 111 now, your response to OEB 111.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And there in part B, in part B you say:

"There are currently no quantified capital expenditure incremental or operating costs associated with the recommendations."

And [audio dropout] the reports, so do I get that right?  You are actually -- you are not doing anything differently than you would have not done otherwise?

MS. HEUFF:  So in the immediate -- this is Laurie Heuff.  In the immediate term of '21 to '25 we do not expect to require any capital investments in order to deal with climate change.

We do see this as a more longer-term impact, and we are assessing the system, and there may be requirements in future years in order to deal with climate adaptation, but at this point in time we do not forecast any expenditures required during the '21 to '25 period.

MR. LADANYI:  So in this way you are very similar to Toronto Hydro.  They also filed a lot of evidence, which I asked a lot of interrogatories on, but it was actually irrelevant, because they actually were not planning to do anything new.

Apart from capitalized expenditures --


MS. HEUFF:  So just to correct the record, it is not that we are not planning to do anything new.  We do see this as a longer-term issue and not a near-term imminent issue, but we do believe that we need to start taking actions now, which will better position us for the future when these issues that were brought forward as a part of the study that we conducted -- we do feel we need to start taking action now.  It is just that we do not feel that any of those actions that we will be taking will require investment from the '21 to '25 period.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  That's -- but you're not -- in your estimate of construction projects, you are not, let's say, saying we're going to estimate labour costs to be higher by 10 percent because of whatever it is.  You're not doing any of those?

MS. HEUFF:  No, we are not.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.

Let's move on to -- I think I am coming right to the end, I will be happy to say.

So I have to follow up on some of the stuff that was brought up by some of the other intervenors earlier.  And can you turn to DRC number 8, please.  That interrogatory deals with a bunch of issues.

And I am particularly interested in your answer, I think which is H, and it deals with the fact that you are now installing 50 KW transformers instead of -- sorry, you are installing 100 KW transformers instead of 50.

So are the larger transformers more expensive than the smaller transformers?

MS. HEUFF:  They are.

MR. LADANYI:  They are?  So -- and what happens to a part of the grid if there -- you actually do not have a transformer that can handle the load of overnight charging vehicles?  What would happen?  Would there be some issues with reliability?

MS. HEUFF:  So we would be monitoring those transformers, and we would have to make a decision based on the situation at that time.  It we started seeing overloading on any of our transformers at a distribution level, we would have to make a decision based on what the appropriate approach would be at the time --


MR. LADANYI:  So --


MS. HEUFF:  -- but presumably, yes, it would have an impact on reliability.

MR. LADANYI:  So for example, power could go off if suddenly somebody comes on with a fast-charging vehicle you don't know about, and I understand -- I am a part of the distributed energy resources consultative, so I have heard a lot about that, so there is a possibility, if there is several people buying new fast-charging vehicles, they could actually overload the system, and you wouldn't know about it, would you, until the system is actually overloaded; is that correct?

MS. HEUFF:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So they don't actually inform you when they buy a vehicle, do they?  They don't know -- you don't know -- you don't know when one of your customers buys an electric vehicle.  You are not informed of that, so you can't plan for it.  You are only using statistics, aren't you?

MS. HEUFF:  So I would say there is two parts to that.  Generally, no, we would not be informed or aware, but there do exist times where the customer would need to upgrade their infrastructure in order to enable their charger, and in those instances we may be made aware of the fact that the charger has been installed.

MR. LADANYI:  Where I'm coming at, our client is particularly concerned about cross-subsidies between participants and non-participants.

So let's say your customer, who might be bicycling to work or using public transit and does not own a, you know, a motorized vehicle could actually be subsidizing someone else who owns an expensive Tesla down the street.  Would that be a possibility?  So this is what we're trying to avoid here, because we would like to see that people who are causing new, more expensive investments actually pay for them.  So there is a possibility as a result of electric vehicles that you would have to make more investments and people would be charged for those investments.  Is that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So Mr. Ladanyi, it is Greg Van Dusen.  So you are raising one of the core issues in the implementation of electric vehicles for LDCs across North America.

This is one of the issues.  It is the issues of cross-subsidization, and you have raised a good point, and that is something that the Ontario Energy Board is looking at as part of its overall consultation on DERs and LDCs remuneration, because this issue has been raised.

So we're aware of this issue, and it is an issue.  There is no question it is a concern in the industry, but it's not just our concern.  It is a concern across the industry.  Getting EV rates correct and having what to do with the costs, as opposed to just socializing them -- socializing them and creating cross-subsidies, so we're aware of the issue, and we're certainly monitoring all of the proceedings on this.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, can I ask a question, Mr. Ladanyi, just a clarification question?  Is there an EV charging rate approved right now for Hydro Ottawa?  A separate rate?  Sorry for my ignorance if there is.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  No, there's not.

MR. GARNER:  And so how -- you do have EV charging sites right now, don't you?  Or do you not?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  Can you please clarify what you mean by EV charging sites?

MR. GARNER:  Somewhere where someone plugs a car in and you provide a service to that site for that.  Or is it just always off of people's own -- behind the meter?  It is all behind the meter?  Is that the way it is all done right now?

MS. HEUFF:  So Hydro Ottawa does not own any charging sites.  So presumably the rest of them would be behind the meter.  We do have some sites that are installed as actual charging stations, so we do have some specific charging stations as well through -- throughout the service territory.  There's some Tesla charging stations that were installed in our Casselmary (ph) area, as well as I believe there is one on the 416 corridor.  There are some actual charging installations, there are charging site installations that we do have in our service territory.

MR. GARNER:  Are those open to the public?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, they are.

MR. GARNER:  How are you charged for those then?

MS. HEUFF:  So the person who owns the charging station would pay for the electricity consumption, and how they decide to charge others is not our -- is not in our jurisdiction.

MR. GARNER:  But what I am driving at is, do you meter those sites specifically just for that service --


MS. HEUFF:  Yes, we would, we would meter --


MR. GARNER:  What rate class --


MS. HEUFF:  -- them directly, yes.

MR. GARNER:  What rate class do they get charged?  Under which class would they be charged?

MS. HEUFF:  So they would be charged under whatever rate class their peak load would have them fall under.

So I couldn't specifically talk to which ones are in which class.  I would have to defer that to panel 3, Ms. Barrie.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  If I could ask one related question.  This has to do with your smart-grid plans.

So there is an assumption in the questions put up by other intervenors that smart grid will inevitably improve reliability.

And I am concerned about the situation whereby smart-grid investments are actually not going to improve reliability, whereby, because this is new technology it might not work out.

So what happens to these investments if they actually don't work out?  They are experimental and they actually make things worse?  Do you take them out and then you replace them with something else and they cost more money?  Can you explain what happens there?

MS. HEUFF:  This is Laurie Heuff.  We do not widely deploy any type of devices without known impact to the system, and knowing that they will provide the expected benefit.

So if we were to do any installations in the system that did not have a known and quantifiable benefit to our system and to what the reliability impact would be, we would install them simply as a pilot type style project in order to learn and understand whether it was something we would want to undertake on a more wide scale approach.

So generally, the costs are very limited and minimal in comparison to what would be a wide scale approach.

So I would say that is -- it would be a low risk that we would be installing something throughout our service territory and adopting it into our standards without understanding it fully on what the benefits it would provide would be.

MR. LADANYI:  So on a small scale, you're saying the numbers are too small to matter.  Is that what you are saying?

MS. HEUFF:  Exactly.  I would say the numbers would be insignificant in terms of the impact to the ratepayers.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  These are all of my questions.  I don't know if my associate, Dr. Higgin, has any questions he wants to ask.  I don't think he has.

DR. HIGGIN:  Hello, it is Roger Higgin.  No, none for panel 3.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  I am finished right now.  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Ladanyi.  That concludes panel 2.  So we are going to take our second morning break and that will allow for some cleaning in the Hydro Ottawa boardroom, I guess.

We will set the timer for ten minutes.  But, Fred, if you could just keep me posted on whether you need any more time, that would be great.

MR. CASS:  Yes, thank you, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks everybody.  Thanks panel 2.
--- Recess taken at 11:22 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:38 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We are back, and I believe we are ready to go with panel 3.  Greg, I assume your people are ready?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, yes, we are.  I was just wondering if I could just point out that in this panel there's two members of the panel, myself and Patrick Brown, who are in the -- physically in the room, but April Barrie is remote.  To the extent that we need to caucus with Ms. Barrie, we will need to go into a Zoom room or whatever we call them.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So I will tell you what.  That's fine.  Let's go on the record, and we can have Fred introduce the panel, and -- but if you do need to caucus in a separate area, we will be able to accommodate that.

So let's go back on the record.  Mr. Cass, could you introduce panel 3.

MR. CASS:  Yes, thank you, Jamie.  All three of the witnesses on panel 3 have already been testifying previously.  So I will make the introductions very short.

The three panel members are Gregory Van Dusen, Patrick Brown, and April Barrie.  Their positions have already been previously stated.

Just for the record, a reminder that April is remote from the rest of us.  To the extent that the witnesses do need to caucus, we would need to take advantage of the Zoom breakout room.

Other than that, I believe we are ready to go.
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MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, great.  Let's do that.  We are starting with Pollution Probe, followed by Schools.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Michael Brophy, Pollution Probe.  Good morning, panel.  I only have a couple of questions, and they all relate to CDM.  So I am not sure if you need to caucus on that or not.

So the first question, it kind of relates to some of the discussion yesterday, but also Environmental Defence IR 11.

So yesterday we had talked a bit about City of Ottawa's aggressive plans under Energy Evolution to become net zero. And a large component of that is conservation and demand management activities.

So I am just wondering, given that that's a big role of what Hydro Ottawa has done, what role does Hydro Ottawa provide in relation to the overall goals for conservation and demand management as part of the City's plan over the next five years?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So good morning.  It is Greg Van Dusen.  I am going to start a response.  Mr. Brown may choose to add to what I am going to say.

As noted in Exhibit 4-1-6, conservation and demand management, Hydro Ottawa is intending to continue on with a small group, which is now placed in our key accounts area, that is going to be focussing on CDM-related activities.

We see our CDM-related activities and the relationship we had with our customers under the previous framework as being a very important one.  The customer saw it as value-added to them, and we wanted to continue, albeit in a much smaller way now that it is not IESO-funded, with a CDM-related activities.

As indicated in section 3.1, page 4 of that exhibit, we articulate kind of how we're going to go about it in terms of increasing our opportunities to meet with our customers, leveraging our energy management knowledge and experience, and focussing on individual customer needs and building on our relationships with the community, including the City of Ottawa and the Energy Evolutions.

So these activities undertaken by these four individuals complement but don't duplicate what is going on with respect to the IESO.  They are totally different than the programs that are offered from the IESO.  As an example of some of the activities that they have been involved in, as indicated yesterday by Mr. Brown in some other testimony, we have a CDM-related initiative in Kanata North ongoing right now, and so we see that this activity, this small group, will add value to our customers and the type of value that our customers want added.

So that is one aspect of the response.  I don't know, Mr. Brown, if you want to add something.

MR. BROWN:  Sure, happy to.  I think the only supplement I would offer to Mr. Van Dusen's remarks are response to interrogatory OEB 134, in particular part C, sheds some light on where we see our role with the conservation program going forward, including in a general capacity with respect to providing support to the City of Ottawa for implementation of Energy Evolution.

OEB 134 and our response is rather lengthy, so I will stop for the time being in terms of walking you through any detailed parts of the response, but I would draw attention to our response to OEB 134 to help shed some light in response to your specific question.

MR. BROPHY:  All right.  Thank you.  I will take another look at that as well afterwards.

So, you know, as was indicated in the response to Environmental Defence 11, the City of Ottawa, you know, is very serious about this, and in fact it is taking a significant portion of the dividend payment that comes from the utility and putting it towards this type of thing.

So given that these programs actually reduce overall bills and are cost-effective, wouldn't there be an opportunity over the next five years to ramp that up more?  Or what's the barrier?  Why wouldn't that happen?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Well, there are IESO-run programs now.  That's where the CDM initiatives have been moved to, by and large.

So certainly, in terms of the making our customers aware of the IESO initiatives, we certainly will be undertaking that as part of our key accounts initiative, especially now with these four individuals who are focussed or primarily associated with the CDM initiative.

So there's no question that CDM is a cost-effective way of meeting increased load, and there's no question that the customers are still interested in that, and we're still going to pursue that avenue with our customers, albeit in a much more reduced fashion now, but where opportunities exist we will be looking at those opportunities.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then my final question is, so the custom incentive period is, you know, five years, which is a fairly long period of time, especially in relation to the City's plan.  It's a big chunk of the timing in the Energy Evolution Plan.

So if they need to ramp up more, which I believe is what they're stating they're going to do on things like conservation demand management, you know, EVs, that kind of thing, how would Hydro Ottawa adjust to that?  Because, you know, the plan is unprecedented, like, the goals that they have set out have never occurred before.  This is fresh territory and very aggressive to get to net zero.

So there will be things ramping up that don't exist today.  What is your plan to adjust to those over the next five years?  From a load perspective.  Both from a participation and a load-planning perspective.

MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown here.  I will offer an initial response and then invite my colleagues to supplement as they see fit.

Just to preface the response, we would -- we wish to draw attention to a couple of things.

Take your point, the simple reality is that, one, for purposes of the custom IR plan, OEB policy stipulates that the term has to be a minimum of five years.  So a distributor's hands are somewhat tied in that regard.

As well -- we talked a little bit about this yesterday -- the simple and perhaps unfortunate reality is there is a mismatch in terms of the timing between the finalization of the Energy Evolution Plan on the part of the City of Ottawa and the rhythm or the cycle of rate-setting at Hydro Ottawa.

The simple fact of the matter is our current rate term is 2016 to 2020 and the next five-year rate term is '21 to '25.

In a perfect world the ink on Energy Evolution would have been dry, and all of the components, all of the outstanding pieces of the puzzle would have fallen into place by now.

Again, the simple reality is that hasn't happened, and that circumstances beyond Hydro Ottawa's control.

In terms of what we can do, once Energy Evolution is finalized and once the City of Ottawa has a sharper understanding of the different projects and approaches and what-have-you that will comprise at least the early phase of that very ambitious plan, it is very difficult for us to speculate or comment at this time given that we're still waiting for the pieces to fall into place.

Hypothetically, their reprioritization, deferral of specific projects, programs that Hydro Ottawa could undertake in the 2021-2025 period, yes, that is hypothetically possible.  But it just doesn't seem prudent at this point to speculate much further beyond that, given that there is much that is unknown and uncertain with respect to the scope, the design, the pacing, the implementation of Energy Evolution.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  Those are all of my questions.  I will give back the rest of my time in the hopes of getting you guys back on track.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  Mr. Rubenstein?
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Let me just start with a follow up to the discussion you were just having, Mr. Brophy.

Are you undertaking any investments as a result of the City of Ottawa's Energy Evolution plan?

MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown; no we are not.  We did confirm that in a specific interrogatory response.  I could direct you to that, if you want.  I could direct you to that if you want, but no, there is no specific project or program in our Distribution System Plan which is driven by Energy Evolution as well, if you will.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So let me put it another way.  If there was no such thing, if the City of Ottawa had not put out this plan, would your application look any different?  I mean, would the substantive components of what makes up the application look any different?

MR. BROWN:  By and large, the response would be no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  You hesitate, by and large?

MR. BROWN:  Well, I will elaborate if I may.  Let's take Light Rail Transit, for example.  We have phase 2 of LRT which is coming up in Ottawa and as these things go, the pre-existing plans for Light Rail Transit in some respects have been -- have found their way into the positioning and the larger objectives of Energy Evolution.

So when the City of Ottawa talks about Energy Evolution, clean energy aspirations, greenhouse gas reduction targets, Light Rail Transit is very much part of that conversation.

So there are certainly things we are doing in the next 5-year rate term which have a direct nexus with Light Rail Transit.

So that is why -- that's why I hesitate a little bit, and I think you could say the same about perhaps you know, other aspirations related to greater deployment of renewable energy in the City of Ottawa.

There are things you can point to in our DSP that are responsive to that, and some of those things have again kind of found their way in under the larger Energy Evolution umbrella.

So I hope that that triangulation on my part or our part kind of makes intuitive sense.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I actually don't have much on panel 3.  There are a few things I want to confirm.  The first is with respect to the growth factor.

As I understand what you have done, roughly speaking, is you have essentially -- so let's break this down.  You are setting an annual growth factor as part of your annual adjustment to the OM&A at 0.4 percent.  Do I have that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And how you derive that is you took the average annual growth for each period, you looked at the annual average growth between 2012 and 2020, the average annual compounded annual growth.  You multiplied that by a scaling factor of 0.3, and because you did it essentially on -- as I understand the evidence, you did essentially every year and you get variations in the numbers, and you took a number from that -- from those outputs and it comes to 0.4.

Do I have that correct?

MR. BROWN:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What the scaling factor, as I understand, is trying to represent is for every -- you are trying to find a number that for every 1 percent increase in customer growth, what is the increase in the OM&A budget that you will require for that.

What you are estimating is 0.35 percent represents is 1 percent increase in customer growth.  You are allotting or you think a reasonable amount would be an increase of an OM&A of 0.35 percent.  Do I have that right?

MR. BROWN:  So we articulated it slightly different in the evidence.  But I think the general concept that you are getting at is aligned with what we presented.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the reason I ask is what -- I am confused about how you have determined the growth factor and how you determine the 0.4.

It seems to me, I don't understand why you're not setting a growth factor based on your actual customer growth between either averaging out between 2021 and 2025 or doing the analysis on every single year, averaging them out, or some form where you are only looking at the customer growth that actually underpins the load forecast in the application.

Why are we looking at a historic set of numbers to determine what to multiply by the scaling factor?

MR. BROWN:  Arguably, what you have just articulated in terms of potential hypothetical approach has merit.

We would also argue that looking at historical patterns and how those historical patterns have maintained their pace and rate in recent years is another approach that has merit as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So I am going to ask you to do this.  We can have a discussion at some other point about what is the better approach.

But just so we have the numbers on the record and we're both agreeing with the numbers, what I would ask you to do is provide the annual growth based on your load forecast that you are utilizing for the purposes of this application.  So the customer growth, the same set of customers you are using to determine the growth factor from the historical numbers showing what the actual annual customer growth is for 2022, 2023, 2024 and 2025, and then what the average compounded customer growth rate of those years are.  Can you undertake to do that?

MR. BROWN:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.8:  TO CONFIRM THE ANNUAL GROWTH BASED ON THE LOAD FORECAST IN USE FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS APPLICATION, INCLUDING CUSTOMER GROWTH RATE AND AVERAGE COMPOUNDED CUSTOMER GROWTH RATE FOR 2022, 2023, 2024, AND 2025

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn to 1 SEC 8?  So in this interrogatory, we asked you to please explain how the proposed rate-setting methodology and our customer protections differ from what was approved on the part of Hydro Ottawa's last customer application.  Please explain why the changes are appropriate and benefit customers.

So I take the answer in the pinpoints you are explaining to me what the changes are.  But I am trying to understand what are the benefits of the changes.

So let me give you some more information before you respond.

I am just trying to understand why your current rate-setting framework is superior than your previous one, from the point of view of customers.  And I don't see that being answered in this response.

MR. BROWN:  A couple of things.  I think you can glean from the nature of the response that much of the plumbing and the apparatus of our rate-setting framework for the 2016-2020 period has migrated over into our plans for the 2021-2025 period.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. BROWN:  For example, the embedding of incentives and productivity improvements strictly in the OM&A envelope.

In terms of what we flagged as changes, you know, one feature that has been withdrawn is the use of an efficiency adjustment mechanism, and we've spoken elsewhere in our evidence around why we believe that is appropriate, some of the limitations in the PEG model and the like.

So that is all to say that there's -- much of the core plumbing, if you will, remains the same, and in light of that, and particularly in light of the headway, the benefits for customers, the outcomes that we were able to achieve in the current five-year rate term, '16 to '20, and which have been well-documented in this application, we felt that that was the type of foundation and platform that we wanted to carry over into the next five-year rate term.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  But my understanding -- let me give you a couple of examples, and I think you mentioned, one is you've removed the efficiency adjustment mechanism.

MR. BROWN:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Another one, as I understand, is you moved from an ESM that had no debt band to one that is a 150 basis; is that correct?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The third thing, as I understand, the scaling factor is 0.35 that you have embedded in this based on your response to SEC 11D in the last application would have been about from 0.11 and 0.13.

MR. BROWN:  Yes.  Subject to check, those numbers sound right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So all of those -- those three things, those three, what I will call changes to the methodology of the plan, all seem to be worse for customers.  Am I missing something?  What is it that is -- that you have now done that is compared to the last application in terms of a plan structure is more beneficial to customers?

MR. BROWN:  So we will take those one step at a time.  I will tackle -- well, aim to tackle two of them, and then on the efficiency -- excuse me, the earnings sharing mechanism, I will pass it over to colleagues.

On the efficiency adjustment mechanism, again, the angle that we're coming from on that particular aspect is, given the limitations in the PEG model, we simply don't believe that that is an effective means for accounting for Hydro Ottawa, our operating environment, and then trying to glean broader inferences about our efficiency.  We believe there is an alternative and better way to do that.

So what that means for customers is, if we're being, I will just say penalized, because there was a shift in our efficiency adjustment scoring during the current rate term, then that ties our hands or that takes certain resources away from the utility that we could otherwise deploy to the benefit of customers.

It means that there's simply less resources available to invest in new innovative customer solutions or to better serve their needs and to plan for serving their needs.  So that is kind of a high-level response to the efficiency adjustment mechanism.

On the -- sorry, I am just losing my train of thought -- the second thing -- so there's -- so, sorry, earnings sharing mechanism, efficiency adjustment mechanism, sorry, and the growth factor.

So with respect to the growth factor, a couple of important things to bear in mind.  One, in our 2016 application Hydro Ottawa initially did not propose a growth factor.  That emerged from the settlement process for various reasons.  But looking at the growth factor and moving into the '21 to '25 period, as we've explained in Exhibit 1-1-10 and elsewhere, the City of Ottawa and our service territory, the simple fact is we are in a period of significant growth.

If you look at all of the projections in terms of the official plan that the City of Ottawa is putting the finishing touches on, how the growth rate in the City of Ottawa surpasses that of the national average in Canada, the simple fact is Hydro Ottawa -- excuse me, Ottawa is in a phase of grow, baby, grow, if I could put it that way.

And that means that our customer base is going to grow, and there are going to be certain needs that we have to fulfil in order to meet that growing customer base.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let me just stop you there for a second.

MR. BROWN:  Sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand why that is a rationale for having a growth factor.  But the difference here is your scaling factor, which is independent -- should be conceptually independent from the number of customers in the calculation -- is much higher.

MR. BROWN:  Well, in response to that I would draw attention to our evidence where we -- we did a bit of a survey, if you will, of the lay of the land, looking at scaling factors that were utilized in other jurisdictions.  We would argue we landed on a rather conservative scaling factor in -- compared to what is used in previous cases in places like Quebec and British Columbia, so where the scaling factor was higher, so notwithstanding the grow, baby, grow and the significant growth in Ottawa, when it came to using a scaling factor to try and calibrate that appropriately, we did err on the side of using a scaling factor that we thought -- we would argue was in the more conservative camp in terms of possible options.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Mr. Rubenstein, I was wondering if I could jump in here as well.  It is Greg Van Dusen.

One other aspect of the plan that we feel we would like you to look at is the plan in its entirety as opposed to just some of the custom mechanisms.

Our plan was developed with the benefit of a lot of customer input and stakeholder engagement.

Our customers expressed a great desire for us to maintain reliability, deal with aging demographics, deal with safety-related issues.

They also expressed some interest in us continuing to be innovative and looking at ways of deploying innovative strategies to deal with future issues.

So we feel that the totality of our plan is very good for customers.  It reflects our customers' needs and our desires and their desires.

To deal specifically with the last item, which had to do with the earnings sharing mechanism, we feel an earnings sharing mechanism with an appropriate debt band provides greater incentive to Hydro Ottawa to achieve productivity savings and to look for more innovative ways of doing things.  It is almost another carrot for us to improve our operations.  And that would be beneficial to customers.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn to SEC 18.  So we asked in this interrogatory to provide a -- essentially to revise the benchmarking analysis to separate out the OM&A and capital.  And the response was:  It is not feasible within the time frame.

And in the second sentence you say -- and I am unclear, actually, first if this is you or Clearspring, but it says:

"However, it is Hydro Ottawa's understanding that its OM&A costs would be very close in value to its total cost benchmark, while its capital costs would be slightly higher."

So first off, is that your statement or is that Clearspring?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  We asked Clearspring to take a look at this, and they provided that input to us.  So we did ask them to take a look at this.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So just give me a second here to make sure I have the right...

All right.  And then the second part of that -- so I guess the second part of my question is, what is that based on?  I guess what you said is you have asked -- you asked Clearspring, and they gave you that view, but there's nothing more to that, so I am actually unclear how you come to that conclusion.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  One second, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, I was just talking with some of my colleagues to see if there is something more on the record that I could point you to.  I'm afraid I'm going to have to ask you to ask that question of Mr. Fenrick when he appears on panel 4.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, that's fine.  So -- and just so I am clear, when it says Hydro One's (sic) understanding, your understanding is based on your discussion with Mr. Fenrick?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you.

If I can ask you -- I don't think you need to turn it up, but you can.  It is 1 OEB 1A.  Essentially you were asked why you're not -- since you have -- essentially seeking approval of all of the numbers for all the years, why you are not seeking approval of base rates in this application for each year, since there is no adjustment to those.  I was unclear why you are not.

MR. BROWN:  We're looking at OEB 1A?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. BROWN:  I believe our response was that we are seeking approval of distribution rates for each year in the 5-year term.  The only reason we're seeking approval for the 2021 tariff is that we're going to need subsequent approval for non-distribution charges.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right. I misread that.  That's fine.  I apologize.

MR. BROWN:  Not a problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn to 1 SEC 31, page 18?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, sir, what page number?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  1 SEC 31, page 18 of 34.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.  Yes?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In part two of this internal audit of the custom IR planning or rate-setting planning, it says for number 2, bullet 1 says:  "Management should continue to develop and update scenarios under all three rate setting methodologies in order to provide maximum flexibility for the 2021-2025 rate cycle."  And it says you implemented it.

Can I just actually understand -- I am not entirely clear what this is getting at.  Can you help me understand firstly what this is getting at?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So the internal audit department took a look at the rate application planning process, to take a look at its rigour, its validity, its completeness, its accuracy managing risks, the entire portfolio of whatever our internal audit did.

And they just encouraged us to investigate the value of different rate-setting options so that we were clear, when we went to the board of directors and asked to go forward with a custom application, that we really did think that the custom application was the best option to go forward with.

So I mean there was going for the IRM option, there was potentially deferring an application and asking, you know, rates to be interim in 2021.  There was the custom application.

We were asked to look at different option.  It wasn't all quantitative.  In fact, very little was quantitative.  A lot of it was qualitative, in terms of what would be the best option for Hydro Ottawa at this point in time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I think you may have --


MR. BROWN:  Mr. Rubenstein, I was going to supplement very quickly.  It is important to keep the specific timing and context of this specific internal audit report in mind.

If you backtrack and just look at the chronology of our application preparation process, we would simply observe that around this time this audit report was being prepared or had been prepared, there had recently been a change in government provincially, and there were different actions that were being taken.  There were different policy signals coming in from the new government regarding objectives they had in mind for lowering customers' bills, things along those lines.

So the onus was on us to acknowledge the significant change in the policy landscape, and try to anticipate potential contingencies that may have arisen if the new government had taken some action, or perhaps -- taken some action which might have meant changes in how utility rate making may have occurred.

So that's an important part of the context, and timing is key to bearing in mind.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My understanding from the plan in the application is that -- I think we had some discussion with some of the previous panels.  You have not updated your plan as a result of the forecast for 2021 as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and the impact that may come from it.

And in your view, that should just be dealt with in the deferral accounts the Board has set out on a generic basis.  Am I understanding that correctly?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That is partly cent.  The other more important aspect is we feel that the 2021-2025 period -- by 2021, we could see a fair bit of recovery in the economy and that therefore the plans that we had put in place for the 2021-2025 period would still be valid.  And that's still our opinion, that we're seeing recovery and our expectation is that recovery will be to the extent that our plan for 2021-2025 is still valid.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so I think you are just confirming actually something, that the latter reason that you actually think things will be closer to normal is the reason why you are keeping with your forecast and not making any adjustments?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I am just checking my notes here.  I actually think those are all of my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Rubenstein.  Ms. Girvan, are you ready to start for CCC?

MS. GIRVAN:  Would it be possible for me to start right after -- like move the lunch up and start right after?  Then I can go through my notes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  Is that okay with Hydro Ottawa?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Van Dusen?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CASS:  Sorry.

MS. GIRVAN:  Fred, I was just saying, what I would prefer to do is stop now and then I can come back right after lunch and just move the lunch up.  Is that okay?

MR. CASS:  That's fine, Julie.  Sorry, I clicked to unmute and it apparently didn't work the first time.  But that's fine.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just to let people know, I think I had 40 minutes and I am not going to be 40 minutes.  But I probably can't squeeze it in into fifteen.

So if I could go after lunch, that would be great.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So why don't we break now.  It is 12:15.  We will come back at 1 o'clock.  Thanks, everybody.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:15 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:02 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry about that slight delay.  I apologize for that.  Ms. Girvan, are you ready to go?
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  just a few questions.

So there is two references that I would like to refer to.  One is Staff 51 and the other is Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 11.  You don't necessarily have to pull it up, but maybe you should pull up, I guess, the evidence reference.  Can you hear me?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 11.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That was OEB 51?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.  OEB 51 refers to, I think, Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 11.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.  Yes, we're ready.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I guess I don't see it on the screen, but...

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Oh.  We are rectifying that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Yeah, I'm just -- I would just like to better understand your proposed annual reporting.  And if I can summarize what it sets out in this exhibit, is you are going to file each year your scorecard, and then you are also committing to filing your progress of capital spending.  Is that correct?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  If you can scroll down, I think what it does is it says, what do you do now and what are you going to do in the future.  I think that is --


MR. BROWN:  Patrick Brown here.  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So when will you file this?  And how will you make it available to people?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So each year we have an obligation.  We get -- sorry.  Under the 2016 to 2020 framework we had an obligation to do reporting on an annual basis, and we would file that with the Ontario Energy Board after the year end.

So we would do the same thing with this.  It would be filed with the Ontario Energy Board on an annual basis.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Would you be filing it with intervenors as well?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Maybe -- Ms. Barrie, when we filed it, who did we send it to?  Maybe you can answer that question.

MS. BARRIE:  So when we filed it we also sent it by e-mail to all the intervenors in the proceeding.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, so you're committing to do that again?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we are.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  When you filed capital spending by category, do you have a form for that?  Like, I guess, is it going to be in the same form that you did in the last case?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  It will be consistent with the four categories of capital spend, consistent with the OEB's four categories.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So it is just at the four-category level?  It is not anything more detailed than that?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I don't believe so.  Ms. Barrie, can you confirm that?

MS. BARRIE:  So currently we do it to the program level, so it does have more detail than that.  The intent would be to keep this similar information that is provided.  The formatting or whatever might change a bit, but the actual content would be very similar.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And with respect to the scorecard under the financial performance, do you intend to file actual return on equity versus approved return on equity?  I don't see it on the scorecard, and I just wondered if that is part of your annual filing.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I believe that is part of the annual triple R filing, is it not, Ms. Barrie?

MS. BARRIE:  That is part of the annual triple R filing.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Why wouldn't it be part of the scorecard?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  It's just -- didn't want to duplicate too many places where we're presenting information.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But the triple R filings, aren't they confidential?

MS. BARRIE:  The annual -- it's April Barrie.  The annual OEB -- it shows on Hydro Ottawa's annual OEB scorecard.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, right, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, okay, the ROE?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Okay.  I just wanted to make sure that we would have that on an ongoing bases.

And then you're going to be filing -- actually, if you could turn to Exhibit Staff 1, OEB Staff number 1, please.  So if you turn on to the next page -- sorry, I think it is page 2.  Page 2.  Actually, it is page -- keep going.  Yes, page 3.  Sorry, sorry, yes, there.

So what I am trying to understand is what your annual application will be, so from what I see here is you're going to apply for annual rate orders through your application.  Is that correct?

MS. BARRIE:  April Barrie.  Yes, that is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  And when do you usually file that?

MS. BARRIE:  Around the mid of August.

MS. GIRVAN:  Middle of August, okay.  And I just had a question here with respect to the updated and approved specific service charges.  What exactly are you seeking approval of for specific service charges?

MS. BARRIE:  So for specific -- for --


MS. GIRVAN:  Is it -- sorry.  Go ahead.

MS. BARRIE:  So for specific service charges, there is a combined due, so Hydro Ottawa has some generic ones that the OEB sets, as well as ones that we have specifically requested different amounts for.

So for stuff like the pole attachment charge we still intend to use the OEB's annually set pole attachment charge, and that would be updated for any inflationary adjustment that the OEB adds on to those charges --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. BARRIE:  -- as an example.

For the other specific service charges, we are as part of this proceeding setting out the amounts that we would like to have updated on an annual basis, and those would be reflected in the rate orders that are applied for annually.

MS. GIRVAN:  And updated on an annual basis, that means applying your factor to those each year?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you're seeking approval now for the specific service charges; is that correct?  Or just the revenue associated with those?

MS. BARRIE:  We are asking for approval, both the revenue and the rates, as part of this proceeding.

MS. GIRVAN:  And the ability to change those by applying your formula every year?

MS. BARRIE:  However, that would be set out as part of this application, and in any decision we could add what those would be on an annual basis and you would know ahead of time what they would be adjusted to.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So basically, this application is fairly mechanistic, in that you are not -- you are just filing this with the Board.  There is no proceeding or anything like that?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And it's the same as you did last time?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And I just wanted to confirm, and what I am trying to understand is your overall plan, and this is probably for you, Mr. Van Dusen, because the rate, as we have heard before, I think we heard -- I think there was some discussion of this on the first day -- that the Rate Handbook says the annual adjustment must be based on a custom index, and that is set out in OEB Staff number 4.

And what I am struggling with is that you really haven't done that, and the way that I would characterize your plan is, you are applying a formula to O&M and you're using a cost-of-service approach for capital.

And I would just like to better understand how you think that is consistent with what the OEB's expectations are.

MR. BROWN:  Ms. Girvan, it is Patrick Brown.  I am going to initially respond.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. BROWN:  So taking the matters you mentioned one step at a time, in terms of -- sorry, what was the first thing you mentioned?  I apologize.

MS. GIRVAN:  I just -- the OEB -- the rate handbook's --


MR. BROWN:  I'm sorry, the custom index, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, yeah.

MR. BROWN:  So -- I apologize.  With respect to the custom index, we do acknowledge the provision that is in the rate handbook.  However, as we've documented in this application, we do believe that there are limitations in the PEG model underlying the calculation of the custom index.

In light of those limitations we have provided robust third-party independent evidence in terms of an alternative calculation of a stretch factor.  And we have based our rate-setting formula off of that alternative independent expert evidence.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But you have done that for O&M, and I am not taking issue with that.  But with respect to capital, what you have essentially done is applied for a cost-of-service approach.

MR. BROWN:  No.  We wouldn't agree with that assessment.  A couple of things to bear in mind there.  The foundation or the point of departure for our proposed rate-setting plan is the green light, the thumbs-up, the approval that we received from the OEB for our '16 to '20 plan.  It was very clear in the OEB's decision on that application that our rate-setting approach was consistent and compatible with the renewed regulatory framework, and that 2016 to 2020 approach entailed embedding incentives within the OM&A envelope and using an escalation factor applied to OM&A.

So we're essentially building off of that existing plan looking into 2021-2025.

MS. GIRVAN:  But how would the cost of service differ with respect to capital?

MR. BROWN:  Sure.  If I may, there was a specific interrogatory which addressed this very question, if you could just permit me to pull it up.  I believe it was an Energy Probe interrogatory.  So Energy Probe EP.RF 1.

MS. GIRVAN:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. BROWN:  In EP.RF 1, we provided detail into how our proposed rate-setting plan contrasts with the cost of service, and that is part D of that response.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I guess this is sort of an issue for an argument.

Now, do you consider this a price cut?  Do you consider it a revenue cut?  Or do you consider it something else?

MR. BROWN:  Just bear with me for a moment.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. BROWN:  Thank you.  I was just conferring with my colleague Mr. Van Dusen.

So in the evidence, I believe it is Exhibit 1-1-10, we have characterized this as a price cap.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right, thank you.  Now, with respect to CDM, I just had -- I had just a quick question.

I thought that under the sort of current arrangements with the IESO and with the OEB, that you're not permitted to do CDM within the utility.  I thought that was the latest of policy directive.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I wouldn't say not allowed to do CDM.  We're not -- we're not managing specific CDM programs any more. They're managed by the IESO.

But we're keeping a group of key account people who are advising customers and working with customers, in terms of looking at ways that they can take advantage of CDM initiatives that are issued by the IESO.

And they're also assisting the system planning people in our organization for looking at non-wires alternatives, for dealing with projects.

So in terms of running, we do not have any Hydro Ottawa CDM-related programs.  We're doing CDM-related initiatives through this small key account group working with our customers, and really just responding to customers' interested in it and requests.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can you remind me, what is the total of that cost embedded in 2021 rates?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Subject to check, I believe it is a half million.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And how is that allocated to the customer classes?

MS. BARRIE:  For the most part, it is as part of our key accounts group.  As part of the cost allocation, we directly attributed the key accounts group to a proportion of customers we felt that that group was supporting.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So the large users, is that --


MS. BARRIE:  It mainly is the larger commercial customers, but there are some that go into small commercial residential for some of our customers who have a variety of customers in that portfolio.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, great, thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, can I ask a follow up to that?

MS. GIRVAN:  Sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Would I be able to see that in the cost allocation model?  Is there a specific account for the CDM that you could see how it is allocated, or is it just mixed in with something?

MS. BARRIE:  So what you can see is -- I believe it is the only thing that is directly attributable.

So if you go to that tab of the cost allocation model, you will see those costs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.

MS. BARRIE:  It won't be just CDM however, but it will be our key accounts group.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the CDM is within the --


MS. BARRIE:  The CDM is within the key accounts group.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And I will be able to determine what that -- how much the CDM individuals are within the key accounts group by looking at the key accounts number, subtracting it by the CDM -- I think there's an undertaking that is coming with respect to the full cost of the CDM individuals.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.  There was an undertaking, either yesterday or the day before, to get the revenue requirement related to CDM.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And all of those dollars would be part of that key accounts number that is being directly allocated?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I have one minor correction to something I just told you, Ms. Girvan.  Apparently the amount in 2021 is about $200,000.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  And that increases to $500,000 in the 22 to 2025 time frame.

MS. GIRVAN:  Why does that increase?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  One second.

MS. BARRIE:  It increases in our forecast.  However, because we have a 2021 and then escalate off of that embedded in our rates, it is the amount in 2021.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So half of that is not funded through rates?

MS. BARRIE:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thanks.  If you could turn to OEB number 8, please, I just need a refresher, I guess, with respect to the earnings sharing mechanism.

Can you explain to me how you've done it in the past and how you intend to do it in the future?  I just can't remember how you had done it in the past.

I know there's two years in which, I think 2017 and 2018, that there was a sharing of earnings with customers.

Now, when do customers get that?  Is it at the end had of 2020?

MS. BARRIE:  So the settlement agreement had a number of these accounts being settled as part of this proceeding.  Obviously, because actuals aren't ready for 2020, that can't be cleared at this point in time.

So we currently do not have any over earnings in 2019.  I say currently because every year, which has been a question through our IR application is we adjust for CDM, putting it in the appropriate year that it relates to.

So when we do our LRAM calculation, which is always lagging, it can impact previous years' earnings sharing mechanism, shared savings.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  So I guess I am just trying to understand.  So there are amounts from 2017 and 2018 that still have yet to flow to customers?

MS. BARRIE:  Correct.  We have not been clearing those through the IR term.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So they will be credited to customers when?

MS. BARRIE:  As part of this application.

MS. GIRVAN:  Part of this application?  But we're not finished 2020 yet.

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.  So we're suggesting that 2020 will need to be cleared in a future application.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  In 2021 or...


MS. BARRIE:  I think that would need to be decided as part of this proceeding.  Typically, it is group 2 accounts don't get cleared during an IRM period, and that is why our last application was set up to have it clear as part of a future proceeding, because it helps maintain the mechanistic approach of the RRF application.

MS. GIRVAN:  Would you have any objection to clearing the earnings sharing on an annual basis?

MS. BARRIE:  I think I would have to confer with Mr. Van Dusen.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  All to say I don't necessarily think we would, you know.  Once again, under the caveat that, you know, as Ms. Barrie pointed out that CDM is lagging.

So we would commit to clearing it as soon as we could clear it, as opposed to waiting to the next rate turn, if I could put it that way.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, great.  Can you tell me if you had the proposal that you are putting forward in this case of the dead band of 150 basis points, if you had that in place during your last term, would there have been any earnings sharing?  Maybe somebody has asked this.

MS. BARRIE:  Nobody has asked that.  I would have to go back and calculate that.  Off the top of my head, I am not sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could you do that for me, please?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I can undertake to do that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, great.  And...

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Julie.  That will be undertaking JT3.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.9:  TO CALCULATE WHETHER THERE WOULD HAVE BEEN EARNINGS SHARING IF THE DEAD BAND OF 150 BASIS POINTS HAD BEEN IN PLACE DURING THE LAST TERM


MS. GIRVAN:  Great.  I just want to have a better understanding -- and I know this is in the evidence probably, but I would like to better understand why you are not accepting the Clearspring stretch factor.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  The Clearspring stretch factor that they put in their study recommendation was 0.3, as you know.

We asked Clearspring to do a specific analysis for us, removing two specific once-in-a-generation-type projects, the facilities renewal project and the Nepean or Cambrian station.

Our view was that it is more appropriate to take a look at a stretch-factor calculation in a steady state of capital expenditures and not with these one-time once-in-a-generation type large expenditures.

So it's not that we don't accept the Clearspring recommendation.  The Clearspring recommendation is based on a certain set of assumptions, but we think the assumptions under the scenario that we asked Clearspring to run are more valid and should be accepted by the Board in terms of planning our stretch factor.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But you are not applying a stretch factor to capital.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  No, we're not applying the stretch factor to capital; that's correct.  I do want to point out that our capital expenditure program that is put forward in this application does contain productivity initiatives built into it and, in addition, we've described our capital program process where we started at a level that was $50 million higher than the level that's in this application and through a rationalization process was able to reduce the capital program down by $50 million a year, approximately.

And the considerations in terms of that were, of course, the asset needs, financial needs of our customer needs as well.  So in terms of meeting the requirements of a custom application and taking into account customer feedback and customer input, customers are very concerned about price, but they're also concerned about reliability and safety, and that level that we ended up in in our application we felt was an appropriate balance, taking into account all of these factors.

MS. GIRVAN:  So you are saying because we undertook this analysis and we reduced our capital by 50 million we don't think it is appropriate to put a further stretch in the plan with respect to capital?  That's what you're saying?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  And I would like the way you have characterized it, a further stretch.  We believe we have added a stretch, and the stretch is well-articulated.  So, yes, we don't believe an additional stretch should be applied to our capex program.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Those are my questions, thank you.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Ms. Girvan.  Moving on to Environmental Defence.  Mr. Elson.
Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Good afternoon, this is Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.  Can everyone hear me okay?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, sir.

MR. ELSON:  Great.  I would like to start by asking some questions about distribution losses, and if we could turn to ED 1, please.  And as you are turning that up, I understand that generally Hydro Ottawa is doing fairly well when it comes to reducing distribution losses compared to its peers?

MS. BARRIE:  We would agree with that statement.

MR. ELSON:  I didn't think you were going to disagree with me, but if we could turn to the attachment to this interrogatory.  And this is Distribution Losses Update.  Do you see that there?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And I understand that since this was produced, Hydro Ottawa has not undertaken any focussed distribution loss reduction work.  Is that fair to say?

MS. BARRIE:  That is fair to say we embedded it into our work processes and practices and equipment we purchase.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I am just going to take you through this document and try to get an idea of where some of these initiatives are at, because a number of them outline some next steps, and so I will start with 1.0, which is voltage profile management.

And if you turn to the next page, so the bottom of this section, it says:
"Hydro Ottawa plans to investigate and pilot alternative means of reducing distribution voltage while maintaining flexibility in system operations.  Pilot projects are currently planned to be deployed in 2015 and beyond."

Could you undertake to let us know what came of this and provide an update on this initiative?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Make that JT3.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.10:  TO ADVISE WHAT BECAME OF THE VOLTAGE PROFILE MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE AND PROVIDE AN UPDATE.

MR. ELSON:  And the next item here is "system optimization".  That is section 2.0.  Again, I am looking at ED 1, attachment A.

And if you turn to the next page, at the bottom, it says -- and I am reading the -- it's the second-last sentence:

"With the completed solution Hydro Ottawa plans to move forward with further loss reduction studies both to confirm the results of the earlier work and to examine potential reductions for the parts of our overall distribution system that previously weren't modelled."

And could you undertake to provide an update on this and to file the further studies that are referred to in that sentence there?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Sorry, could I just have one second to confer with my panel mates?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CASS:  Can you hear us now?

MR. ELSON:  I can, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I can hear you, Fred.

MR. CASS:  Thanks, Jamie.  Okay.  We're just wondering where you are going with your questions, the reason being, to the extent that you are talking about field sort of work, Laurie would have been the person who would know more about your questions.  And that's just got us a little concerned here about where you are going and whether the questions are ones that perhaps Laurie would have answered.

Can you help us at all?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  The reason I'm posing these questions to this panel is that I specifically asked what panel these questions should be posed to in relation to ED 1, and the answer was panel 3.  So that is pretty straightforward.  And that came from your regulatory team there.

As for, you know, who should speak to them today, I actually think the better approach in light of the timing is for these to be answered by way of undertakings, because I know that we're pretty limited in time.

So I am happy to put these questions on the record.  If people can speak to them in any more detail, that's great.  Otherwise an undertaking response probably is the most efficient way to deal with it.

MR. CASS:  Okay.  So if we are looking mainly at undertaking responses, can you more or less list the things you are looking for, and then we can contemplate that for a few moments and decide whether there is anything we can answer now, whether there is any issues with the undertakings, and do it that way?

MR. ELSON:  I don't think my brain is large enough to be able to create one big list.  I would rather go through them one by one.  I considered trying to come up with an omnibus undertaking, but I think it's best that we go through them.  It should only take five minutes --


MR. CASS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  -- and I think we were -- I think an undertaking had just been provided, but we didn't quite get an undertaking number.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, I hadn't given it a number yet, because there was still discussion about that, but JT3.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.11:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE ON THE FURTHER LOSS REDUCTION STUDIES REFERRED TO IN THE LAST SENTENCE OF P.3 OF IRR ED-1 ATT. A AND TO FILE THE FURTHER STUDIES.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So just before we proceed, Mr. Elson, I am the one who sent you to this panel, you are quite correct about that, and I guess I need to apologize a bit.

I was thinking in terms of rate-setting and rate design, and I was thinking more of Ms. Barrie, so my apologies, but if we need to take undertakings to address your concerns we will, sir, but I think I am the one who did this.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Van Dusen, and I can see, because losses come up in a number of different areas.  So I will try to move through this quickly.

The next piece was voltage reduction, which is on page 4 of attachment A.  And at the bottom of that page, it says:
"Ottawa continues to review business cases for potential conversion areas to determine whether to proceed with additional conversion projects."

Again, these are projects intended to reduce distribution losses.

Could you undertake to provide an update on this work on voltage conversion, including any completed and planned projects?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, sir.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.12:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE ON THE VOLTAGE CONVERSION WORK, INCLUDED COMPLETED AND PLANNED PROJECTS


MR. ELSON:  Item 5 on the next page, that's page 5 of attachment A, is transformer loss evaluation and loading practices.

And could you undertake to update the work on this which is referred to as follows:
"Hydro Ottawa plans to leverage newly available smart meter data in concert with the consultant's findings to assess and, if necessary, develop a revised loss formula by the end of 2012."


An update would be appreciated.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, sir.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.13:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE ON A REVISED LOSS FORMULA BY THE END OF 2012 USING NEWLY AVAILABLE SMART MEMTER DATA.


MR. ELSON:  Maybe what I will do is ask my omnibus undertaking now, and you might want to roll them up all into this answer, which would be fine with me, which is to provide an update on all of the work described in this attachment here.  It may be simpler for you to do that all as one undertaking response.

Would that be acceptable, Mr. Van Dusen?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, it would be.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.14:  MR. ELSON'S OMNIBUS UNDERTAKING


MR. ELSON:  So there's reference at the beginning of this attachment A back on page 1 to a plan to reduce line losses by 5 percent.  Was that goal achieved?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Ms. Barrie, do we have line loss information filed, historical line loss information filed somewhere we could point him to?

MS. BARRIE:  I don't think we have it historical on the application to point to this.

What I would point to was that as per the last update that we did provide, it was considered that this project was complete and it was accepted by the stakeholders as being done.

As to that level, I couldn't tell you, at least not right now.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to file the plan and let the parties know whether that goal of a 5 percent decrease was achieved and maintained?

MS. BARRIE:  So as to -- as long as I can obtain the plan, I think we could undertake to do that, as well as to determine whether or not the 5 percent was achieved.

MR. ELSON:  Achieved and maintained would be appreciated, and best efforts is sufficient.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.15:  TO FILE AN UPDATE ON THE LINE LOSS PLAN AND TO ADVISE WHETHER THE 5 PERCENT DECREASE GOAL WAS ACHIEVED AND MAINTAINED.


MR. ELSON:  And would Hydro Ottawa be open to providing more regular reporting on its practices in relation to distribution losses, and the efforts that you are taking in that regard?

MS. BARRIE:  I am not -- I guess at this point in time, we do file our annual loss factor information with the OEB.  I believe that's on our annual scorecard; I would have to double-check.  And at this point, I think a lot of the work we do in terms of maintaining and keeping losses, I think appropriately coming back to them as part of our updated 5-year application is an appropriate venue.

So I guess I would summarize that to be I believe the current reporting is sufficient.

MR. ELSON:  You are summarizing that as your loss factor information, and what else are you including in the existing reporting?  Can you undertake to describe what you are doing right now?

MS. BARRIE:  In way of reporting?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BARRIE:  So just to clarify, we don't give any detailed reporting.  But we do provide in order to give an update of where our loss factors is standing on an annual basis is I think --


MR. ELSON:  You have to do that, of course, and it is just a figure, though, right?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct, it is just a figure.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So we both have to follow up on that later in the proceeding, but let's move to ED 3, please.

Maybe in terms of reporting, I will just ask in the meantime that you give that some thought.

ED-3, there is reference in the answer at 3C, it says that:
"Hydro Ottawa does not quantify distribution loss reductions when procuring equipment, but does consider them."


I am just wondering how you would consider them if you aren't quantifying them, because I would imagine you would need to quantify the value of the loss reductions and consider that as part of a tendering process in order to appropriately reflect the value of a more efficient piece of equipment.  Is that not right?

MS. BARRIE:  Again, I apologize.  This would have been a more appropriate answer for Laurie Heuff to address.

MR. ELSON:  Well, then I will ask it by way of an undertaking, which is could you please explain exactly how you are considering distribution loss reduction when procuring equipment, if that does not involve a valuation of the benefit of the loss reductions from different kinds of equipment?

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

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.16:  TO EXPLAIN THE ROLE OF DISTRIBUION LOSS REDUCTION WHEN PROCURING EQUIPMENT, IF THAT DOES NOT INVOLVE A VALUATION OF THE BENEFIT OF THE LOSS REDUCTIONS FROM DIFFERENT KINDS OF EQUIPMENT; TO INDICATE WHETHER HYDRO OTTAWA WOULD BE WILLING TO VALUE DISTRIBUTION LOSS REDUCTIONS IN ITS TENDERING PROCESS GOING FOWARD


MR. ELSON:  And if we could turn to ED-4 -- actually, can I just add to 3.16?

If you could undertake to indicate whether you would be willing to value distribution loss reductions in your tendering process going forward, as a practice to ensure that it is addressed more rigorously, that would be appreciated.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And that could be part of the same undertaking, I think.

Could we turn to ED-4, please, table A?  I am specifically looking at the bottom right cell there.

MR. CASS:  Sorry for interrupting.  We are going to see if we can get Laurie back.  I don't know if it is possible.  It sounds like it might be, but we are going to see if we can get her back for these questions.

MR. ELSON:  Well, actually I only have one more question which you probably won't need Laurie for, and then I am actually moving on to another area.  So I am afraid that I think it is -- I think it's okay if we just continue in light of the time.

MR. CASS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  The bottom right cell here, which is indicating the cost of losses, and that's $$122 million.  Right?  Do you see that there?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I see that.

MR. ELSON:  If you want -- if Laurie is joining and you want to wait for her, I am happy to move on and then come back to this if I am treading into territory that she would be most appropriate to address.

So I understand that this number represents the cost to customers of distribution system losses over these 5 years, roughly speaking.

MS. BARRIE:  Again, it was Ms. Heuff's group that calculated this number, and I am not as familiar with how that calculation works.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I will wait to see if she joins.  And if she doesn't, I will come back and ask for an undertaking.  But I will move on to another area of questions in the meantime.

Does that work for you?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I would like to ask you folks about ED-5, please.  And starting with the table, this is an excerpt from your cost allocation spreadsheets, right, that table there?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And what it is showing are the minimum and the maximum level for the monthly fixed charges?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And then there are two minimums, which is avoided cost and directly related, which are the first two rows with quantities in them?

MS. BARRIE:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And the maximum is the third row, which is minimum system with PLCC adjustment?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And with respect to your commercial and industrial customers, the existing charges and the charges that you are seeking are significantly above the maximum.  Right?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And just looking, for example, at column 3, the maximum is $78, and what you are proposing is roughly $200.  So it's more than 200 percent the maximum, right?

MS. BARRIE:  As a calculation, that would be correct.

MR. ELSON:  And for column 4, the maximum is $402 and the charge that you are proposing is $4,193.  So it is roughly 1,000 times the ceiling or the maximum.  Correct?

MS. BARRIE:  So at this point I think, because I will probably agree to the representations of the numbers, I think in terms of looking at these numbers and understanding the full context of the values that are being seen in this chart is to take into consideration Board policy that in changing -- or in the introduction of the cost allocation model it was acknowledged that there's some utilities who had basic charges that were above what the outputs would be in the cost allocation model, and it is not required for those utilities to bring down those fixed charges in order to align.

And so just to make it clear, it's not that Hydro Ottawa from last year to this year is requesting a large increase in the fixed charge.  But this is in line with the fixed charges that Hydro Ottawa has had in place since the cost allocation model has been introduced.

I would also point out the column that was skipped right at the beginning, which is the "residential fixed charge", which is also higher than the actual fixed charge that the cost allocation outputs as being the maximum.

And so this model hasn't been adjusted for any concept in terms of what the model -- in order to bring this model into the aspect of completing a fully fixed charge on a residential and how those downstream impacts would be on any other class.

MR. ELSON:  So I am going to get into those issues in a moment, but I understand you're not disagreeing with the arithmetic in terms of column 4, wherein --


MS. BARRIE:  No.

MR. ELSON:  -- there's 1,000 times higher.  So I am just wanting to turn to the answer to J, and in J I believe what you are saying is that on average it is 28 percent higher than --


MS. BARRIE:  So I know we did struggle with, we weren't entirely sure what was being requested in part J in terms of what the comparator was trying to be with the way it was worded.

MR. ELSON:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. BARRIE:  So we looked at a couple of ways of completing it.  So we may not -- so I acknowledge we may have not completed it the way you are intending for us to do.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Could you undertake to provide those calculations and to take another crack at calculating on average the difference between the avoided cost, directly related, and minimum system PLCC with the actual proposed?

MS. BARRIE:  So specifically how you were just coming out with your math now?

MR. ELSON:  That's right, yes.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, we can undertake to do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.17:  TO PROVIDE CALCULATIONS AND TO TAKE ANOTHER CRACK AT CALCULATING ON AVERAGE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AVOIDED COST, DIRECTLY RELATED, AND MINIMUM SYSTEM PLCC WITH THE ACTUAL PROPOSED.

MR. ELSON:  And I could do the math, but then you have to trust me, so it is better if you both can.

So I am just looking down at L here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Kent, can I just ask a follow-up to your last question?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, go ahead, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Your last set of questions on the rate design?  As I understand it, what you've done is, for those classes in 2021 in which the fixed rate would be at or higher than the ceiling, you're maintaining the existing fixed rate, correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But then for '21 -- sorry, '22 to 2025 you have not that same -- that is not the case for 2022 to 2025?  You're increasing them regardless of what the ceiling would be?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.  Hydro Ottawa has done a similar approach in the rate design as you would see through a normal mechanistic application for the period after 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  So in one of these sub-answers, you indicated that in essence the reason for the actual numbers being higher than the maximum is that they were set historically.  Is that fair to say?

MS. BARRIE:  That is fair to say.

MR. ELSON:  Now, we were looking specifically for an explanation of how they were set historically.  Could you undertake to provide that with respect to each of the commercial and industrial rate classes, please?

MS. BARRIE:  So I don't think I have the ability to go back and check exactly how they were set in the past.

As you are probably aware, Hydro Ottawa has amalgamated from a number of previous utilities.  They each had their own rate-setting, had their own set of fixed and variable charges, and they were combined as a set of fixed and variable charges when Hydro Ottawa was amalgamated.

I have personally looked -- and I think what would be appropriate would be to do a cost study to see what they would be now, opposed to going back and trying to 100 percent trying to figure out what would be then.

A number of factors I say that in regards to the current cost allocation model wasn't in place when those rates were set.

You did have four utilities that did have different practices and procedures in the way they did things.  Those practices and procedures have evolved over time and are no -- may not be the exact same thing we're doing now.

So it would give us a frame of reference in the past, but it wouldn't necessarily -- I'm not sure if it would bring us to what you are trying to achieve with the rates now.

So I could do it on best efforts.  I am just not sure what I am going to be able to obtain.

MR. ELSON:  Best efforts would be sufficient.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I'm sorry, JT3.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.18:  TO PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION OF HOW THE NUMBERS WERE SET HISTORICALLY WITH RESPECT TO EACH OF THE COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL RATE CLASSES.

MR. CASS:  Kent, just while we're in a bit of a lull here and you're moving -- you're ready to move on to another question, Laurie has joined the panel.  I am not sure, but I believe she has something that she can say to shed light on the questions you were asking about updates through the document you were looking at.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MS. HEUFF:  So Mr. Elson, if you wouldn't mind, just, I was listening in, but I didn't get a fulsome understanding of the conversation that was transpiring.  Can you just let me know what it is that specifically you were looking for clarification on?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  I think there's sort of a bigger-picture undertaking to update the work since a report that was published in 2011, and I don't think it makes sense to go down that rabbit hole.  But one question I --


MS. HEUFF:  Just on that -- if you wouldn't mind, on that topic.  So the work that was published in 2011 was actually the conclusion to a previous study that was taking place in 2006, and the 2011 report that was filed is actually the conclusion to that study.

So in the conclusion portion of the distribution loss update, you will note that that was the proceeding that -- or that was the report that did essentially point to the fact that Hydro Ottawa had achieved the 5 percent line loss reduction or -- yeah, line loss reduction that they had intended to achieve since January 2006, and this was accepted and approved as part of that rate filing.

So for that purpose, in terms of explicit projects that required capital investment in order to achieve line losses and a specific target to achieve line losses, that was the conclusion of that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  That's helpful to know.  There were some questions about a number of items that were -- that had next steps attached to them in that undertaking.

But actually, I don't have time to go through them one by one and I have undertakings.

What I would like to ask you about is how does Hydro One (sic) -- in relation to ED-3, how does Hydro One calculate loss reductions when procuring equipment or consider them, if it doesn't attach a value to them?

MS. HEUFF:  So just for the record, it is Hydro Ottawa.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry.  I was about to make a comparison with Hydro One, so you go ahead.

MS. HEUFF:  What we do is -- and I think the response was quite clear in part C of the answer as to how we do it.

MR. ELSON:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. HEUFF:  We do procure equipment based on system needs.  We don't specifically quantify the distribution losses when we're procuring equipment.  We do consider them but we don't specifically actually quantify them.

We do compare vendor substation power transformer losses during the evaluation.  And we do require them to meet the Canadian Standards Association requirements as well.

MR. ELSON:  So Hydro One, as I understand it, will calculate a lifetime cost of a piece of equipment and to the extent that it has lower losses, that lowers the overall price as part of its comparison between options.

Are you willing to consider doing something like that going forward?

MS. HEUFF:  So we do regularly review what our procurement practice is, and what is actually calculated during the RFP process.

So that would be a conversation that would have to happen between both our internal standards group, our engineering group, as well as our procurement group.

At this point in time, there aren't any plans to update those evaluations.  That's not to say that something of that nature might not become something we would do at this time, but it wouldn't be something we would be willing to undertake our add to the evaluation process at this point in time.

MR. ELSON:  That's the immediate question imposing now.  That's fair.

At the moment, if there is a piece of equipment that costs more, but would reduce losses, how do you decide whether it is a good investment or not?

MS. HEUFF:  So we have -- as I mentioned before, we have a procurement process that's undertaken and it does have a holistic scoring methodology that is applied against the different options that are available to us, and we would follow that scoring methodology.

So depending -- I don't know to speak to specifically how we would do it, but I would say it would depend on the specific procurement application and what the actual scoring methodology was put in place for that one procurement.

MR. ELSON:  But if I understand it correctly, at the moment, you are not estimating the value of the loss reduction and including that formally in the pricing comparison for equipment.

MS. HEUFF:  We don't.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MS. HEUFF:  We do holistically consider it, I would say, as an overall benefit potentially.  But we don't actually quantify it and give it a dollar value at this time.

MR. ELSON:  I think there is an undertaking there previously.  If there is any more light you can shed on how you make that judgment, I am happy to hear it.

As you can imagine, our view would be that including it in a bit more of a rigorous way as do some other folks would be better.  But we will address that in future discussions.

So let me leave that there and just ask my last question, which is ED-4.

MS. HEUFF:  So just to clear up...


MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. HEUFF:  I am not sure that there is an undertaking that is required on the analysis of the transformers at this time.

I think we have provided you with a very comprehensive view of what we currently do in order to quantify or not quantify -- like what we do to consider the distribution line losses at the transformer level.

So I am not sure that there really is much else that we can provide you at this point in time.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, it may be there isn't anything else that you can provide me.  But all I understand is that you consider it without any light on how it's considered, because you're not valuing it.

But if you get back to me saying that is all we can tell you, then that's all you can tell me.

If we could move to ED-4 and the table A which has been completed, which is on page 2 of ED-4.  And the bottom right cell has a total for the value of Hydro Ottawa's distribution system energy losses over those 5 years.

Do you see that there?  That is the $122 million.

MS. HEUFF:  Yes, I see that.

MR. ELSON:  So this is the value or the cost to customers over these 5 years of the distribution system losses in Hydro Ottawa's system?

MS. HEUFF:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to B, it says that Hydro Ottawa does not anticipate the value of losses to be materially different over the next five years.

So you would agree that over the next 5 years, losses will cost in the range of $122 million for customers?  Is that fair to say?

MS. HEUFF:  I would say based on the response that is provided, yes, that is fair to say.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And that is your understanding of the situation?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So the only other thing just to be clear on is that we have not actually at this point -- we have not forecasted the actual losses as part of this response.

So I am going based on the response that was provided, not based on actual data, so...


MR. ELSON:  Is that something that you would normally do is forecast the losses out 5 years?

MS. HEUFF:  No, I do not believe it is something that I would do.  That would be a question for Ms. Barrie.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  I take it, though, that that isn't something that you feel is necessary in that Hydro Ottawa's view is that it wouldn't be materially different, so it might be plus or minus $10 million, but not something that you would need to undertake on?

MS. HEUFF:  Yes.  So I believe the reason that it's saying it would not be materially different is because we do not have any explicit plans within our capital planning budget at this point in order to intentionally reduce system losses any further than what they are today.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  That is sufficient for me.  Thank you, Ms. Heuff.

MS. HEUFF:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  I am going to turn back to ED-5 and try to remember where I was.  I think we had just discussed trying to get a better grasp as to where we got to where the current figures are.

We had a discussion about the table and the fact that in Hydro Ottawa's view, they're not required to bring the actual charges within the maximum, and haven't been since the rate allocation methodology was rolled out.  That was rolled out in 2006, right?

MS. BARRIE:  I would have to double-check.  I know for sure we used the cost allocation model in the 2012.  I would have to double-check that.  It was back to 2006 that we used the Board-approved.  I am not sure that is the case -- or did you mean our fixed variable rates themselves?

MR. ELSON:  I just mean applying -- or whether or not you applied it or not, but that the current allocation methodology which sets the minimum system with PLCC adjustment as the maximum, can you undertake to let us know when that was rolled out?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I can undertake that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could we get an undertaking number for that?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry about that, Mr. Elson.  That will be JT3.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.19:  [NOT DESCRIBED]


MR. ELSON:  Not a problem.  Thank you.

And could you provide a table showing the approved charges from that date until 2026 and how they changed over time?

MS. BARRIE:  If you just bear with me, I know there is an undertaking we had -- or an IR that we had where we did go back a substantial amount of time and already provide fixed/variable rates.

MR. ELSON:  Well, perhaps you could undertake to either provide that information or indicate where it is already on the record?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.  Just give me one moment.  So as part of SEC 69, if we could pull that up.  Is there a chart below?  Yes.  So I think -- is that what you are looking for?

MR. ELSON:  Could you please extend this table back to prior to the existing cost-allocation methodology?  And the reason I am looking for this is because the current costs are based on the historic cost, and so I am trying to tie those together.

MS. BARRIE:  Yeah, I can do that on a best efforts.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.20:  TO EXTEND THE TABLE BACK TO PRIOR TO THE EXISTING COST-ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY.

MR. ELSON:  I am going to ask you a question that I asked you by way of interrogatory again and try to get into that in a bit more detail.  Does Hydro Ottawa agree that shifting costs for commercial and industrial customers from fixed charges to variable charges would incentivize positive customer behaviour, such as shifting load off the peak, installing distributed energy, and implementing energy efficiency?

MS. BARRIE:  And I believe we did answer that question on record, and we don't feel that it's the largest component in doing that.

We believe the programs such as the global adjustment, as well as the cost of electricity, which generally is the driver for customers in order to invest in those initiatives.

MR. ELSON:  You don't think that your costs send a price signal to customers?

MS. BARRIE:  I do think our costs send a price signal to those customers, but our costs are intended to reflect the cost of distribution and not the cost of electricity and global adjustment, and I think it is important to set rate designs based on the underlying costs to the customers of the portion that they're paying for their bill.

MR. ELSON:  And your costs are largely driven by peak demand on your system.  Fair to say?

MS. BARRIE:  I think that is fair to say.

MR. ELSON:  So wouldn't you agree that having -- moving charges from fixed to variable would be incentivizing positive behaviour to the extent that customers do shift load off the peak?

MS. BARRIE:  So as we provided in our response, customers who shift large amounts of load don't necessarily result in those assets being used for our other customers, but it will shift the cost of those assets to other customers when you move what is part of the fixed price into the variable price.

MR. ELSON:  You're saying that it's not appropriate from a cost causation perspective?  Is that what you're saying?  I didn't quite understand that.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, that is what I'm saying.  I believe that the customers in the system should pay for the costs -- or Hydro Ottawa believes that the customers on the system should pay for the fixed assets of those costs and shouldn't be incented in -- on the costs that actually still maintain for the system that's been set up for them and allocated to other cost customers and socialized to other customers.

MR. ELSON:  Now, when the Board set its cost-allocation methodology, it did so attempting to recognize the principle of cost causation, right?

MS. BARRIE:  It did, and I think that goes back to your initial question of how they were originally set.

MR. ELSON:  And it is set as a maximum.  The minimum system with PLCC adjustment and as a floor avoided cost, both of those being consistent with cost causation, right?

MS. BARRIE:  And that is where I would point you back to my earlier statement about the residential customers and the fact that the system costs with PLCC does not currently align with the fully fixed aspect of the residential charge. So on those aspects you would say that it is not entirely aligned.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And I am not asking about residential because it's treated differently.  I am asking about commercial and industrial.  And with respect to residential, minimum system with PLCC adjustment is not the maximum.  Right?

MS. BARRIE:  Well, it's deemed under current rate structure that way.  My reason of bringing that up is, I realize you are speaking to a different class of customers, but it is one model that brings about those minimums and maximums for all classes.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I am not trying to have a debate about rate methodologies and whether the Board's policies should change at all.  The Board's policy with respect to residential rates is what it is, and it primarily is what it is because of the Board's view that residential customers are not particularly sensitive to these rate changes and for the need to have more simple rate structures for residential customers and so on and so forth.

So I am not trying to have a debate about that.  What I am asking is specifically in relation to minimum system with PLCC adjustment and avoided costs, those are both the level set minimum and maximum for cost causation by the Board, right?

MS. BARRIE:  So the item I'd mentioned that wasn't mentioned in your list of items for characterizing the Board's policy on the fixed charge for residential customer, and I believe it is an important one, is valuing the connection to the distribution system.

So one of the large -- at least Hydro Ottawa's view on how in reading the paper of the Board is -- one of the main drivers is for customers, the residential customers, to appreciate the value of the connection, which underlines the fixed price, which would come back to what I was maintaining and saying about allocating cost to other customers that they underscore value in the connection to the distribution system.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I am not asking about residential.  I am asking about commercial and industrial, because residential is dealt with differently.

And let me ask my question differently.  The Board has set minimum system with PLCC adjustment as the maximum level for monthly fixed charges, and that is meant to represent the maximum method of calculation of cost causation.  Is that fair to say?

MS. BARRIE:  I would say that is the intent, yes.

MR. ELSON:  If that is the intent, would you not consider lowering your fixed charges so as to comply with the principles of cost causation?

MS. BARRIE:  So as Hydro Ottawa has proposed as part of this rate application, we intend to stick with the Board policy that the fixed charge does not need to be reduced to align with the maximum set out in the cost allocation model.

MR. ELSON:  You are obviously permitted to reduce it, though, right?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, we are permitted to reduce it, but it's not Hydro Ottawa's proposal.

MR. ELSON:  And it should be reflected in cost causation, right?

MS. BARRIE:  And as you said, like, to look at the underlying costs, and I know you keep moving away from the residential, but I like to use that as a comparator.

And when -- and not just to specifically look at one rate class on its own and whether or not a model works fully for it or not, and a cost prior to doing or suggesting any other proposal, I believe I couldn't address that on this panel right now.

MR. ELSON:  So I guess from a high level, the way we view it is that having more of the costs shifted from the fixed bucket to the variable bucket is a win for everybody, because in this case it would bring you within the minimum and maximum of what the Board set out for cost causation.  And it would send the right incentives to customers so that they would shift load off the peak and install distributed energy, and implement energy efficiency and that, in turn, in theory should reduce system costs by shaving the peak, so on and so forth.

And so putting those factors together, I just have trouble seeing why Hydro Ottawa wouldn't take that approach.  It would also be supportive of Energy Evolution and reducing GHG emissions.  So it seems to me to be a win-win-win.

I will just put that to you and ask you if you have any particular response.

MS. BARRIE:  So I guess I would disagree with the concept of the win-win, as we have outlined in a number of our IRs that we believe that it would result in shifting costs that are associated with specific customers to other customers. So we don't consider that a win-win.

Also is a discussion of the concern of stranded assets.  So I think we will just to do agree to disagree on that point.

MR. ELSON:  How does it shift costs between customer classes, if you are shifting between variable and fixed cost within the same customer class?

MR. CASS:  Kent, as I am sure you know, the intent of this technical conference is to ask questions for clarification on interrogatory responses.  The Board said that specifically in the procedural order.

This has been a lot of cross-examination.  It's gone on for quite a long time.  Will you be getting back to any clarification questions on the interrogatory responses soon?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Mr. Cass, I can see how my question, two questions ago seemed a bit more like argument than a question itself.

MR. CASS:  But all of your questions have been framed like cross-examination questions: wouldn't you agree this, wouldn't you agree that.  Those are not clarification questions.

I mean, some of that happens of course at a technical Conference, but this has been going on for quite a long time and it is just real true cross-examination is what it is.  I am just wondering if you are going to get back to the purpose of the technical conference soon.

MR. ELSON:  I think the question I just asked is squarely within the purpose of the technical conference, and I honestly don't understand how shifting costs from fixed to variable within one customer class has the effect of shifting it between the customer classes.

It is just an honest question.  If your witnesses are able to answer it, I would appreciate it.

MR. CASS:  Okay.  If we could move on from this cross-examination once you get that answer, that would be much appreciated.

MS. BARRIE:  So I guess fundamentally I just have to go back to I believe that our fixed and variable rates are set for a purpose, and they're intended to value the connection -- of the connection to the customer.

I think we're starting from a different vantage point there.  And that is really all I think I can say on that matter.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to ask a question further to part L, and this is a table listing the fixed charges by customer class.  Could you reproduce this chart, remove "residential" and then add three rows estimating what the fixed charges would be over 2021-2025 if they were set at the floor or the ceiling, i.e. avoided costs directly related and minimum system with PLCC adjustment?

MS. BARRIE:  Sorry, I think I missed something at the beginning.  Did you reference this chart or another chart?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  You have it listed here as table B.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Which is L, part L of this page --


MS. BARRIE:  Sorry, can you repeat?  I was trying to figure out where...


MR. ELSON: That's fair. I will wait until it comes up on the screen.  It is at the bottom of page 7 of ED-5.

So the bottom row here calculates the fixed charges by customer classes from 2021-2025 based on your current proposal, and I am asking if you could add three more rows to this table estimating the fixed charges and what they would be over that same period, 2021-2025, if they were set at the floor levels or the ceiling level, i.e. avoided cost directly related and minimum system with PLCC adjustment.

MS. BARRIE:  So I believe you did ask for it to be for 2021-2025, if we understood correctly at the time.

MR. ELSON:  Correct.

MS. BARRIE:  So all you simply want us to do in addition to the initial request was to separate 2021-2025 out?

MR. ELSON:  No.  This interrogatory response just asked for these calculations based on your proposed figures.

What I am asking for is, as a comparison, if you would do the same calculation for the floor and the ceiling.

MS. BARRIE:  So we can do that with floor and ceiling as well, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.21:  TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATION FOR THE FLOOR AND THE CEILING

MR. ELSON:  So my last question is whether from -- I guess if you could elaborate on the answer to, I believe it is sub F, but the issue is whether Hydro Ottawa would suffer or face greater risks if there were more variable charges versus fixed charges and why that would be.

Because my understanding is that rate design should leave the utility indifferent to those two options.

MS. BARRIE:  I think the current pandemic is a perfect example of how that leaves Hydro Ottawa at more risk when costs are switched from fixed to variable.

MR. ELSON:  And that is because of load forecast risk?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.  So when things come up that change the variable aspect of the load forecast, such as pandemic, such as customers leaving a service territory, or additional customers not materializing for whatever reason -- it might be economics -- it does put more risk on the utility.

MR. ELSON:  Don't you have other mechanisms to address that in terms of your rate-of-return being set based on that risk?

MS. BARRIE:  So I am not -- do you mean in the 5-year term we would have a mechanism?

MR. ELSON:  Either that mechanism or otherwise to ensure that you are made whole regardless of the rate allocation methodology.

MS. BARRIE:  Past setting the rates, other than a Z-factor or the OEB bringing into place other regulatory assets such that -- such that they have introduced with COVID-19, I am not really sure what mechanisms you would be referring to, and even those are not certain outcomes.

MR. ELSON:  So at the end of the day from Hydro Ottawa's perspective, variable rates are problematic because they create more risk for you in terms of achieving your return?

MS. BARRIE:  I would say every aspect of global forecast has a risk to it, and getting the mix between the variable and -- sorry, fixed and variable helps maintain that risk.

MR. ELSON:  I will move on to another area here.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Elson, just as you are moving on, I think I made a mistake and skipped undertaking number.  That last one should have been undertaking JT3.21 and not 3.22.

MR. ELSON:  My apologies.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That was me.  I am sure we will get to 3.22, but we're not there yet.

MR. ELSON:  Can we pause for a few minutes while I look over my notes?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.  Five minutes?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  Two should be fine, but we can take a break now, if that would be a good time.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I would like to leave the afternoon break for a bit, but let's give you five to take a look at your notes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.
--- Recess taken at 2:23 p.m.
--- On resuming.

MR. HARPER:  Good afternoon.  It's Bill Harper.  Can you hear me?

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  I can, Bill.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Great.  For the panel, my name is Bill Harper, and I'm the consultant for VECC.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Good afternoon.

MR. HARPER:  Good afternoon.  Before getting into my questions, I think you'll recall on Wednesday Mr. Garner mentioned being in discussions with Hydro Ottawa about shortening our questioning of this panel, and having some questions responded to in writing?  On the Wednesday evening I circulated those questions.

At this point I propose -- like, what I would like to do is get an exhibit number for the document I circulated, and assuming Hydro Ottawa concurs, get an undertaking for them to respond to those questions?

MR. CASS:  Yes, we're in agreement with that, Bill and Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So VECC's questions will be Exhibit KT3.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT3.1:  VECC'S QUESTIONS.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And I just knew we would get to 3.22.  The undertaking to respond to VECC's questions will be Undertaking JT3.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.22:  TO RESPOND TO VECC'S QUESTIONS.

MR. HARPER:  Thank you very much.
Examination by Mr. Harper:

MR. HARPER:  Now, I would like to start with the load forecast, and specifically the forecast for the GS 51000 segment.  And maybe if we could go to the interrogatory response to 3 VECC 57, in part A.  And here you explain that non -- that in view of the forecast of this segment you distinguish between interval meters and non-interval meter customers, correct?  Will you do the same -- you do the forecast in two parts?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  And here you explain that non-metered customers are those with smart meters?  Have I got that correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. HARPER:  And would I be correct that both interval meters and smart meters are considered to be MISC meters, and for the court reporter that is M-I-S-C capitalized, as discussed here?  So both of those types of meters are MISC meters?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  So if I read this through, basically all of your current customers in that segment currently meet the requirements as having a MISC meter, right?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.  The distinction is the intervals in which the information was pulled.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  Maybe if we could just scroll up to the preamble to this question for a minute if that is possible, because the preamble included an excerpt from attachment C, which was the Itron report, at page 18.  And it basically talks about how there has been a migration of customers, I guess from smart meters to interval meters, since 2013, and obviously if you can just tell me, you can tell me, is this migration something that is customer-driven or is this something that is sort of Hydro Ottawa-driven?

MS. BARRIE:  So I think what they're referring to there is that when we had new customers coming online that could be either the C1 or the C2 class, where they would fall within getting a true interval meter, like, that measured more often, then we would do that.  We weren't actively trying to increase the number of customers that we would need to convert in terms of ensuring the time-of-use requirement for that subset of customers.

MR. HARPER:  So it was just -- the migration is more just a matter of basically your practices in terms of how you were installing meters on new customers that were coming along?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. HARPER:  And so there really isn't -- for existing customers has there been any migration from existing customers in terms of specifically asking, put in interval -- take out my smart meter and put an interval meter on me?

MS. BARRIE:  There may have been individual situations where customer preference or load-changing that may have required that, but I wouldn't be able to speak to the volume of that.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine.  I would like to now look at the forecast approaches that are used for customer counts and kilowatt hours for this particular segment.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MR. HARPER:  In the case of the kilowatt hours -- and the reference I am looking at is OEB 128A -- my -- can you confirm that for the volume forecast it is based on a model for the entire segment and then basically you have a share model that splits it out between the interval and non-interval classes?

MS. BARRIE:  Sorry, could you repeat that again?

MR. HARPER:  My reading of this is that when it comes to forecasting the kilowatt-hours for this segment what you do is you have a forecast model that forecasts the total kilowatt-hours to the segment and then there's a share model that splits out the share of those kilowatt-hours between interval meters and non-interval meter customers?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  However, on the case of the customer counts, if I understand it correctly, you have two totally different models, one that forecasts customer counts for the interval metered customers, another one that forecasts customer counts for the non-interval metered customers.

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  And is there any reason why -- it seems to me at least in thinking about this it would have been more, you know, the more holistic approach would be to forecast the entire customer count for the entire group and then split out and do a share allocation like we did for kilowatt hours.

I am just wondering why for the customer counts you used this?  I don't mean pejorative, but sort of more piecemeal approach to forecasting the customer count.

MS. BARRIE:  I am just trying to find the reference.  Could you just scroll down, Natasha?  I am not sure if it's this IR or another one.

MR. HARPER:  Well, actually, the discussion of how you do the customer counts for this segment is found at Appendix C, which is the Itron report at page 38.

MS. BARRIE:  Right.  But we did get an interrogatory on -- and I am just trying to remember it, and I believe it was this one where it's because of the historical trend, it just presented differently, and that's why the difference in the overall way we forecasted for those different class of customers.  It was just the historical trending of what made sense going forward to mimic what we were seeing in the past.

MR. HARPER:  So you didn't actually look at a model for the entire customer -- for the customer count for the entire GS 50 to 1,000 segment and see how that performed.  You didn't actually look at a model like [audio dropout] then?

MS. BARRIE:  I would have to double-check to make sure whether or not we looked at that.  I believe a number of scenarios and models were looked at, and then -- and then the model that seemed to fit best in trending with historicals is what we used going forward.

MR. HARPER:  Well, you know, if you did look at a number of different models, if you could undertake to go back and maybe look at and inform us if you did look at that and, if you did, why it was rejected relative to the approach you took.  That would be of particular use to me.

MS. BARRIE:  Yeah, I can undertake to do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.23:  TO LOOK AT THE DIFFERENT MODELS AND INFORM WHETHER THEY WERE LOOKED AT AND IF SO WHY REJECTED RELATIVE TO THE APPROACH TAKEN.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  And next I would like to look at the kilowatt-hour forecast you did for the large user and the streetlight segments.  And in both these cases -- and really, there is a difference in terms of -- when reading through the evidence you'll see two different portrayals of the approach that was used.

So if I look at Exhibit C, Appendix C, which is the Itron report, and go to pages 42 and 43.

MS. BARRIE:  Natasha, will you be bringing that up?

MR. HARPER:  Maybe you don't have to call that up, because all this is, is, here you set out regression models that you developed for those two customer classes for purposes of doing the load forecast.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry, Bill, it is Mr. Van Dusen.  Could you give us the reference again?  We're having a hard time --


MR. HARPER:  It's Exhibit 3, Appendix C, which is the Itron report, and it is pages 42 and 43.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  3-1-1C, Natasha.  Sorry, what pages again, Bill?  Sorry.

MR. HARPER:  It was 42 and 43.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Thank you.

MR. HARPER:  What I wanted to point out here was on these two pages you basically developed regression models which, you know, would then subsequently -- could then subsequently be used to forecast the sales.  One page has got the large user model, the next page has got the streetlighting model, and so from that I took it that you were using models to do the forecasting.

However, if I go back to the same exhibit, attachment 3 -- excuse me, attachment C, and go to pages 23 and 24.  Maybe just scroll down a little bit.  It says here, you can read the text:

"The large user sales have been relatively constant since 2016.  We assume that sales will continue at this level over the next five years."

There is a comparable statement around streetlighting.

So what I was trying to figure out, at the end of the day can you tell me were the streetlighting models used to forecast the pre-CDM volumes and the resulting forecast just happened to be constant, or did you simply assume the values were constant and not use the models?

MS. BARRIE:  In relation to CDM only?

MR. HARPER:  No.  In relation to the pre CDM forecast.  This part of the exhibit on the Itron is talking about the forecast before you do any CDM adjustments, you know, you do this.

So the forecast before you do the CDM adjustments, the forecast were developed using the models just happened to come out as a constant number, or whether you just for purposes of the forecast assumed the sales were the same at historic levels.

MS. BARRIE:  I would have to undertake to find that out.

MR. HARPER:  Because I am getting two mixed messages here when I look at the materials.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT3.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.24:  [NOT DESCRIBED]


MR. HARPER:  If we can then go to OEB 50B.  I apologize, we're going back again to electric vehicles, which seems to be a popular topic, but...


Looking at the response to part B, in part B you say:  "The load forecast does not include the impact of EVs as a separate item, except that the connected demand is built into historical data therefore contributes to the forecast by the fact it is in the historical data."


MS. BARRIE:  Correct.

MR. HARPER:  Can you tell me with respect to the historical data, what customer classes would have included kilowatt hours for EVs during this period?

MS. BARRIE:  I would have to assume.  As we discussed over the time, most of the EVs are behind the meter and so we're not even aware of all of them.

MR. HARPER:  Right.

MS. BARRIE:  So I would anticipate that it could be across all ranges, because you can have embedded EV chargers in all rate classes.

MR. HARPER:  Right, okay.  Now, if we can go to DRC-8, attachment 1, page 3.  In the second paragraph, you have estimated for 2019 there were 4,832 electric vehicles in the City of Ottawa.

MS. BARRIE:  I don't know if -- could Mr. Brown speak to this?

MR. BROWN:  Yes, we can confirm that as noted in this attachment, that is the projected -- sorry, that is the estimated figure.

MR. HARPER:  And you can turn it up if you want to, but at DRC-number 2, item H, you indicated that electric vehicle uses approximately 210-kilowatt-hours per month.

MR. BROWN:  So to confirm, the specific figure being cited there is with respect to the participants in the residential charging pilot program.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  So that -- so would that number -- I guess what I was wondering at the end of the day is if I was to try to figure out what the load attributable to electric vehicles was in, say, 2019, which is the last year you have your historical data for, would a reasonable approach be to take the 4,832 vehicles, multiply it by 210-kilowatt-hours per month, and multiple that by 12.

Would that be a reasonable way to get an estimate of what are the kilowatt-hours that are sort of built into the loads you have seen from date for electric vehicles, or whether I am missing something by doing that arithmetic.

MR. BROWN:  Recognizing the context and parameters of all of the figures being cited, what you have just described, yes, could be deemed to be a reasonable approach.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Maybe if we could go to that DRC, that same attachment and scroll down to -- actually, no, it is on the same page.  I apologize, it is on the same page.

So I guess if you go to 2025, I think you've got there as 43,105 vehicles forecast to be the number of vehicles at that point in time?

MR. BROWN:  Correct.

MR. HARPER:  And I am wondering whether -- you know, I guess the question is, is that there's been some discussion of whether the vehicle mix is the same, such that the same math would apply if I wanted to do an estimate for 2025 as what was expected to be the kilowatt hours associated with electric vehicles, or whether maybe the mix of vehicles is changing, maybe there is more buses and stuff to use more kilowatt-hours, so therefore the number would be higher.

I am just wondering if you can comment on that.

MR. BROWN:  Ms. Barrie, do you feel comfortable responding to that?

MS. BARRIE:  Sorry, I am not particularly familiar with where these numbers are coming from.  I could look at them, but I couldn't respond to it right now.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Maybe what I was trying to do just in my own mind is get a sense of you said it was -- you know, maybe just to complete this off, if you go to page 8 of the same document here, attachment A, it's figure 3.

If I look at figure 3 here, would it be fair to say that the growth in EV vehicles is growing exponentially, your forecast has grown exponentially over the coming years?

MR. BROWN:  As depicted in this chart, yes, that level of growth is anticipated.

MR. HARPER:  Yes.

MS. BARRIE:  I would add that the largest growth that you see within that chart is after the 2025 period.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  So that I guess -- because what I was struggling with is that your regression models that you use for purposes of load forecasting are primarily linear models.  They aren't exponential models, so that to the extent that -- so there was maybe a question of whether or not, since you don't do anything explicitly about electric vehicles in your linear models, whether to some extent it is under estimating the demand for electricity that might arise as a result of the growth in electric vehicles.

And then I was trying to use the math to try and determine whether or not even if it is under estimating it, is it material or not, which is why I was trying to come up with the kilowatt-hour forecast.

So one, would you agree the linear model models probably don't capture this exponential growth?

MS. BARRIE:  It might not capture the exponential  growth.  In terms of what I understand, EVs primarily being behind the meter on a residential account and being fully fixed, is them being fully fixed, I guess the impact would mainly be on the cost allocation model.  And Hydro Ottawa is proposing to use the one year cost allocation model set out in 2021.

So in the underlying rates, I don't think there would be a significant impact as a result of that.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  But that is all predicated on the fact those EV vehicles continue to be primarily in the residential sector.  Correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is.  And I am not sure that we have the data to be able to allocate what we would see that in the future.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine.  That is fine.  Thank you very much for that.

Can we go to VECC 56, that is 3-VECC-56, and it's part A?  Here the response to part A notes that economic variables used for the 2019 -- the values for the economic variables that you used were partially based on forecast and partially based on actual values, correct?

It was a mix of the forecast and a mix of actual, correct?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  Yes.  And then later on in the response, you provide a revised version of table 3 from the Itron report, which sets out the historical values for the economic variables where 2019 is all based on actual values.

MS. BARRIE:  That is.

MR. HARPER:  And where the economic variables forecast for the 2021-2025 period has been updated.  Correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  Now, in your May update, I believe you updated your load forecast based on your revised 2019 sales volumes.  You updated the all of your models to reflect the actual revised 2019 sales volumes, correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.  The initial application did have mainly actuals to December.  It was just a change in the unbilled revenue for the most part.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  So in re-estimating those models, did you also update the values, the economic variables used so they were all now based on 2019 actuals or not?  Or did you just use the same economic variable values that you had in your original application?

MS. BARRIE:  So we used the original economic values.  We do get those from the conference board and they only release those three times a year.

So I am not certain that by the time we updated there would have been updated economic values for all aspects at that time.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  I am talking specifically about the updates to the 2019 actuals, so --


MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MR. HARPER:  So your response is referring just to the 2019 actuals.  You're not sure they were available at the time you re-estimated the models.

MS. BARRIE:  I don't think we did update for the actuals there either.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  And I guess, assuming from your response, you didn't -- the forecast, you didn't update that either for the new values for the forecast values for the economic variables either, from what I understand from what you were saying earlier.

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  That is correct.  Is that something that would be readily easy for you to do?  I don't want you to re-estimate the models.  Like, I understand that's a lot of work.  But for those models and forecasts that were based on those four economic variables, would it be possible to take the updated values and run them and see what the forecast would be based on those updated economic values?

MS. BARRIE:  My concern with that is the updated economic values would include the COVID-19 impact.

MR. HARPER:  The forecast values would?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  Because actually looking at the forecast values, you have got four values there.  Three out of the four forecasts are higher, and the only one that's lower is actually population, which is -- unless we're counting for deaths due to COVID, is probably -- is probably the least impacted by COVID of the four.

So my question was whether the assumption that the values in that updated table 3 are based on COVID, whether that was actually correct or not.  And then so I would still ask whether or not -- whether or not you could do the revised forecast.

MS. BARRIE:  Could I confer with Mr. Van Dusen?

MR. HARPER:  Sure.  That's fine.  I understand you are off-site, so you may have to go into a little Zoom room.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So we are back, Mr. Harper, and Ms. Barrie is prepared to respond now to you.

MS. BARRIE:  We can take that undertaking.

MR. HARPER:  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.25:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE VALUES IN THAT UPDATED TABLE 3 ARE BASED ON COVID IS CORRECT OR NOT, AND TO PROVIDE THE REVISED FORECAST.

MR. HARPER:  I would like to turn to the CDM forecast that you got, and I have a number of written questions about that, so at this point I would like to focus just on the rate base savings you have included in the load forecast.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MR. HARPER:  You probably don't have to turn it up, but -- and I think it is at a high level.  From what I understand in the load forecast, you included an incremental 2,000 megawatt hours per annum for each of the five years, 2021 through 2025, so at the end of the five-year period it is a total of 10,000 megawatt hours?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  And then you really -- am I correct, you really haven't identified the specific projects associated with this yet?  This is just an estimate of what you think you are going to be able to get?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  Thank you.

MS. BARRIE:  And we have used, as we put in response to some of the undertakings, that we've used specific programs from the past to help allocate that out to different rate classes.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  Your application -- I think this was gone over already -- includes the O&M costs for staff to work with customers in help achieving these savings.  What I want to know is whether Hydro Ottawa anticipates having to offer financial incentives to customers to support the implementation of the required projects, which obviously wouldn't be in your application now, but would be an expense you might incur in terms of achieving these savings.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So Mr. Harper, at this point in time we don't anticipate that we would be offering financial incentives.  Things could change, but it is not our anticipation at this point.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Fine.  No, because I will just then ask if you were anticipating it whether you would be seeking recovery of those costs, but again, that is somewhat of a speculative question, since you really don't know.  So we will leave it at that.  Thank you very much.

I would like to go on to the cost allocation now, if I could.   If you go to OEB 157, part A.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  And here the question asks about Ottawa's assumption that all customers and all demand for the residential and GS less than 50 classes are seen and served at the secondary voltage.  And as support for that assumption you reference a report that -- Board decision that was done in 2012 for Toronto Hydro EB-2010-0142?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  And I circulated a copy of that decision last Wednesday, and I was wondering if you could go to that decision and turn up page 18 for me, please.

MS. BARRIE:  Do we need to provide a reference number for the exhibit?

MR. HARPER:  I guess that is up to Jamie, whether he thinks it needs an exhibit number.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.  We will make that KT3.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT3.2:  BOARD DECISION THAT WAS DONE IN 2012 FOR TORONTO HYDRO EB-2010-0142.

MS. BARRIE:  So will Natasha be bringing that up?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  We are just trying to find it.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MR. HARPER:  I can read the part I am referring to out loud, but it is probably a lot easier if you see it in writing as well.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I don't have it.  When did he send it?  I don't have a note.

MR. HARPER:  Greg, I sent it at the same time I distributed the proposed questions that we made as an exhibit earlier --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay.  Thanks, Bill.  Sorry about that.

MR. HARPER:  If you go to page 18.  Just scroll down to the last paragraph.  Right.  And I guess -- no, the previous paragraphs talk about the Board's decision, but then in the last paragraph the Board's decision says:

"The Board expects that THESL will incorporate the distinction between the secondary and primary systems in future cost allocation studies, and that it will include the appropriate proportions within each class where some customers are served from the secondary system and the rest are served from the primary system."

So first of all, can we agree that, based on that comment, the Board's decision that everything should be secondary could be viewed more as a temporary or interim solution?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I would agree with that.

MR. HARPER:  Yeah.  And given that decision -- this decision was issued in 2012 -- has Hydro Ottawa done any analysis to -- suggested by this Board decision to determine what the appropriate launch split would be between these two for the residential and GS less than 50 classes between primary and secondary?

MS. BARRIE:  So we were attempting -- and as part of our original application, which is -- flagged this issue, is that we were doing a study on the secondary and primary voltage.

And so we've looked at a number of assets at this point.  The piece that we're missing is the demand-side, in terms of being able to allocate the connecting demand related to the primary and secondary voltage.

MR. HARPER:  So from your response I understand that it is a study that is currently underway, and you anticipate you will have results at some point in time in the near future?

MS. BARRIE:  Not in time for this proceeding.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  No, but let's put it this way.  You will clearly have it in time for the next time you come back to the Board and file an application for some form of either CIR or cost-of-service study-based application?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be the intent that, when we update our load profiles for the classes, that we would bring this into that as well.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  So having said that, I guess when I was looking at this and thinking about it overall, I mean, you know that some of the customers from the customer counts are served the primary and some that serve the secondary, correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  And so that by assuming everything is secondary we know we're 100 percent wrong.  If we assume the customers were split but we kept the loads as all secondary, we know we would only be 50 percent wrong.  And I would just -- I just wanted to comment.  It seems to me it is better to be 50 percent wrong than 100 percent wrong, but if you want to comment on that, or you can leave it.  It is up to you.  But...

MS. BARRIE:  I would comment that I'm not sure of the view of being 100 percent wrong or 50 percent wrong and how the Board would look at that, but the current way it is being done is allocating more costs to the residential and small commercial class than they would otherwise have allocated to them.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  Thank you.  And if you actually come out and know what the primary and secondary split is and incorporate that, it's going to allocate even less cost to the residential less than GS 50 customers, right?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct.

MR. HARPER:  Thank you very much.  Can we go to VECC-100, part I?  This is dealing with the GS 500 to 15,000 class.

I was starting to understand this response a little bit more so -- maybe you could scroll down?

I may have to minimize my pictures here.  The response says the GS 1500 to 4999 class does not have any secondary customers.  The customer count originally used provided includes all customers that do not own secondary.  However, the remaining customers should not be included because they do not use any secondary equipment.

Now, first of all, you say they don't use any secondary equipment.  I assume you're talking about using secondary equipment owned by Hydro Ottawa?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct, the large user.

MR. HARPER:  Yes.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  What I was struggling with is they don't own any secondary equipment of their own.  They don't use any equipment served by Hydro Ottawa. How is that possible?  Is it a fact that, you know, they go straight from hydro -- like I am struggling with how that is possible.  They don't own it themselves, and they don't use Hydro Ottawa's.

MS. BARRIE:  Unfortunately, that is a little bit more technical than I could probably answer.  I could undertake to look into that, however.

MR. HARPER:  If you could, that would be greatly appreciated because it struck me that that means it doesn't exist at all.  I was struggling with a little bit so if you could, that would be great, please and thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  You were waiting for an undertaking number from me, weren't you?

MR. HARPER:  Yes, I was.  We both were, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  The suspense!  JT3.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.26:  [NOT DESCRIBED]

MR. HARPER:  Great.  I have lost my picture of myself here.

If we could go to OEB 164.  I know this has been talked about a couple of times, but I would like to put it all in one place.

If I understand it from in the response to parts A and B of this, can you confirm for the years 2021-2025 you plan on using the OEB's inflation rate for retail service charges for wireless attachment charge and the standard supply service administrative charges?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct.

MR. HARPER:  And for all other specific charges, you plan on using Hydro Ottawa's proposed own escalation factor?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct.

MR. HARPER:  That would also apply to the three generators service charges?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.

MR. HARPER:  I wanted to get this all in one place.  If we can go to VECC 104 C, which deals with the account set up charge, here you go -- at the very end of this response, you say this service charge will remain constant during the 2021-2025 period.

I was trying to reconcile that response with the conversation we just had that that specific service charge, if I understand thee previous response, would be escalated every year at the Hydro Ottawa escalation rate.

MS. BARRIE:  What is intended to be addressed in this particular IR is 50-50 weighting between on the costs itself and not the increase in the cost.

MR. HARPER:  So at the end of the day, you're proposing that the account set up charge would be escalated using the Hydro Ottawa own escalation rate.

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.  At the time of rebasing, we would look at that 50-50 percent weighting.

MR. HARPER:  Fine, thank you.  I was a bit confused reading this response as to what it meant.

Can we scroll down to VECC 104D, part D of this response dealing with the reconnect at the meter for a new account?

Now, as I understand it, this charge would be applied to a new customer that is setting up an account at a premise where the meter had previously been disconnected for non-payment, or for periods in which there is no confirmed account holder that would accept responsibility for the account.  Is that correct?

MS. BARRIE:  Subject to check, that is correct.

MR. HARPER:  What I am struggling with is why the new account holder should be responsible for the reconnection charge.

To be honest with you, I would have thought Hydro Ottawa would be grateful to have a new customer willing to take over the account and pay for it.  It seems to me the fact it had to be disconnected was a fault of a previous customer -- was related to a previous customer, not this particular customer.

So I would ask you to explain to me why is it appropriate for the new customer to pay this reconnection charge when it was disconnected for the purposes of repayment -- non-payment by a previous customer?

MS. BARRIE:  I would have to look into all of the reasons why we do a reconnection at the meter.  I believe we sometimes do them as well for things like having to disconnect the meter, renovations being done on a house, and stuff like that as well.

I don't think it always means it is being transferred to another customer.

MR. HARPER:  I was looking at this, if you read -- it is reconnect in brackets for a new account.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  This charge was meant -- to be quite honest with you, I had this similar conversation with the Hydro One customer service people during their most recent application, because there was a similar issue there.

And at the end of the day, they withdrew, they withdrew the charge.  That is why I was pursuing this with yourself.

But if you could look into it and explain why it is appropriate, or why you continue to think it is appropriate, that would be good.

MS. BARRIE:  Yes, I can look into that.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT3.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.27:  [NOT DESCRIBED]

MR. HARPER:  My final question, and then I will be done, has to do with LV charges.

If we can go to VECC 106, part B -- scroll down farther, I think we are still on part A.  Okay, yes, I'm sorry, scroll down a bit further.  Keep going, please.  Keep going.  It's on the next page - stop there.  It is the paragraph that starts at line 7.

Now, when I was reading this, there is a sentence in there that says that it likely resulted in the test years 2021-2025 LV expense being overestimated annually by approximately $80,000.

And I was just wondering.  I wasn't too sure whether this is something that needs -- whether this $80,000 was captured and has been reflected in the May update figures, or whether this is something that would have to be a further adjustment to the values in the May update.

MS. BARRIE:  No.  I believe we found this as part of the interrogatory response.  So it's not reflected in the May update.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine.  I just wanted to --


MS. BARRIE:  I'll just say, though, just to clarify, we'd go through any difference related to any adjustments between that would go to a variance account and is not something Hydro Ottawa would be collecting and maintaining, if that actually came out to be true.

MR. HARPER:  No, no.  I understand.  Really what it does is it reduces a little bit if you were to incorporate the LV charges for those particular years, it would also reduce slightly your working capital for those years, correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That is correct.

MR. HARPER:  Now, actually those are all of my questions.  I don't know whether Mr. Garner has any follow up to this panel on some of the material that he has heard or whether it is it.

Mark, are you on the line?

MR. GARNER:  I am on the line.  I don't think I have any questions -- well, maybe I do have one.

It goes back to Ms. Girvan's comment about the CDM and the CDM programs.  It may be in the evidence, and so you can just point me to it.

Before the change in the regulations respecting CDMs execution et cetera and the IESO, did Hydro Ottawa have a significant CDM program delivered by the utility?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, we did.

MR. GARNER:  And are those continuing to be delivered by the utility?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  No, they're not.  They've all been phased out, and the program has now been moved to the IESO.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And were there a certain number of staff people who were executing or delivering those programs inside the utility before?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, there were.

MR. GARNER:  And as I understand it, the way it was done before was those costs were taken out of the revenue-requirement formula, weren't they?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, they were.

MR. GARNER:  And so those staff, they continue right now to be with Hydro Ottawa?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Many of them -- well, not many of them.  A portion of them are contract staff, and the contracts were terminated.  Some of them were moved to other areas in the company where vacancies existed.  And then there were four who were moved into the key account groups and are still being charged to the ratepayer.  So there is only four that remained from a group that was, I'll say mid-20s, 20, maybe 20 people, 25 people, so --


MS. BARRIE:  So I --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Oh, sorry, Ms. Barrie, go ahead.

MS. BARRIE:  So I would just add that there is -- we're currently also in the wind-down phase of the IESO program.  So projects that had started prior to the announcement, the CDM group is still managing those projects and will go into the 2021 period.

That is why you only see the CDM group being charged into the revenue requirement for I believe what was indicated yesterday was five months.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Right.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That was very helpful.  Thank you.  That was my only question, thanks, Bill.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are scheduled to move on to BOMA.  We're only scheduled for one ten-minute break this afternoon.  But it's -- we did break for lunch a little bit early.  Would people like to take 10 minutes now and then we can move on to BOMA?  Mr. Van Dusen?

MR. CASS:  Yes, please, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Good.  So 10 minutes.  We will be back at 3:15.
--- Recess taken at 3:05 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:16 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I didn't think I would be able to say this, but we're actually running ahead of schedule.  We are going to be having questions from BOMA at this point and BOMA is scheduled for 30 minutes.  We have a very packed schedule for Tuesday as well.

So, Mr. Van Dusen, maybe I will put it to you.  If your panel doesn't mind staying beyond BOMA, we have a couple of Board Staff people who can start with their questions today, which should allow us to economize on some time on Tuesday and hopefully totally avoid the risk of running into Wednesday.

So your thoughts, Mr. Van Dusen?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So we would be willing to sit beyond BOMA.  We would prefer not to sit too much beyond 4:30, though.  It's been several long days and so certainly half hour BOMA, and then move right into OEB Staff for 45 or 50 minutes would be fine with us.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Maybe what we will do is we will see about another break, but at this point it is 3:15.  Let's go with BOMA.  I have two Board Staff colleagues who are prepared to ask questions today, Judy Butt and Andrew Frank, and I will put them on probably immediately following Mr. Engel.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.

MR. ENGEL:  Thank you, I apologize --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Someone is asking a question. Roger?

DR. HIGGIN:  Roger, yes.  I am ready to go any time with my questions for panel 3, just to let you know.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, good.  You have about 20 minutes, Roger?  I think that is what I have written down for Tuesday.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Let's see how it goes with a couple of Staff people and we will go from there.  So let's start with you, Albert.

MR. ENGEL:  BOMA has no questions.  Sorry I didn't message that earlier.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's okay.

MR. ENGEL:  We can go forward in the schedule.  Apologies.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am not sure Mr. Van Dusen is complaining.

Given that, then, why don't we move on to Board Staff I am just going two staff members today.  There will be additional questions on behalf of Board Staff on Tuesday.

No, I am going to make a change.  Roger, if you are ready to go ahead, why don't we start with Energy Probe and we will keep the Board Staff questions together, even if it flows from today into Tuesday.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  That would be fine.  So good afternoon, panel.  This is Roger Higgin, a consultant to Energy Probe.

My questions are largely to do with the formula and specifically with respect to growth factor for the formula.  So that is the segue into what I am going to look at.  Specifically, if we could start by pulling up EP.RF-4 and the IR response to that, please.

Thank you.  I would like to look at the preamble first, please.  So this shows your proposed CPEF formula.  I won't get into an argument whether it is a price cap or a revenue cap, because that could be quite a debate. However, the point I was going to make is that the formula applies, as my questions will follow, okay.

So has Ottawa consulted with Clearspring regarding appropriate growth factors, because they're experts in this type of formula.  The answer was no, and just to confirm that.

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.  Patrick Brown here.  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So just to confirm one other factor, and that is you have proposed the G factor of 0.4 for OM&A.  That is for only for OM&A in the formula.  Correct?

MR. BROWN:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And if we take the formula, in fact you have another factor which is -- depending on how we wish to characterize it -- a y-factor for capital.  Am I he correct?

MR. BROWN:  Sorry, could you clarify what you mean by that?

DR. HIGGIN:  A y-factor is a flow through of capital.

MR. BROWN:  Sorry.  May I ask -- I mean, there is no characterization on Hydro Ottawa's part of the use of such a factor.

DR. HIGGIN:  What do you call --


MR. BROWN:  For the sake of your question, though, is there a value that you ascribe to the purported y-factor?

DR. HIGGIN:  The y-factor is the revenue requirement associated with the capital, the increment through the period.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  If you are calling it that, then yes, that is what we're using.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So my question in number F, just to look at this to clarify these, we did ask you to provide examples where capital has been included in the growth factor.  And you combined the response to that as being in part, if we can look at the response in part F.

So basically, you combined that with your response to E as well, meaning, if I've got this correct, that the capital is outside of the formula and that is your proposed formula is for escalating the revenue requirement over the period 2021-2025.

That's correct?  Have I got that correct?

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So we will just -- there is a lot of stuff here.  What this interrogatory was trying to do was to look back at what was the growth in OM&A and capital over the previous plan, 2016-2020.  That is what this interrogatory was trying to do.

And if we accept that's the basis of it, we could probably just flip over to table F, part of the response, please.  I am trying to keep it condensed here.

So my interpretation of this -- and you can correct me, if you wish -- is that this shows the amount of the growth in capital and OM&A per customer, and it shows the split of that between OM&A and capital.  Is that correct?

MR. BROWN:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So just to look at the bottom line for a minute, we have then under this calculation -- which is not for all of the years, by the way -- we have as a result the capital growth rate was 4.84 percent and the OM&A growth rate was 0.66 percent.  Is that correct?

MR. BROWN:  Sorry, can you repeat that?

DR. HIGGIN:  Looking at the bottom line here, the growth rate in capital was 4.84 percent and in OM&A was 0.66 percent.

MR. BROWN:  Yes, that's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Now, this is kind of an interesting exercise looking at the parts of the formula and so on in the past.  But of course, that is not very relevant.

But we can compare -- and perhaps you would agree -- that the growth rate was 0.66 under this analysis, and that should be compared to what was the actual growth factor for that period which came from the settlement.  Can you just remind us what that was?

MR. BROWN:  So if I am understanding the question correctly, the growth factor that emerged from the settlement process for our previous application -- for the 2016 to 2020 rate term -- that growth factor had a value of 0.14 percent.

DR. HIGGIN:  0.14?

MR. BROWN:  .14, correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, going now -- we are going to switch gears and look at the -- whether -- at part of the formula for this IRM plan.  But just to note that the capital per customer growth rate was, the way I would describe it, very high at 4.84 percent.  And that would seem to be commensurate with a big increase in the capital and an overspend.

Would you agree or not?

MR. BROWN:  We agree that it's certainly commensurate with a large amount of capital investments.  With respect to overspend, there is information in the application speaking to that and, again, with the emphasis on how a majority -- significant majority of that was related to system access, over which Hydro Ottawa has very limited control.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  However, the historic growth rate, using these assumptions, for capital was 4.84 percent.  We can at least agree on that.

MR. BROWN:  Agreed.

DR. HIGGIN:  Never mind the reasons.

MR. BROWN:  Agreed.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So now can we please turn up interrogatory response to OEB 7, and I only want to look at part E of the question and response.  That relates to the proposed 2021 to 2025 G factor.

So my question is, why has Hydro Ottawa not proposed a similar growth adjustment, including economies of scale factor, for its forecasted OM&A -- and we will come to that in a minute -- and capital, it is not included, but for its forecasted OM&A?

I think you had a question from that based on growth factor for load forecast from SEC this morning, JT3.8.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I'm sorry, could you repeat the question, sir.

DR. HIGGIN:  I'm trying to understand, you did an analysis to come up with the 0.4 --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Right.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- growth factor, okay?  I can show you where the analysis is.  It's --


MR. BROWN:  I'm sorry, it is Patrick Brown here again.  So just to clarify, you are aware that we did apply a 0.35 scaling factor --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. BROWN:  -- in our calculation of the growth factor, but that's -- you say that scaling factor is not what you're referring to here?

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  I am just asking you if you -- why you did not use the forecast OM&A as being the basis for your growth factor, as opposed to the [audio dropout]  That's the first question.

Then that comes back to the question that Mr. Rubenstein asked you about customer growth, which is the basis of it, right, the underlying basis of 1.34 customer growth times the scale factor, why did you not do that for the forward period?

MR. BROWN:  Yes.  So thank you for clearing that up.  I think, quite simply, to reiterate what we communicated this morning, we recognize that there were certain options at our disposal, and there are pros and cons associated with the different options that we're talking about.

In assessing all of the options, we gravitated towards utilizing the customer growth rate for the recent historical period, as we felt like that provided a good foundation for a customer growth factor.

And I think it needs to be acknowledged that when we're looking at forecast for the next five years, invariably to a certain degree the historical growth informs our understanding or our projection of what's likely ahead for the coming five years.

So it's a bit of -- it's just a bit of a mix, it is a bit of a balance, in terms of looking at the available options.  Ultimately we gravitated toward the option of looking at historical numbers and using that as a basis for the rate-setting formula.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That helps.

You have been asked by SEC to look at the customer growth for the forecast period.  Correct?  That was JT3.8.

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So I was going to ask you then to turn that into a growth factor using the scale factor -- you can choose the number -- what would that translate to to a forward-looking growth factor?

MR. BROWN:  We can undertake to do that, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.28:  TO TAKE THE LOAD FORECAST IN THE RESPONSE TO SEC JT3.8 AND APPLY WHATEVER SCALE FACTOR IS FELT TO BE APPROPRIATE TO COME UP WITH A FORWARD-LOOKING GROWTH FACTOR.

DR. HIGGIN:  Just to repeat, it is to take the load forecast in the response to SEC JT3.8 and apply whatever scale factor is felt to be appropriate to come up with a forward-looking growth factor.  Okay?  Thank you.

Now, one alternative that is obviously in play is that, rather than having the formula apply to OM&A only, is to have it to apply to both OM&A and capital.  You would understand that that is something that intervenors might be interested in?

MR. BROWN:  Yes, we can understand that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  And so the question I am coming to is the following, that if you were to compute a growth factor for both OM&A and capital for the forward period, what would that look like respecting your forecast, again, of capital?

If you want to look at the forecast for capital, it is quite interesting.  Perhaps we should look at that first to answer the question.  That's -- pick up any one of the capital forecasts, which is Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 1 -- schedule 5, sorry, page 7, table 4.  Okay.  And if you look -- go down -- so you see the forecast, and I wanted to talk a bit about the growth rate related to that forecast.  So can we go down to table 3 at page 11, please.

MR. BROWN:  Sorry, can you confirm the -- are we still on the same exhibit?  1-1-5?

DR. HIGGIN:  I believe so.  I have it down as page 11 of that exhibit.  I may be wrong.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Table 3 is on page 8, and it is the capital expenditure drivers by investment category.

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  This is a table -- I am looking at it.  Actually, it may be table 9.  I'm sorry.  Sorry.  My copy was very bad.

So this then shows your capital expenditures, the approved, and then the forecast.  Then it also shows the change.  Correct?

MR. BROWN:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And that shows a negative growth rate.  Correct?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I wouldn't characterize it as a growth rate.  We're comparing the total capital expenditures in the period that were approved by the OEB in '16 to '20 with the total capital expenditures we're forecasting now.

And the difference between the forecast capital expenditures now versus what was approved by the OEB is approximately $34 million lower.  So I wouldn't call it a growth rate.  It is a delta; it is a change.

DR. HIGGIN:  But it is negative.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  The capital expenditures that we're seeking in this application period from 2021-2025 is somewhat less than what was approved by the Ontario Energy Board in the previous application.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So coming back to the question,  I know this is not your evidence, but this is the question I am trying to get to, is that if you were to compute a composite growth factor for both OM&A and capital using the formula, which is just the CPEF, I minus X stretch factor plus G as outlined in the beginning of the questioning, what would that look like?

So basically, I would ask you if you would like to provide that to me as what would be a weighted composite factor both for OM&A and capital.

MR. BROWN:  So it's Patrick Brown, if I may.  I just want to make sure I am clear on something because I know that in EP.RF 4, part H, there was a request to produce a composite G factor.

DR. HIGGIN:  That was for historical data.

MR. BROWN:  That was for historical?

DR. HIGGIN:  This would be using forward-looking --using the growth rate that you will find based on the load forecast in JT3.8 for OM&A, and doing something to the capital.

For example, historically capital was about 60 percent of the total of the IRM, right, of the revenue requirement.  But I am not suggesting that is what it should be.

I am asking you to take a look and suggest what might be the composite factor for both capital and OM&A.

MR. BROWN:  And again just for clarification, in terms of what you are envisioning, would it be a table similar to table C in part H of EP.RF 4?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, it would be, yes.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  So we don't have to go into the room.  I just want to confer with Mr. Brown for a second.

DR. HIGGIN:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CASS:  Roger, it is Fred here.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. CASS:  We're struggling with responding to the question.  It sounds like to respond to this question we would have to do a whole new study to come up with what you are looking for.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, sir, there would be one part of it you are, in essence, already answering, which is the growth factor, the growth rate for the customers which is corresponding to the historic 1.38.  I said you should pick your own scale factor.  So that would be an OM&A G factor, right?

All I am saying is if you were to take your capital forecast and look at the split between OM&A and capital, could you come up with a possible composite growth factor covering both OM&A and capital?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  It could be done, but this is going to be a lot of work.  This is going back and maybe perhaps going back to Clearspring and getting them to do some work for us.  And when we -- there was a question that we got from SEC, I believe it was SEC 9 or SEC 7 -- one of my colleagues will look it up -- where e were asked to reproduce our entire rate application using different formulas that had been approved in other rate Applications, and we just didn't see the value of it and the length of time.

I am just not too sure that this is going prove to be all that valuable or easy to do, sir.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, I will tell you why we're interested in it, and then we can perhaps come back to it.

Perhaps you could look at something from one of the experts.  Look at -- pull up the response to MEP 10, please -- no, that is supposed to be PEG.  I'm sorry.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  He said M, this is the response to the PEG.

DR. HIGGIN:  I said MEP.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just one second, sir.

DR. HIGGIN:  It would be response number 10.  Okay.  Thank you.  Let me just check that it is correct.  That's number one.  We need 10, please.  Thank you.

So this speaks to the reason why we're interested.  If you read the preamble -- I will let you read it yourself and then also the response down below, and then we will continue.

And then perhaps look at the response, part A.  Tell me when you are ready.  I have a question.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, sir.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the question here as you see is -- well, we're talking about what would happen if the formula applied to both OM&A and capital, and Mr. Lowry has responded to that.

Down below, he puts down, in essence, another CPEF formula and includes for both OM&A and capital and a G factor.

Now, we were asking him about what that G factor is going to be.  So if we took this construct -- and I know it is not your construct -- I am just saying would you be willing to consider preparing a CPF formula with a composite G factor covering both OM&A and capital?  If the answer is no, that's fine.  That's the reason for the question.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Okay.  We will agree to the undertaking, Mr. Higgins.  I think there is going to be so many caveats and assumptions associated with it, I am not too sure how useful this is going to be.

I mean, there is so many ways of going about that.  It is not a matter of taking a new number and applying it to something.  The scaling factor that was used in other applications took months and months of analysis and research to decide how it would be applied correctly:  To the revenue requirement, to capital, part of capital, all of capital.

We're going to have to make assumptions about all of those items and put something in front of you.  It would just be a number.  I will do that, but I don't see the value, really, to be honest, sir.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, you can understand that we will be pursuing this option with Dr. Lowry.  He has many other options, so C factors, S factors, and a number of other things to deal with capital.

One option would be, as responded to, is to have a comprehensive G factor to apply to both.  So that is why we would like to pursue this as one of the options that -- and if you feel you don't wish to get involved in this, that's fine.  We will just go with the original one, which dealt with the forward-looking load forecast-driven customer growth and scale factor.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I would prefer to do that, sir.  I really would.  I mean, Mr. Lowry and Mr. Fenrick will be here, will be able to answer questions about alternative approaches, but just to go back a bit to a higher-level principle in this case, the utility -- the basis of the custom application approach is the utility can choose how it customizes its application.

We did not choose to use a S factor or C factor or some sort of capital scaling factor, and that is fully contemplated under the custom application approach by the Ontario Energy Board.

We have --


DR. HIGGIN:  Can I just --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  And we feel we have defended what we have done on capital.  We have defended how it meets the custom approach in terms of meeting customer demands and its built-in productivity already.  This is the approach.

Other people may argue that there are better approaches, but we are able to select this approach.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I can just --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  Sorry.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:   -- ask for a clarification.  I just didn't understand what Mr. Higgins was asking you to do.  I am wondering if that could be clarified.  I am just not sure what you don't want to do.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the first undertaking was to apply the forward-looking load forecast compared to the historical 1.34 and to apply whatever scale factor they felt was appropriate to come up with a growth factor.  That was the first undertaking.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, so we understand that and we're able to do that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  The other was the discussion about a compound growth factor.  I explained why I was interested in it as an alternative approach, and in fact Dr. Lowry is -- amongst these many options, has looked at that option.

So that is declined, and that is very fine.  Thank you.

So with that, those are my questions, and thank you very much for your time and attention.  Thank you.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  I have some additional questions on behalf of Energy Probe.  Tom Ladanyi, consultant to Energy Probe.  I had actually originally expected to go after Board Staff, because I thought they might have some of the same questions, but since I don't know what Board Staff is going to ask, there might be some duplications when they come on.

If you can turn to Energy Probe Research Foundation number 1, please.  And there in the preamble -- I am quoting from the OEB handbook of utility rate applications, which was issued in October 2016.  And that was issued actually after the settlement was reached on your last rate case.  Isn't that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's correct, sir.

MR. LADANYI:  So that handbook did not have any influence on what was in your last application?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  That's correct, sir.

MR. LADANYI:  Correct.  So if you -- really, if I can -- just let me read it, read what the paragraph says:

"The index -- they are talking about the index for custom IR -- must be informed by an analysis of the trade-offs between capital and operating costs which may be presented through a five-year forecast of operating capital costs and volumes.  If a five-year forecast is provided, it is to be used to inform the derivation of the custom index, not solely to set rates on the basis of multi-year cost of service.  An application containing a proposed custom index which lacks the required supporting empirical information may be considered to be incomplete and not processed until that information is provided."

Now, as we all know, OEB has accepted your application.  I [audio dropout] but the OEB did nevertheless.

So then I asked the specific questions below that.  And you provided specific answers.

So essentially what you are saying, if I can look at your answer A, which is on the next page, you're saying the productivity savings are built in your capital expenditure forecast, that you already made the productivity savings.  There is no additional savings.  Is that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  We will be undertaking productivity initiatives and continuous improvement initiatives throughout the period in both the OM&A and the capital program.  But, yes, the largest amount of rationalization, which included some productivity improvements, was made in the planning process prior to putting the final application together.

MR. LADANYI:  So what is your incentive for spending less on capital?  What is the result of that if you spent less than you forecast?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Well, as part of the application we have a capital variance account put in place.  So to the extent that if we did underspend versus what we forecast, that money would have to be returned to customers.  So that is the customer protection that is built into the application in a custom approach, and that is one of the aspects that makes our application a custom application.

MR. LADANYI:  But because you are returning all of the money to customers, there is actually no real incentive for the shareholder, is there?  For capital savings.  If you have to return it anyway -- I mean, shareholders are indifferent to the savings; isn't that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  I would say that the shareholder is very concerned about how we spend our money and making sure we spend our money wisely and do what is required to serve our customers.

So I --


MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, I don't want --


MR. VAN DUSEN:  -- think they want us to spend the appropriate amount, and management has told our board of directors that this is the appropriate amount to spend.  It is a balancing act between safety, reliability, aging demographics, customer impacts.  And they have agreed that, yes, this represents the appropriate balance to put forward to the Ontario Energy Board.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, my argument, and not just in your case, but in fact in every custom IR, is that each utility brings a custom IR that actually does not have much of an incentive for capital savings, and you are no different, actually.  Your gain is just a little bit -- you know, the numbers are different, but essentially there is, as I can see it -- but I won't argue about that.

So let's go to page 3 of your response.  And look at B.  So in the first part it says:

"As outlined in updated exhibit -- so on -- alignment with the renewed regulatory framework there are several core features of Hydro Ottawa's 2021-2025 application which distinctly fit in the mould of a custom IR filing."

And now my question to you is, I read that and I thought, okay, which ones don't fit?  What is it that doesn't fit in the custom IR?  There are some that fit, but which ones don't?  Can you tell me?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Just one second.

MR. LADANYI:  You can take an undertaking and give it in writing.  I am fine with that.

MR. BROWN:  It is Patrick Brown here.  I think this might just be a matter of how the sentence is interpreted.  I would not -- we wouldn't encourage an interpretation or -- there's no intended inference here that there are features of our application which do not distinctly fit the mould of the custom IR framework.

MR. LADANYI:  So then you're saying everything fits the mould?  It completely fits the mould?

MR. BROWN:  Correct.  So if you -- yes, if you look at the fundamental minimum standards for custom IR applications as articulated in the rate handbook, Hydro Ottawa has met them all.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I don't want this to turn into a Hearing.  This is a technical conference and I am just asking for an explanation for the interrogatory response.

In the same one, let's turn to page 4.  And you can see the paragraph at the middle of the page that says, "In contrast to the foregoing description..."


There you are discussing a cost of service application.  You are discussing other things and you say in the last sentence:  "Moreover, this formula would not embed any financial incentives for continuous improvement."


So I would like to know what are your financial incentives for continuous improvement under your proposal?

MR. BROWN:  Right.

MR. LADANYI:  You're saying a formula would not, so a standard price cap formula would not.  So you're saying that you actually have greater incentive continuous improvement than the Board's standard price cap formula.

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  That's how I read that sentence.

MR. BROWN:  That's correct.  We have configured our rate-setting formula such that there are guaranteed commitments and financial incentives for productivity and continuous improvements.

We have spoken about the $13.1 million figure several times over the course of this technical conference, and that is what we would point towards.

MR. LADANYI:  So are these incentives that you already can foresee now, but in the future there could be new things that come up.  But would you have an incentive to pursue those?

MR. BROWN:  Just so I understand the question correctly, when you say in the future, do you mean years that fall within the 2021-2025 rate term?

MR. LADANYI:  Absolutely, exactly.  So you're sitting here now in 2020, or whenever you did this application in 2019, and you thought of some savings.  But other savings may come up over the next five years, and would you actually have an incentive to pursue those in addition to the ones you've already listed?

MR. BROWN:  So our response to that would be indeed, and that would be consistent with our enduring posture and our enduring commitment to productivity and continuous improvement.

I will just mention briefly our response to OEB 47, which has generated some discussion over the last couple of days, in table A in that interrogatory response, we identified savings associated with productivity initiatives from the 16 to 2020 term.

And many of those initiatives were not contemplated.  They weren't identified in our 2016 application.  They came up as part of the way that Hydro Ottawa does business in terms of always having productivity and continuous improvement in its sights.

So the same type of approach would apply over the next five years, and we would argue that pattern of behaviour on Hydro Ottawa's part, that pattern of productivity and savings is something that should instil confidence on the part of Board Staff, intervenors, and our customers that that pattern will endure and be at play in the upcoming rate term.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  In addition, Mr. Ladanyi -- it is Greg Van Dusen -- we also have in place the earnings sharing mechanism, which provides an incentive for us to continue to find, over and above the stretch factor of $13 million, additional productivity and continuous improvements.

MR. LADANYI:  Within the band you would keep the money, is that right?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  Within the dead band we proposed, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  If you can turn to page 5, please?  So there at the end of the first paragraph is my favorite subject, which is the trade-off between OM&A and capital.

And I am always troubled about these trade-offs because they seem to be few and far between.  Can you give me at least one example where you selected OM&A instead of capital?

MR. BROWN:  Just off the top of my head while we're formulating an answer to that question, I would draw attention to our response in the second paragraph where we have identified specific initiative in our material investment project portfolio, where the need to reduce OM&A costs is cited as a driver for that specific project.

So admittedly that is the other side of the coin that you have just tossed in the air.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, I know.

MR. BROWN:  That is a tangible example.  I guess you are looking for the other side of the coin?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  I am looking for the opposite of that.

MR. BROWN:  Just to repeat again, you want an example of an OM&A project that reduced capital?

MR. LADANYI:  That's right, where you had a choice of either spending more money on capital, but instead you opted to do more maintenance, or extended maintenance, or whatever.

Again you can take an undertaking and give it in writing.  I am not trying to stump you on a Friday afternoon.

MR. VAN DUSEN:  We will do that, Mr. Ladanyi.  I think it would be easiest for us to do that.  We can get some better examples from our asset management people rather than us regulatory people trying to do their work.

MR. LADANYI:  These are all of my questions.  Thank you very much, panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT3.30.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.30:  [NOT DESCRIBED]

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  It is a couple of minutes after four, and what I'd like to do -- would it help to take a 10-minute break?

I have one of my colleagues, Judy But, who has roughly 15 minutes or so of questions, but I am wondering if it might be helpful to take a break and finish off the day with her.

Are you good with that, Greg?

MR. CASS:  Yes.  That works for us, Jamie.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, good.  Let's take ten minutes now and we will finish off with a short set of questions.
--- Recess taken at 4:03 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:14 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are back.  It is about 4:14.  Greg, have you got your people there?

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes, I do.  We're ready to go.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  So let's go back on the record.  We are going to go ahead with the first Board Staff questioner today, Judy But, and we will finish the day with Judy's questions.
Examination by Ms. But:

MS. BUT:  Okay.  Thank you very much, panel, for addressing my questions.  I just have a few follow-up, two on the CDM adjustment and two on the LRAM, so I'm going to first with the CDM adjustment.

I just have one area to clarify with you.  Can we bring up updated OEB 136?  Yes.  So PDF page 39 of 71.  That would be revised table 7.  I am not sure if it is probably best to confirm by way of undertaking, maybe as part of VECC's questions, but I am just looking to understand whether the kW figures noted in table 7, whether they include persisting savings from 2015 to 2017 activity into the test years?

MS. BARRIE:  So as part of the CDM adjustments to the load forecast they would not include the 2015 to '17 adjustments.

MS. BUT:  So these demand savings basically capture new activity?  That is yet to be delivered, and do not include persisting savings from historical periods; is that correct?

MS. BARRIE:  That's correct.  So it would be starting to as of 2020, and the items we anticipate from that.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  Okay, great.

May I turn to updated 134.  Okay.  PDF page 34, please.  Yes.  34, please.  Line 9.  Yes.  So you have basically proposed that rate base savings be included as part of LRAMVA, so that if savings are not achieved customers will be trued up the difference as part of the LRAMVA.

I just wanted to confirm if I am correct that you do not intend to include additional rate base savings in the LRAMVA over and above what you have already captured in the CDM adjustment.

So basically you are only requesting the ability to use the variance account to refund any amounts that may be over-collected, only if 2 gigawatt hours per year of savings do not materialize.  Is that right?

MS. BARRIE:  So we are intending for that as the LRAM account currently works, I would go in both directions.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  But it is only pertaining to the 2 gigawatt hours that you would basically debit or credit against.

MS. BARRIE:  In the LRAM account it would be for all CDM savings.  So as part of the items that -- so the whole threshold that we were just speaking to.  So that it would include as well any remaining of the CDM program that is continuing to administer into 2021, as well as any of the programming that the IESO is doing themselves.

MS. BUT:  Can I just clarify?  So you are basically requesting the ability to use the variance account to refund any amounts that may be over-collected basically if -- if your rate base savings do not materialize.  Is that right?

MS. BARRIE:  It would be rate base as well as --


MS. BUT:  Yeah.

MS. BARRIE:  -- IESO-driven.

MS. BUT:  Yes, okay.  Basically the remaining component?

MS. BARRIE:  Yes.

MS. BUT:  Okay, great.  And along with this question, I just have a follow-up.  May I please ask how you have estimated your 2 gigawatt hours of savings?  I am just not clear where they're expected to come from, as the projects don't exist yet.

MS. BARRIE:  So it would be intended to develop those programs on a forward basis.  As you mentioned, the details behind them, they were -- the savings were considered and looked at as considering past CDM projects and generically what activities we may be involved in, but -- and then allocated to classes based on historical.

But at this point in time those programs and what the details of those would be have not been developed.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  So is it fair for me to characterize that you have basically relied on historical estimates from potential projects that you expect would be captured in this rate base savings component to inform your estimate of this category?

MS. BARRIE:  That would be correct, as well as ensuring that we obviously don't want to be duplicative in the IESO-funded programs.

MS. BUT:  And when you mentioned that projects do not yet exist, I just wanted to clarify whether any projects have been identified that you plan to record in this rate-base savings you're having -- you don't have anything yet?

MS. BARRIE:  So these plans were developed in 2019, and in terms of that, at this point in time if plans have been developed a little bit further in terms of identifying specific programs, I don't believe so.  But I couldn't 100 percent discount that.

However, there's none in place that would be related to the piece that we are wanting to put into rate base.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  I am just wondering if you have any information now, like whether you have a plan in place to identify or select any successful projects that you may want to capture in rate-base savings and, you know, whether they might be selected based on cost-effectiveness or any other threshold?

MS. BARRIE:  Well, they definitely would be always considering cost-effectiveness in any CDM program that we may deliver in the future, as well as we're intending to look at specifically areas of CDM that we think that would be more custom to residents of -- within our service territory, as well as could benefit our system.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  Great.  I realize we're cutting into time, so I am just going to ask one more in this area before I move on to LRAM, if I may.

So in the event hypothetically that the OEB disapproves of funding to obtain existing CDM staff, can I just confirm whether rate-base savings component of the CDM adjustment still remain unchanged?

MS. BARRIE:  So we would have to look at obviously what exactly was -- if no savings was approved, we would remove that aspect from the load forecast, would be my expectation.

MS. BUT:  Sorry, I meant if no funding for CDM staff were approved, then would you still keep this component?  I am just curious.

MS. BARRIE:  I think -- I don't know if Mr. Van Dusen could...

MR. VAN DUSEN:  Yes.  I will jump in.  That is a little bit hard to say.  We certainly see the value of these staff being retained and being in the key accounts area, working with our customers, helping our customers and meeting our customers' demands.  It is really a customer -- a customer -- almost a customer-driven program, and that, you know, the customers are -- were quite happy with the CDM initiatives that we had undertaken under the conservation framework previously.

So I wouldn't want to speculate on whether that would be the end of that group, because they do serve many functions in terms of working with our customers.

MS. BUT:  Okay, great.

I would just like to move on to the LRAM piece.  Can we bring up OEB 168, please.  Page 3 of 4.  Part B.

So here you note -- I am just looking for an explanation.  You note that work form L, which pertains to 2013 adjustments, and work form N, pertaining 2015 amounts, do not have a threshold applied as applying -- as, quote, "applying the LRAM threshold would result in the thresholds being applied twice to the 2013 and 2015 years".

So I am just looking for some additional clarification on how there might be duplication if the threshold is being applied twice.

MS. BARRIE:  So if I take the 2013 year as an example, as we've already cleared it, how you start with the numbers in this area is you take the expected savings and the actual savings and you get a net difference.

MS. BUT:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. BARRIE:  So we've only added to one side of that equation, so we've already netted those and cleared those in the 2016 rate application, and cleared those to customers.

So the only piece that can really move on an ongoing basis related to 2013 is more savings.  The threshold has already been applied against the historical savings.

MS. BUT:  Oh, okay, yes.  I mean, if we stick with this one --


MS. BARRIE:  It is similar to the 2015.  It is just that because it crossed boundaries over two different CDM programs, there was difficulty in getting the model to work properly with the two different programs and ensuring it added up.

So as a result, what we did was we applied all of the expected savings against the 2011 and 2014 that persisted into 2015, and that resulted in net differences. Then we just added the savings from 2015 to that calculation.

So if you add the two models together, you have total savings related to 2015 and then the threshold, which was in full from the 2011-2014 period, is there.

So very similar to how the 2013 period worked, it is just that the 2011-2014 related to 2015 has not been cleared yet.

MS. BUT:  Yes, because my point of view is that each work form is being submitted separately.  So each of them to me stands on their own.

So to me, I am thinking your balance for 2013 and 2015 would be overstated, if you are not calculating a variance to be recorded in the LRAMVA.

MS. BARRIE:  So if I could easily combine, for example, the 2015 calculation, all I would do is bring over the 2015 savings and the threshold was already there.

I don't need to duplicate the threshold that's that already exists in the work form in order to make it work.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  I will revisit that.  Thank you very much.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay.

MS. BUT:  My last area.  May we please pull up updated OEB 169, part A, page 3 of 6.  I just have a couple of straightforward questions.

So here it is related to the 2013 adjustments.  So basically subject to check, that approximately 68k of revised LRAM total of 2.8 million would be basically characterized as the retroactive component of the LRAM claim?

MS. BARRIE:  So the 68,000 would be the adjustments that were not cleared as part of the 2016 rate application, that is correct.

MS. BUT:  Okay, great.  So I just wanted to clarify.  When you note that policy changes should be treated on a prospective basis, do you mean specifically that you believe that you are precluded from the policy change, because your previous LRAM application was filed before the release of the 2018 filing requirement, which was the first time when the policy change was introduced?

MS. BARRIE:  I believe that historically related to things of this nature, we look at it on a go-forward basis.

At the time, I don't believe it was clear that we couldn't use these adjustments in future LRAM claims and as a result, I would say at one time we would do that and, going forward, we would now use the OEB guidance and consider that when we clear our LRAM, whether or not significant adjustments or any adjustments are related and if we should clear those LRAM variances, which was not a consideration at the time when we cleared it.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  When you referred to adjustments on IESO settlement invoices, may I please just clarify whether you are referring primarily to IESO corrections on the settlement invoices?

MS. BARRIE:  It is not the settlement invoices, sorry, just to be clear.  It is related to the final verified CDM report.

MS. BUT:  Right.

MS. BARRIE:  The CDM reports typically lag, some quite significantly in terms of savings from previous years.

So as a result, we'll get our final 20,000 as an example here, we received our final 2,000 in 2013 IESO report, which included all CDM projects that would have been completely approved at that time.

And we knew at that point, just because that's the way the IESO reports work, there were still 2013 projects that would be cleared in -- or sorry, that would be approved in 2014, and that the 2014 IESO report would adjust for those.

MS. BUT:  Right.

MS. BARRIE:  We considered those 2014 IESO activity related to the reporting, as opposed to a 2013.

So that's where we thought we would clear next on the 2014 report.

MS. BUT:  Yes.  I just want to clear my understanding, because basically you believe that the IESO adjustments for CDM is analogous to the adjustments on settlement invoices.  Is that what you are trying to say?

MS. BARRIE:  No.  I don't believe they're attached to IESO adjustments.  Like do you mean the power invoice?

MS. BUT:  That's what I thought I --


MS. BARRIE:  No.  Sorry, no.  The LRAM calculations are completely separate.

MS. BUT:  Oh, no, no, no.  I'm sorry maybe I should point you to line 19 of this attachment.  I am just wanting to clarify, I think --


MS. BARRIE:  I guess we could have inserted IESO's CDM adjustments.  We're not talking about cost of power adjustments.

MS. BUT:  Oh, I see.  That was my understanding from line 19 to 20.  I wasn't sure if you are trying to say that making corrections to a past approved balance are similar to IESO corrections on a settlement invoice.

MS. BARRIE:  No.  I guess the analogy there would be that when we look at clearing our 1588 and 1589 variance accounts, that adjustments related -- that for instance we would -- we have the true-up aspect obviously with 88 and 89 now, but those only happen so far into the year.

So if say we go to the May of the year and to including all of the IESO settlement invoices, the ones that pertain to June are considered regular activity in that current year, and they don't need to be discarded and absorbed by the utility.

MS. BUT:  Right.  Can I just confirm, so is the statement on line 19 to 20 correct?  I would like to confirm if this is what you're trying to say?

MS. BARRIE:  Do you mean -- I'm sorry, I am not sure what the question is.

MS. BUT:  I'm sorry.  I am just trying to confirm.  Is the statement on line 19 to 20 correct?  Or is that --


MS. BARRIE:  It is an analogy of looking at different variance accounts and how we anticipated the LRAM variance account to work, similar to the variance account with the IESO statements.  So I confirm that the IESO adjustments are treated in that manner in those regulatory assets, if that is what you are asking to clarify.

MS. BUT:  Yes, I think it is sufficient.  And in light of the time, I think these are my questions.  Thank you.

MS. BARRIE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you everyone.  Thank you to the panel, to our reporter.  I think we're done -- I know we're done for the day, and we're going to continue on Tuesday with a continuation of OEB Staff questions.  Thanks everybody.  Have a great weekend.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:33 p.m.
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