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Monday, May 10, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Good morning.  This is the last day of the technical conference for OPG's payment amount application, EB-2020-0290.  We're continuing with OPG's third witness panel.  First up is OSEA, Ontario Sustainable Energy Association, by Travis Lusney and Brady Yauch.  So please go ahead.

ONTARIO POWER GENERATION - PANEL 3, resumed
Lindsey Arseneau-MacKinnon,
Cynthia Domjancic,
Alex Kogan,
Brenda MacDonald,
John Mauti,
Anthony Melaragno,
Vlad Urokov,
Heather Young.
Examination by Mr. Lusney:

MR. LUSNEY:  Thank you.  So it's Travis Lusney from OSEA.  So I'll start with questions.  In previous days there was discussion on kind of the associated cost to customer related to surplus base load generation, and in the study OPG quotes, you know:

"OPG's management of its generation facilities in relation to surplus base load generation conditions, including any opportunities OPG can take to help the system respond to SBG conditions in order to mitigate the associated cost to customers."

So I think to kind of get all on the same page I would like to kind of explore what "cost to customers" mean.  So I think it's fair to say we're talking about --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, sorry, Mr. Lusney, can you just give me the reference again so that I can pull it up?

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah.  It's in the SBG study.  It's in section 1.  There is a quoted tab.  Page 3 of 25.

So I think, I mean, the core we're asking, and to confirm, I mean, we're talking supply costs, so we're excluding any regulatory costs, any market administration costs, and any delivery costs, so transmission or distribution wires, when we're talking about stuff within the realm of OPG and associated cost to customers for SBG; is that fair?

MR. URUKOV:  Good morning.  Are we able to pull up the study, please?

MR. LUSNEY:  Is there someone from --


MS. ARSENEAU-MACKINNON:  Lori, for your benefit, that's Exhibit A1, tab 11, Schedule 1, attachment 1, and that's page 3 of that attachment that Mr. Lusney has referred to.

MS. PATCHETT:  Thank you.

MR. LUSNEY:  Is Lori going to be bringing it up, or are we...

MS. ARSENEAU-MACKINNON:  Yes, I believe she is.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  There we go.  Thank you.

MR. URUKOV:  And can we please go to page 13 of the study?  Scroll down a little bit.

So Mr. Lusney, the way I'll respond to your question is to bring up some of the discussion that took place in and around Stakeholder Engagement-91, which is an IESO undertaking to deal with the emergence of surplus conditions and the overall notion that in many instances if steps are taken to address surplus conditions were inflexible, or I think the IESO might have used the words chunky, perhaps, actions are taken that remove energy from the latter period of the day, then there is replacement cost component.


So certainly that is something that the IESO was very cognizant of, and I believe when we cited this in the SBG study we're speaking to the way that that conversation had taken place and the way that the IESO had conveyed its concerns with the presence of surplus.

MR. LUSNEY:  Correct.  Stakeholder Engagement-91 occurred before any contract amendments to wind and solar facilities that received payment for foregone energy.  It also doesn't take into effect -- or at least in terms of how it's dispatched into the system doesn't take into top-up payments through either an SBG deferral account or rate-regulated payments.  So I'm just -- the point I'm trying to ask and get on the same page is, when we're talking about as part of the objective for the SBG study, associated cost to customers, it's the final supply cost to customers, what they pay on their bill.

And so I just want to -- my first thing is to confirm we're not talking about delivery costs or taxes or market administration, that we can ignore all that, we can just concentrate on supply cost.

MR. URUKOV:  To answer your specific question at the very end, yes, that is correct.  But when it comes to the supplier side cost, again, OPG's approach to this study was again to rely on the historical context set out by SC-91, and even though in terms of its temporal relation to some of the events that you describe, SC-91 preceded them.  I would like to suggest that perhaps SC-91 was actually what was the driving or the outcome of that stakeholder engagement was the driving force behind this market -- changes that went by the IESO.

MR. LUSNEY:  I don't disagree with that, I'm just saying that there were other changes that affect customers.  I think when it comes to OPG assets you receive two revenues for your assets, one revenue derived from market, market revenue, and for dispatchable generation, that's a market clearing price for energy delivered, and non-dispatchable generation such as embedded is the hourly Ontario energy price, so let's call that market revenue.  And then there is top-up payments, and then on the rate-regulated there is the regulated rate.  And so the revenue for OPG is from those two areas, correct?  Along with ancillary services, which I ignore.

MR. URUKOV:  So just a clarification.  I personally do not like the reference to top-up payments, because in instances when the market price exceeds HOEP, those could reverse.  So it is a payment that is done in addition or incremental to the market revenues, and it does take OPG back to its regulated rate.  I think that's a more appropriate way to frame it.  And then also --


MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  So incremental revenue would be fair, so there's market revenue and incremental revenue, which may or may not be --


MR. URUKOV:  Yeah, I suppose even the word "incremental" suggests erroneously that there is necessarily a one-sided flow.  It is an adjustment required to make sure OPG retains its regulated rate for its output.  But again, to go back to your, I suppose, broader question, there are other revenues which also include the hydroelectric incentive mechanism or, as we call it, the HIM.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  And then customers, to pay for this regulated payment, maybe -- so there is market revenue and there is regulated payment -- customers pay that through two different mechanisms.  One, they pay -- and I'll call it large customers just for simplicity.  They pay HOEP, and then they also pay global adjustment, GA, and that GA funds contracted payments and regulated payments.  So the combination of the two in any given instance is cost to customers?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Lusney, I believe we're straying from the SBG study, in the sense that the SBG study focused on OPG's appropriate participation in the market.  I believe what you're speaking is, is more in the sort of the overall market flows of revenues and costs, and I believe that is something to a degree outside of the SBG study.

MR. LUSNEY:  I think that's why we're trying to come to an agreement, or at least some sort of common thinking that associated cost to customers is not just market costs, and I think historically, and again I'll ask this, but it's more of a statement.  It's fair to say that customers have paid a majority of their costs for supply through global adjustment, not through market cost, and that for the last few years it's more than in excess of 50 percent of costs through global adjustment costs?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Lusney, based on my knowledge of the market, I don't believe that what you're saying is factually incorrect, but I would acknowledge that, again, broadly speaking, the global adjustment certainly is the cost that needs to be borne by customers, and there's various ways that they pay for that cost, and I think there's quite a bit of complexity on that side that again was significantly outside of what the study set out to do, which was focusing on OPG's management of its asset during SBG conditions.

MR. LUSNEY:  So taking a different little view, if OPG were to only receive market revenue and would have no regulatory payment in the previous three years and into the near future, would it be fair to say that OPG would struggle to continue to operate those facilities economically?

MR. SMITH:  Mr. Lusney, obviously that counterfactual is inconsistent with the legislative framework.  So can you help me with the relevance of that?

MR. LUSNEY:  I'm trying to drive to say that if OPG can get payment from the market and they get a regulated payment, and that regulated payment is to ensure that they're kept economic because of the value they provide to the system.  And it's in recognition that the hybrid market design in Ontario does not provide enough revenue to do that just through market savings.

So when we're talking about SBG, there's a lot of associated cost to customers that could be mitigated at a higher cost to other assets, and should there be compensation paid to those assets to lower overall cost.

MR. SMITH:  Again, that doesn't address my comment, which is that section 78.1 provides for the Board to set payment amounts for generation, and it doesn't break out the revenues in the way in which you've indicated.  Nor do I think we should be engaging in a theoretical discussion of what would happen under a different market construct.

MR. LUSNEY:  I'm more saying that under this market concept, OPG's rate-regulated assets could be operated differently.  OPG could be kept, for lack of a better term, whole under a similar or slightly adjusted compensation.

I'm trying to understand when we talk about associated costs to customers, what does it include.  And I think it should include the total cost paid to OPG, let alone discussing external costs, additional costs through contracted resources.

MR. SMITH:  Right, but I'm having trouble understanding how that addresses the current legislative framework.

MR. LUSNEY:  There is a payment for spilt energy through the SBG deferral.  If that energy is not spilt, then you're paid the prevailing market price plus a regulated top-up.  Can you operate facilities differently to lower the overall cost of that?


That's why we're trying to come to -- trying to at least establish a similar approach to what is associated cost to customers.  Is it just market revenue, and why?  Or is it market revenue and regulated payment?

And the idea being it's not a one-to-one relationship in all cases.

MR. URUKOV:  I believe, and again, to take you back to the essence of SC-91, which at its very core was seeking to address market efficiency and in its evaluation of its success and its proposal of the appropriate steps forward, it did exactly that.  And you can see references in relation to the overall market savings that were based on the IESO's analytical research, Mr. Lusney.

So all of those are considered within the scope of the SBG study.

MR. LUSNEY:  I'll move on a bit, but the point I was making before is the SC-91 analysis on market efficiencies was completed prior to contract amendments to contracted facilities, of which there is a payment for foregone energy.

So while you might gain 100 million in market efficiencies, you're also paying your contracts to keep supplier economics.  But that's beside the point.  I don't think you can just sit there and ignore what happened afterwards.

So we are he trying to understand within two different groupings -- so there's OPG's regulated assets of which there is market revenue and regulated top-up, and then more broadly, there's all the other contracted facilities of which there is market revenue and payments, contractual payments, whether it's a contract for differences, a capacity payment, or deemed dispatch for gas-fired generation.  All these fit to associated cost to customers.

So in our IR request for did you look at operating PGS differently, you said you didn't look at it.  So we're trying to understand why.

MR. URUKOV:  Can I bring up that IR, please.  I suppose I should read out the number.

MR. SMITH:  Which interrogatory are you looking at, Mr. Lusney?

MR. LUSNEY:  It is OSEA 8.

MS. PATCHETT:  Can I get the full exhibit number, please?

MR. URUKOV:  Exhibit A1-11-OSEA-1.

MR. LUSNEY:  Thank you.

MR. URUKOV:  You need to do a bit of scrolling to get to sub-part A, please.  I apologize.  Can we go back to the actual question, please?

And the reason I wanted to bring this up, Mr. Lusney, is to restate that what the question was asking is not operate the PGS differently; it was asking for operating PGS uneconomically.  And I would like to offer that, by virtue of the use of that term, OPG would not be incentivized or it shouldn't have a driver to seek uneconomic operation.  And that was the basis of our response.

MR. LUSNEY:  Is the operation of OPG's regulated hydro -- so this is the creation of energy offers -- is that done through a central control centre that OPG operates?

MR. URUKOV:  Yes, Mr. Lusney.

MR. LUSNEY:  And the operation of the pump generation station is also within that control centre?

MR. URUKOV:  It's specific to setting out the pricing regime, yes.  There is an additional control centre in the aggregate that manages the operation of the complex.

MR. LUSNEY:  In managing -- and I'll for now talk about -- actually it's including both dispatchable generation and non-dispatchable generation embedded that you would be attempting to follow market prices on HOEP.  Are there individual operators for each hydro asset, or does the operation centre and staff control multiple hydro assets?

MR. URUKOV:  Could you elaborate on what you mean by operation and operate?

MR. LUSNEY:  Sorry, develop energy offers into the system, participate in the market as per your dispatch work station and the IESO-administered market rules.

MR. URUKOV:  So all of the pricing process, as I will describe it, is done by our portfolio management centre, OPMC.

MR. LUSNEY:  So the decision-making would include multiple facilities, not individual facilities?

MR. URUKOV:  That is correct.  It is not the case that every single facility is going to generate its own offer and submit that to the market.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  And are OPG regulated nuclear assets included in that -- I'll call it fleet energy offer approach?  I think you called it a pricing plan?

MR. URUKOV:  The end product is offer submitted to the market, as you've termed it, and yes, it is done from the same portfolio management centre.

MR. LUSNEY:  Are the contracted hydro facilities included in that creation of a pricing plan?

MR. SMITH:  Why are we talking about OPG's contracted facilities?

MR. LUSNEY:  If you are creating a pricing plan for all facilities together you're taking in different incentives.  And I'm trying to understand if the regulated assets and the contracted assets are separated or combined when determining energy offers from an associated cost to customers.

MR. SMITH:  We're not going to talk about OPG's contracted assets.

MR. LUSNEY:  So they are not included in their pricing plan?  It's not in the same control centre?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, my question -- my response, Mr. Lusney, is I don't think that we should be talking about the costs or anything associated with unregulated facilities.  That was my point.

MR. LUSNEY:  So coming back to SBG, the cost to customers is not the spilt -- is the spilt energy in whatever form has a cost to a customer, whether it's rate-regulated OPG assets or contracted assets.  We're trying to understand is there a way to save customers money through changes in operation.

So I'm just trying to understand how OPG builds up kind of their -- for lack of a pricing plan, and does it -- how does it include different incentives.

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.  You can talk about OPG's regulated assets, and I don't think it's fair to talk about OPG's unregulated assets any more than you have the opportunity to talk about the pricing strategy of other unregulated generators who are not before the Board.  So we're not asking questions about how Bruce prepares its pricing strategy or Brookfield or anybody else, for that matter.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  So for the regulated assets it would be clear that there is a fleet optimization exercise for pricing.  Would that be a fair -- to try and be the optimal participation in the market?

MR. URUKOV:  So let me address that in the following way, Mr. Lusney.  For one, I would prefer not to introduce the notion of a customer cost.  OPG's offers are based on market principles and market efficiency, and if I can take us back to the SBG study, please, which is attachment A1-11-01.  And it would be the second, if you pull up the page.

MS. PATCHETT:  Sorry, which page, Mr. Urukov?

MR. URUKOV:  Page 22, please.  And Mr. Lusney, it is the first full paragraph on that page, which, in my assessment, does a fairly detailed job in explaining how OPG offers its resources to the market.  And as you can see, it is the following of the market price signals, and it does utilize an economic approach, looks at the opportunity cost and the instances when storage is no longer available, reverts to our GRC pricing, which is the cost to OPG of that quantum of water.

MR. LUSNEY:  For capital investments by OPG in regulated hydro, are those investment decisions aligned with the -- with market signals?  Like, are you making those investments because the market price is telling you to make a capital investment, whether it's to expand the energy or capacity of a facility, or maintain?  So if the prevailing market price has been on average 20 dollars, is that the driver for capital investment right now?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Mr. Lusney, are you asking in the business-case summaries that are filed in support of a capital program what OPG considers?  Because obviously there are a variety of different considerations that go into capital investments which would be reflected in the business cases associated with those particular projects.  So which project are you referring to?

MR. LUSNEY:  I'm asking more in general, but I'm just trying to understand where the market revenue alone drives decision-making and where external drives.  And again, in our existing market we have a real-time dispatch system that determines cost-effective scheduling and dispatch of our supply resources, and then we have contracted and rate-regulation payments to drive capital expansion to meet system needs.  So I just want to make sure that I'm understanding that when we're talking about market signals we're just talking about operation.

MR. SMITH:  Okay.  I don't -- maybe you should reframe your question, because I don't think it's fair to ask the witness about all of OPG's capital investments, because that's not something he is in a position to speak to.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  Is there someone on the witness panel who is familiar with the IESO's annual planning outlook, the latest version?  And in particular, would you agree with the statement that the IESO over the next five to ten years believes the system is long on energy -- in other words, we have more than enough to meet our energy adequacy requirements -- but that Ontario is heading to a shortfall on peaking capacity, which is reflected by the ability of resources to serve supply during peak demand years?  Is that a fair understanding of part of the APO's conclusions?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Lusney, I have engaged in reading the APO some time ago, but I would need more time to process the conclusions of what you are asking for me to agree to.

MR. LUSNEY:  All right.  That's fair.  It's a meaty document.

In OSEA 5, so that's A1-11-OSEA-001, question 5, we ask, you know, please provide the percentage of offers at OPG hydroelectric facilities that are below gross revenue charges for 2014 to 20 -- to current.  And OPG stated that this happens 60 percent of the time, so more than half.

Can you provide a breakdown of -- to be clear, when it's below, you're -- OPG is offering those resources at less than the marginal cost to participate in the market.  And there are reasons why you need to do that.

Can you provide a breakdown?  I believe you refer to it as safety, reliability, or environmental.  Can you provide a breakdown by month on where that 60 percent fell into those categories, or into whatever categories that would drive OPG to offer below their GRC?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Lusney, I will need to clarify what I think is perhaps a bit of a misunderstanding as to how we have responded to the question.  In particular, it is not 60 percent of the time, and if we can maybe pull up the IR which is again Exhibit A1-11-OSEA-001, Lori, please.

MR. RICHLER:  I think we were there on the screen.

MR. LUSNEY:  So 60 percent of the total energy offering?

MR. URUKOV:  That is correct, and that distinction was quite relevant.  So what we've done in addressing your interrogatory is to, for lack of a better word, bucket our offers in terms of quantum of energy into the categories requested and identifying what percentage of that energy total falls within what you have described as offering below the GRC.

MR. LUSNEY:  Could you take an undertaking to provide that by month for the time periods?

MR. URUKOV:  When you say "provide that", do you mean just how this number was constructed with a monthly granularity for that period?

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah, so let's say for example January 2018 there's X gigawatt-hours produced.  What is the percentage of those gigawatt-hours -- or offered, I should say, X offered.  What is the percentage in that month that were offered below GRC?

MR. URUKOV:  Yes, that is something that we can do, and perhaps I can offer for consideration that the significant portion of this is related to some of the larger stations such as Sir Adam Beck and Saunders, which have significant what we call must-run component, where there is regulatory requirements for us to pass a significant amount of the water through our turbines at all times.

MR. LUSNEY:  So before we move on, can I get an undertaking for that?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, that will be undertaking JT4.1.  And Mr. Lusney, just for the transcript, could you try to restate the crux of the undertaking?
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.1:  FOR THE PERIOD OF 2014 TO 2020, TO PROVIDE A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL ENERGY OFFERED BELOW GRC BY MONTH

MR. LUSNEY:  For the period of 2014 to 2020, can OPG provide an estimate of total -- a percentage of total energy offered below GRC by month.  So even the second time I bungled it, so hopefully that's clear enough.

So you say that for those larger facilities, there's a regulatory requirement.  Is that something that the OEB would review that you're meeting your regulatory requirement, or are there other regulatory bodies that would review that?

MR. URUKOV:  There's other regulatory bodies that set out those conditions.  I wouldn't describe it as a review, rather.  It's a requirement that's set out.

MR. LUSNEY:  And if you fail to meet the requirement, is there anyone that's checking?  Or if you do meet it, to kind of say OPG's operating within the regulations?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, there are legal requirements for OPG in respect to the operation of its facility.  Are you asking if those requirements are breached, does someone pay attention to that?

MR. LUSNEY:  Or exceed it, do more often.  Is there any kind of oversight or place I can go look to see how you've done compared -- how OPG has done compared with, for reliability and operability issues?

MR. SMITH:  What do you mean by how OPG has done?  Like whether OPG has complied with the law?

MR. LUSNEY:  If OPG is obligated at Sir Adam Beck to push through X gigawatt-hours -- or sorry -- yeah, to push through X gigawatt-hours to meet a regulatory requirement, is there a place I can check to see that you did that?  Yes?  No?

MR. SMITH:  I don't know.

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Lusney, I agree with Mr. Smith in that I don't believe there is some registry of sort of a binary check that sets out compliance on any resolution.

But just by way of example, I'll highlight that Niagara, the Beck complex, is controlled and governed by Grass Island Pool, or GIP, directives set out by the International Niagara Board of Control.  And there's, again, many layers of oversight, and OPG takes very seriously its compliance with regulatory obligations.

MR. LUSNEY:  To be clear, I don't think -- I'm trying to understand, and to be clear, there are times where OPG is operating below their marginal cost; they're offering energy below their marginal cost for reasons outside their control.

And I'm trying to, as relates, as it will relate in many times to SBG, understanding when those issues occur, and just to understand the limits to how much you can shift your facilities.

MR. URUKOV:  I would like to bring up another IR, which briefly touched upon what I understand is your question.  But I'll need some time to call it up, if you don't mind.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.

MR. URUKOV:  Thank you for your patience.  It is OSEA 1.9.  If we can scroll down to section 9, please.  Thank you.

What I would like illustrate here, perhaps, is addressing your question, Mr. Lusney, in that it demonstrates that for the sub GRC offers, there is also a shaping component that is as a result of OPG's best efforts to, for the quantum of energy that needs to be passed due to regulatory requirements.

But there is a temporal allowance for shift within the day or intra-day movements, that OPG shapes that accordingly due to demand.  And that note was captured in, I believe, the second paragraph in our response.  That's why I think it's lower than the annual average.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  And just coming back to it and so I'm clear, there's no regulatory body or kind of check to ensure that you've done what you've said you've done and that's reasoning why you've made offer adjustments?

MR. SMITH:  I'm sorry, Mr. Lusney, I don't think that's what the evidence was.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  If we go back to in OPG Exhibit A1-11-1, attachment 1 -- this is the SPG study, and I think that's already up on the tab, to page 14, that first paragraph there.

So OPG's GRC is arranged from 5 to 14.4, and OPG states there are few, if any, generated assets in the market that are dispatchable with a price between zero and 14.4.  So if I'm looking at a supply stack for Ontario, would it be fair to say prices between that range are primarily determined or derived from OPG's asset participation?

MR. URUKOV:  Could you clarify between what specific range?

MR. LUSNEY:  Zero and 14.4 per megawatt-hour.

MR. URUKOV:  It is fair to say that that is OPG's understanding of how certainly it offers in the market, but along with that how other participants may offer in that very specific and narrow price range.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  I'm going to pass it over to Brady now to ask some questions related to the pump generation system.
Examination by Mr. Yauch:


MR. YAUCH:  Thanks, Travis.  Good morning to everyone.  We have a couple questions on the pump generation station at the Beck complex, known as PGS, and we're wanting some clarity on this before we go further in this proceeding.

In our view, PGS is a dispatchable load and dispatchable generator, simultaneously.  So it almost operates as two market participants at the same time.  It submits energy bids to consume, energy offers to provide energy; is that correct?

MR. URUKOV:  No, that is not correct, Mr. Yauch.  It is not a simultaneous operation.  OPG would under no circumstance pump and generate at the same time.

MR. YAUCH:  I know you can't pump and generate at the same time.  You submit offers at the same time for both of those, in terms of you determine how you're going to operate the asset, let's say a day ahead, and you submit bids and offers to achieve that operation, correct?

MR. URUKOV:  OPG submits its offer to an expected pump and generation cycle.  So there's periods when OPG would commence its pumping operation, and those offers would reflect that activity, followed by periods when OPG is going to empty out the pond, or generate, and the offers to the market would be reflective of that operation.

MR. YAUCH:  Right, and it's a dispatchable load in the sense it sets its own -- you submit bids to consume, and that's when you consume it.  it's dispatchable.  It can go on and off based on your bids, correct?

MR. URUKOV:  That is largely correct; however, as a result of operational considerations, they're instances when OPG may need to operate the facility for the purpose of crossover control and also there's a safety component.  So I wouldn't necessarily agree that in no instances of time it is purely dispatchable because again there's operational constraints layered on to it.

MR. YAUCH:  Fair enough.  And I'm sure there's times the IESO may ask you to run it for reliability purposes or something like that, but for the majority of the time it's in OPG's purview through its bids and offers and how the facility operates.

So the IESO had, apart from reliability or environmental concerns, the IESO will never tell you how to operate the system -- the PGS facility.  You submit bids, OPG submits bids, and it submits offers, and that's how it operates.  The IESO never steps in and says you should be running these hours as a pumping or a generating station, correct?

MR. URUKOV:  With the exceptions noted when there is a reliability requirement, that is correct.

MR. YAUCH:  And I know you talked about this last week, and it was SEC and Environmental Defence, that you have, I think you referred to it as a forecasting tool that you use in order to operate the facility.  Now, that's a market forecasting tool or some sort of assessment that OPG does, I'm assuming?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Yauch, it is a process.  I believe, upon some reflection that, the best way to characterize what OPG does to construct its offer to the market is to follow a complex process, which certainly includes utilization of a number of aids and a number of market intelligence tools.

MR. YAUCH:  Right.  If it's done on a market-based -- as you operate the facility on a market basis, based on market economics, you would look out, say, 24, 48 hours and make a determination to submit bids and offers for the PGS facility based on certain criteria in the market; correct?

MR. URUKOV:  That determination is based on our view of the market, and when it comes to the economic assessment you need to take into consideration OPG's view of marginal resources and their pricing regimes.  And it's something that could be changed subject to the mandatory window set out by the IEM more frequently.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  And as part of that process does it include -- clearly it would include Ontario, the IEM market, the IESO-administered market, but does it also include neighbouring markets like New York?  Do those factor in your operation of both PGS and maybe the Beck facility as a whole?

MR. URUKOV:  Perhaps I'll need to explain a little bit more how -- so the reference to New York, is that strictly in reference to intertie activity, or are you flagging New York for some particular reason?

MR. YAUCH:  Well, it's right across the river, so it is a neighbouring market that OPG does sell into.  So when you determine whether you're going to operate the PGS facility based on market signals, are those market signals only in Ontario, or do market signals in other markets that OPG can access, are those considered as well?

MR. URUKOV:  I think the best way to answer is to say that certainly OPG is cognizant of intertie behaviour, and we do take some position and some view as to how that interaction may impact the Ontario market itself.  But perhaps I can also suggest that if you're referring to New York for the purposes of flagging that it's a shared river, also the way that the Beck facility is used relates to New York Power Authority's use of their facility.  And there is some communication, understanding between those two entities.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  So I think maybe a better way to look at this is that let's say an SBG event, if someone wanted to say why isn't OPG using the PGS facility to mitigate SBG to some extent, OPG could say, if you look at prices in Ontario, they were flat, let's say for many days, and the economics weren't there to operate it.  But could they also say, well, if you look at prices in New York, they weren't flat, so why was PGS not used to some extent to mitigate SBG in Ontario and access neighbouring markets simultaneously?  That would provide value both to OPG, but also to ratepayers in terms of mitigating SBG, but also using our resources to bring additional revenue into the province, via the assets that OPG operates.


MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Yauch, that particular question has not been addressed in that specific sense in the SBG study, but certainly OPG's view of the market is comprehensive and it does take into account the broader system and OPG's expectation of how Ontario's prices may be impacted by our neighbours, again flagging that imports and exports do not set price in the Ontario market.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  So if I can bring up an exhibit.  It's A1-11-OSEA-2.  It was the presentation you provided to the Market Surveillance Panel.  And it's question 9, which I believe is page 10.

Okay.  So start with the PGS facility, to our understanding, is that it has a 50 percent efficiency ratio, that it takes two units of energy to pump it up and you only get one back.  Is that in the ballpark of efficiency of that facility?

MR. URUKOV:  Could I ask Lori to go up one page to page 9, please.  So Mr. Yauch, I believe that that's answered quite clearly --


MR. YAUCH:  The reason you get 90 percent is that it flows -- once it comes out of PGS it flows to Beck 2, and you get to generate -- the water is used to generate again,  correct?

MR. URUKOV:  That's correct.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  So if we go back to the following page, so this page provides OPG's, for lack of better word, equation on the economics you need to operate it.  But we just had a couple questions on it.  So it says one-sixth of off-peak plus 5 dollars, that those are the economics that go into operating PGS.  So if HOEP is zero, do you just -- does OPG just need 5 dollars to operate it at peak pricing?

MR. URUKOV:  No, Mr. Yauch, and I can appreciate perhaps why that conclusion was drawn, but it's entirely incorrect.  What OPG responded to was the very specific question set out by the Market Surveillance Panel in question 9, and it assumed that there is no, either what I will describe as surplus base load conditions or high water events at the Beck.  So that response is specific to conditions that would not be inclusive of what you described in your example.  And a different equation or a different construct needs to be applied in that case.

MR. YAUCH:  So if in example I gave where HOEP is zero, you're assuming that we're in an SBG event and/or there's high water conditions, and these would change the economics at the PGS facility?

MR. URUKOV:  Well, certainly if we again go back to page 9, it will toggle the efficiency from the 92.50 in the case of the high water that you've described.

MR. YAUCH:  So is there a -- is there a basic equation OPG uses to -- what is the spread that you need between peak and off-peak in order to economically operate the PGS facility?

MR. URUKOV:  Well, certainly in question 9 we provided a representative equation, if you will, on the certain conditions, but what I'm trying to suggest is that at all times OPG's assessment needs to consider all of the relevant market conditions, which may include its best view of the cost of the pump, and it certainly would include the efficiency of the PGS.  So that particular sentence as submitted in question 9 again is not going to be applicable to surplus conditions and high flows.

MR. YAUCH:  So I don't mean to be pejorative or anything, but there's an equation that's maybe used to operate PGS economically efficiently, but that may be negated at any given time by any sort of system condition or water conditions or something else that OPG determines that it is not effective to run PGS.  So at any given time, it's very hard to determine when or when you should not to operating PGS?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Yauch, that's entirely incorrect.  What I'm suggesting is that equation has to be reflective of both conditions, and OPG is able do that by, again, including the appropriate PGS efficiency and adjusting the equation, again based on its best view of the charges required at the pump.

It certainly is just as effective and appropriate as what is described here in sort of other conditions, so a more conventional utilization of PGS.

MR. YAUCH:  How would someone who is not OPG look at PGS and say OPG ran that as much as they could in order to mitigate SBG events?  What is the tool which they would use to monitor your effectiveness in managing that facility for system-wide benefit purposes?

MR. URUKOV:  Mr. Yauch, again, going back to question 8, our response to question 8, you need to use the appropriate efficiency in the PGS, and you would need to take into account what was the prevailing cost of pump in terms of load charges.

And having those two and knowing OPG's GRC rate and the PGS is more than sufficient that one would construct the economics, and that's what OPG uses.

MR. YAUCH:  We'll get into the economics of it.  But it's less the absolute value of the price and more of the spread between prices at off peak and on peak -- or would you not agree with that?  Prices can be 20 and 40 dollars in off peak peak, or zero and 20; and as long as that spread is there, you can run PGS economically?


MR. URUKOV:  What I would like to clarify, and I believe that is highlighted to some degree in our response to question 9, is that the -- in the assessment of the required spread to make the cycling efficient, you need to look into the off peak HOEP and then build up what is the incremental spread yield from there.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  My last line of questioning on this is that PGS is a regulated facility; any its output would get -- I know you don't like the term pop-up, and I agree
-- whatever you call that $42, it will be settled at $42.

So if it runs PGS uneconomically on a market basis, in terms of the spreads weren't there, its output would be paid $42.  So if it made no money or lost a dollar per megawatt-hour in shifting, you would be made whole to $42 per megawatt-hour when you generate, correct?

MR. URUKOV:  I think your statement is failing to include the impact of the HIM, which is the economic market-based driver that OPG relies upon when constructing an economic operation of the PGS.

MR. YAUCH:  For the record, hydroelectric incentive mechanism is an incentive for you guys to shift between off-peak and on-peak times.

But you also have an SBG that simultaneously pays you regardless of the shifting.  So there are countervailing mechanisms in place, correct?

MR. URUKOV:  I would not describe the SBG account as an incentive mechanism whatsoever, Mr. Yauch.  The operation of the PGS is strictly driven by market prices and that is what's taken into account.

MR. YAUCH:  I think my colleague Mr. Lusney tried to get at offers that are below GRC.  If OPG puts all its offers below GRC, puts them all at zero dollars for example, it will in essence create surplus base load conditions, will it not?

MR. URUKOV:  Perhaps we can turn back to the SBG study, if we may?  OPG in fact explored certain alternative pricing regimes in its SBG study, so if I can take a second to find the proper page, please.  Can we please go to page 24 of 46.


Mr. Yauch, we explored two potential pricing regimes and both of those perhaps are related to your example.  But in both cases, OPG's conclusion of the study, supported by the IESO, is that that would not be an appropriate regime.

MR. YAUCH:  In SC-91, which we talked about extensively, the IESO stakeholder engagement that dealt with floor pricing and so on, that never discussed an SBG deferral account for OPG, did it?

MR. URUKOV:  The SC-91 took, I believe it's fair to say, years to conclude and there was voluminous body of information.  I don't think I can conclusively declare at this point whether it included that or not.  It's just strictly by virtue of how many documents one was to read to conclude that.

MR. YAUCH:  Fair enough.  It's like two thousand pages, so fair enough.  But that engagement in your evidence here dealt with the market, the IAM, IESO administered markets only.  It didn't deal with efficiency between the IAM and interaction with deferral accounts, such as the SBG.

Those are, really, two different issues, correct?  Even though they may interact with one another?

MR. URUKOV:  I don't know if they're issues, but SC-91 was a market-centred activity as it was executed by the IESO in order to drive market efficiency.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  I think those are my questions.  I appreciate you taking time to answer them.  I think Travis may have a couple of questions again.
Examination by Mr. Lusney: (Cont'd)


MR. LUSNEY:  Yes, thank you.  Mr. Urukov, you mentioned in terms of the pump generation, you talked about load charges.  To be clear, that's the uniform transmission rates that -- the demand charges, for lack of a better term, the PGS would pay as its charging for use of the transmission system?

MR. URUKOV:  What that refers to is obviously a commodity charge component, as well as uplifts as they apply to that specific hour, as well as the network service charges that may apply.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  Did OPG in their conversations with the IESO -- and in your answer to IR 8, you said you need system planning information.  If we pull up A-11, the response to question 8 -- not 8, sorry.  Give me one second.  This answer has been changed to say you've not completed the analysis under the original deferral.

Did OPG look at or consider with the IESO a back-cast, or even forward-cast on forecasting, running PGS -- I'm going to use a bad term -- running it stupidly during potential SPG decisions?  In other words, discharge during off peak and discharge and then look at how much money did PGS lose versus how much did total payments go to OPG, and then potentially engage IESO or an external party to look at total costs to associated customers?

MR. LUSNEY:  Before I answer that question, you referred to the answer being changed, and I don't understand that.

MR. LUSNEY:  Sorry.  My understanding, we asked the question and OPG initially refused to answer, but there was a miscommunication.  It was mostly we were trying to understand did you do this other PGS study and you've adjusted the answer to what's being shown on the slide now, which is OPG has not undertaken such analysis.

So I'm just trying to understand.  In the discussions, the consultation with the IESO, was there any analysis on operating the PGS in a different way and then determining total revenue to OPG that would be an associated cost to customers?

MR. URUKOV:  Thank you for clarifying that, Mr. Lusney.  So OPG certainly engages with the IESO on a frequent basis to generally discuss its operation in the market, but I think it's fair to say that OPG has not undertaken an analysis with or without the IESO's participation under the terms that you have used, in terms of the contemplation of this total system cost, as you've referred to it.

Based on what -- I believe what you're speaking to is operation that is completely independent of any disregard to the prevailing market prices.  In other words, it does not consider market signals.  I really have --


MR. LUSNEY:  And recognizing that associated cost to customers is not just the market price, that it includes regulatory payments?

MR. URUKOV:  I think we discussed that matter earlier, and again, I'm not able to provide my agreement on what that definition is without either some contemplation or perhaps deferral to the IESO on this one.

MR. LUSNEY:  Was there any formal response from the IESO to the SBG study?  Like a letter or report critiquing or reviewing the SBG study?

MS. ARSENEAU-MACKINNON:  Perhaps I can help with that question.  On page 4 of the SBG study we outline quite specifically the IESO's comments and sort of concurrence with the conclusions in the report, and that's the -- that's the output that we have in regards to this study.

MR. LUSNEY:  So there's no -- and when I say formal, like, there is no letter that you can point to to say I, the IESO representing, you know, my regulatory duty have reviewed this and these are my comments.  This is OPG based on, I assume, discussions with the IESO?

MS. ARSENEAU-MACKINNON:  That's correct, in discussions with the IESO.

MR. LUSNEY:  And which group within the IESO were you dealing with?  Is this Market Operations?

MS. ARSENEAU-MACKINNON:  So I actually can't speak to which individuals and which groups sort of behind the scenes at the IESO were involved with the review and comment on this report.  I would have dealt directly with their Regulatory Affairs department but my understanding is there was a much broader review and comment on the report on their end.  Just, my contact was within the Regulatory Affairs team.

MR. LUSNEY:  Regulatory.  Okay.  And that's fair.  I mean, between two entities.

And just to kind of go back to understanding in terms of, you know, how the IESO system planning interacts with OPG, there is no direction from the IESO on how to plan your maintenance, plan your capital conditions, plan your energy offers and energy bids.  This is stuff within the purview of OPG as the owner and operator of regulated assets?

MR. URUKOV:  I can certainly speak to a portion of your question, which has to do with our office, and I would say, yes, that is within OPG's full purview and within OPG's domain.  I don't think, unless somebody else on the panel here can speak to the other two aspects of your question.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Lusney, you're at the end of your allotted time, so could I ask you to wrap it up, please?

MR. LUSNEY:  Yes, I think I may have one more question, and then...

MR. RICHLER:  Great.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  Just confirming, sorry.  No, that's good.  Thank you very much to the panel for their time.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Mr. Lusney and Mr. Yauch.  Next up is the Society of United Professionals.  Mr. Dumka, you're up.
Examination by Mr. Dumka:

MR. DUMKA:  Good morning, everybody.  I'm going to be asking a few questions on the assumptions surrounding the Clarington corporate campus and then later on just a few questions on the WTW compensation benchmarking.  I'm wondering if we could just pull up the BCS for the Clarington corporate campus.  That's Exhibit D3-1-2, attachment 2.  I just want to clarify some of the points that were made in the discussion that this panel had with Mr. Rubenstein on, I think it was Thursday morning or Thursday afternoon, so I just want to clarify what's in the BCS and what's not covered in the BCS.  If -- I don't know if you've had any -- oh, there we are.  If we can just flip to page 7, that's -- of the BCS, the top there.  So that's got the key assumptions right there.

So I just want to clarify that the BCS only covers the cost of the new office building on the new campus.  It doesn't cover things like the renovation of the Darlington energy centre, or the engineering support services building or for that matter other things, like the Pickering admin building, it's just the new head-office building that is covered in this BCS; is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  It is correct that this BCS covers the new building.  With respect to the non-energy complex renovations in particular, as you can see on screen under the fourth bullet, those costs were not considered because they are expected to be common to either the base case or the preferred alternative.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  And further to that, can we assume that the benefits associated with the reno of the DEC and all that sort of stuff, those are not covered in the BCS, it's only benefits directly associated with putting up the new head-office building; is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  The -- that would be correct with respect to the financial evaluation of the benefits that are in this business case.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  That's great.  If we can just flip up now to Exhibit L-D3-01-Society-12, part A.  And if we can just go to the bottom of -- which page is it?  It would be page 2.  That's where the response starts.  So if we can just go to the bottom of that page, and we've got the response for part A.

Now, if I look at what's -- the last sentence, it says:

"Additionally, OPG will exit one currently owned location, the Kipling campus."

And we'll flip to the table on -- if you can flip to the table on the next page, that's chart 1.  Now, the response is that you're only exiting Kipling, but I understand from one of the Society IRs that you're actually moving staff from Niagara Falls, I assume the Beck plant or some admin buildings around there.

So my question is, why has that not been captured in chart 1?  Because you are moving staff as part of this new corporate campus at Clarington.  So why don't we see an entry there for the staff and the space that they're currently using at Niagara Falls?

MR. KOGAN:  Your question is why is there not a location listed here as being exited in Niagara Falls?

MR. DUMKA:  That's correct.

MR. KOGAN:  My understanding is that we don't expect to exit any particular location in Niagara Falls as a result of this move.

MR. DUMKA:  I think maybe we're getting caught up on semantics, because what we were looking for was where you would be shifting staff from one location to another, and that would include those coming from Niagara Falls, not just -- and my understanding when we put in this IR was that, for example, the Kipling campus would still be there.  You would be moving a bunch of people, but not necessarily all of them or whatever else.  So it was, you know, with that perhaps misunderstanding that we expected to see staff from Niagara Falls here.

Can I ask the panel to undertake to include the Niagara Falls numbers in this chart, please?

MR. KOGAN:  If I can have one moment, I want to look at the question to make sure it's apples to apples to include in this chart.

I think in another response which is confidential, we do provide some information on where the staff may be relocated from Niagara as part of this.  As I mentioned, my understanding is we don't plan to exit any properties in Niagara as a result.  And therefore, whether conservatively or not, the business case has not reflected any associated savings with that part of the move.

So I want to be sure that I understand what specifically you're looking for us to include in this chart or otherwise, what kind of information.

MR. DUMKA:  Basically, what we were looking for was each location where you would be moving staff from on this chart.  And perhaps -- I apologize maybe the wording in the question in part A wasn't as precise as it should have been.  We asked for a table listing all the locations around the GTA as well as the three OPG-owned locations where you'd be moving staff from.

We did not mean for that to be interpreted as buildings which you were completely exiting entirely, because our understanding was with Niagara Falls you would be moving staff from the existing location which you would continue to use.

MR. KOGAN:  In the response to D3-01-Society-6A, which is confidential -- the question is not confidential, the answer is -- that doesn't address the information, Mr. Dumka?

MR. DUMKA:  The second part of my -- or my next question on this with regards to chart 1 was to provide the space at Kipling which is being exited.  If we scroll to the bottom of chart 1, that's where Kipling is listed.

MR. KOGAN:  Okay.

MR. DUMKA:  Again, this is sloppy wording on our part and the second-last column is leased space.  And what I was going to ask you to undertake to do was where you've got the N/A the space, if you can provide an estimate of the space currently being used at Kipling that is no longer going to be required.

I realize I'm getting kind of grey, but again it was to get a sense of okay, in total, you're moving out of 800,000 square feet of office space to the new corporate head office.  That's  one of the things we're trying to get out of your response to chart 1.

MR. KOGAN:  I think I understand the question.  I think that certainly with respect to Kipling, we can provide that information.  And I can also take back the Niagara portion, to see what additional information we can provide having your line of questioning regarding the space impact.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  Can we get an undertaking for that, please?

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT4.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.2:  TO SUPPLEMENT THE RESPONSE TO D3-01-SOCIETY-6A TO INCLUDE KIPLING AND NIAGARA SPACE IMPACT INFORMATION


MR. DUMKA:  My next question is further along those lines in terms of what's being exited, et cetera.   I just wanted to confirm that all the leases and such, and space, such as Kipling and Niagara, all this space is being -- I don't know what the correct word would be to apply, but these staff and the work space being used is all being moved just to the new head-office building, i.e. the business case would not, for example, include space which should include leased space that is actually going to the DEC or whatever else.

I would just like confirmation that indeed all the staff and the space that they are using on chart 1 are going to the new Clarington head office building.

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, that is my understanding of the intent of this.

MR. DUMKA:  So everything here should be included in the business case analysis for the Clarington head office building?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, subject to -- certainly I can't speak to every individual within the --


MR. DUMKA:  I understand.

MR. KOGAN:  But yes, the general intent is correct.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  So for example, none of the staff and their work locations are being moved to the Pickering admin office, for example, which isn't at Clarington.

So again, everything here, the staff and the space that they use, that is going to be -- none of it is going to be rehoused at Pickering?

MR. KOGAN:  That's my understanding of the planning basis for this business case.  Again as you can appreciate, we're talking about somewhere between 1,500 or 2,000 employees, and planning out the specific relocation plans that may be put in place several years down the road, I don't think I can confirm unequivocally for every single individual and every single decision that may be made.  But from a planning perspective, from an overall financial evaluation, that's the basis of the assumption and it's directionally reasonable.

MR. DUMKA:  In that very spirit, none of this space, the exiting of leases is impacted by the impending shutdown of Pickering?  Which is to say in your base case, in your business case, you've got -- you assume, okay, we'll be using Kipling and one or two other buildings?  That's your base case, and none of that is impacted by the Pickering shutdown?

MR. KOGAN:  Let me make sure I understand the question.  You're talking about our -- could you rephrase what you mean by not impacted by the Pickering shutdown?

MR. DUMKA:  This is just another view on chart 1.  My question is, none of these leases that you're exiting would be impacted, would be the result of the shutdown of Pickering -- and I'm randomly picking, let's say, building number 3, 777 Brock Road.  You wouldn't be moving out of that particular lease in 2025 or 2026 due to Pickering being shut down.

MR. KOGAN:  I'm trying to find a way to meaningfully answer the question, because I don't know if it's possible to divorce the fact we're implementing this strategy from the fact that we have a need to manage and address our cost structure in view of the Pickering shutdown.

I'm just reluctant to unequivocally confirm that none of this has anything to do with the Pickering shutdown, which is the way you phrased the question.  I don't know if there's another way the question could be posed?


MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  Why don't we put it this way.  Let's assume you're going with your -- with the base case in the business case we just looked at.  And so you only have, I think, the Kipling building and one or two of these leases.

I just -- I can see where you're coming from in terms of your reply, because the number of leases that you would continue to have in your base case would reflect that you may not be providing the same level of support to Pickering or whatever else once it's shut down.  Why don't we leave it at that.

Okay.  My next question is with regards to something that came up on your discussion with Mr. Rubenstein the other day.  Let me see if I can find that.  Yeah, it was in the transcript when you were talking about JT2.29.  And I don't think we have to go there.  I got the exact quote.  This is you talking about what's going to be in that undertaking.  What you said was:

"I think I can undertake to provide something that is helpful along those lines, yes.  I think part of that response will be to provide -- need to provide some context in that there may be some leases that we would exit anyway, so it may not be all the same strategy for all of the leases, but we can lay that out in a little bit more context to answer your question."

So I'm applying your response there to what we see in chart 1.  Are there any of those leases that you would be exiting anyways?  You see where I'm coming from?

MR. KOGAN:  I guess we'll find out, but Mr. Dumka, but the quote that you just read was meant to refer to the fact that in the base case there are leases that are also exited, and that's what that comment was meant to refer to.

And so to address your further question, as you can see by comparing this chart on screen at Society 12 to the listing of the base case leases at the business case bullets, the business case base case is a shorter list, and that's all I was referring to.  Does that help?

MR. DUMKA:  I think it does.  If I'm looking at this then, the base case has, let's say two of these leases, so what you're -- what OPG is saying is that all the other leases in chart 1 you would be exiting anyways, even if you didn't go ahead with the new head office at Clarington; is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  I think what I'm saying that hypothetically if the company did not -- decided not to pursue the execution business case for Clarington, which was the question postulated by Mr. Rubenstein, I've highlighted the fact that we may still go ahead and exit some of these leases in contemplation, for example, of the base case.  I don't know for a fact that we would.  I was simply highlighting the possibility, given what I know about the composition of the business case -- of the base case in the business case.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  Let me see.  Just give me a moment here.  I'm just trying to decide what I'll skip through.  Okay.  I guess to underline that, the, what we're talking about, I summed up all the space in chart 1, which doesn't include Kipling and the staff coming from Niagara Falls.  And the spaces, we're talking something like 730,000 square feet of space in total.  And if I use your estimate of, you're going to be using 180 square feet per FTE and there is going to be about, I don't know what it is, 1,250 people, we're talking a far smaller space than you're currently occupying.  It's something like -- the ballpark I landed with is 225,000 square feet.  So you're going to be using roughly a third of the space that you're currently occupying right now.  Is that a fair way of looking at it?

MR. KOGAN:  Could I have one moment, please.  Is your question around what is the approximate assumed square footage of the new building, essentially?

MR. DUMKA:  That's essentially the question.  What leads me to ask that is, again, you're using -- occupying over 700,000 square feet.  Maybe it's 800 square feet.  So I'm just looking, is that reasonable?  Or would it be roughly 225,000 square feet?  Or maybe it's 300,000.  I'm just trying to get sort of a magnitude in terms of what you're going to be using as compared to what you're occupying right now.  Once you've got that --


MR. KOGAN:  I confirm from a magnitude perspective I can confirm that we are comfortable that we have the right square foot per employee in the design.  And, yes, I can confirm that there would be a notable reduction in the overall square footage that we would occupy, which is one of the primary reasons why I would expect to see notable savings from implementing this strategy.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  That's fine.  One question I forgot to ask with regards to --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Mr. Dumka, I'm not sure, when Mr. Kogan said -- oh, we have got the witnesses back, sorry.  We all went off to a breakout room and I wasn't sure whether they were back, but they're back.  Thanks.

MR. DUMKA:  Oh, okay.

MR. SMITH:  Go ahead.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  I -- when -- one thing I forgot to ask about, and it's just a process thing, in your discussion with Mr. Rubenstein, Mr. Kogan, I recall you saying or confirming that what is in the BCS that we looked at for a few minutes is just for what is being used at the new corporate head office by the regulated business.  So I just wanted to reconfirm that that indeed is the case.  So this -- the 1,250 people and however many square feet in the new head-office building doesn't include staff from the non-regulated business or whatever else.  It's just being
-- it's being parsed to only cover the regulated business; is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  No, no, it is not, and there's a couple of clarifying points that I would make up.  First, just as to the matter of clarity, I believe the 1,250 is the number of work stations.  It is not the number of employees.  It would accommodate a greater number of employees, not just the 1,250 work stations.

Secondly, my comment to Mr. Rubenstein was in the context of his request for any additional documentation that may exist around the proposal, for to us do a double-check, essentially, and all I highlighted is that we would do that insofar as that has an impact on the regulated business.  It doesn't mean that it couldn't also impact on the unregulated business.  But I meant to say that we would not be providing anything that was exclusively related to the unregulated business.  That's all that commentary was.

And to further clarify, the figures in the business case, including the various staff occupancies and square feet that are cited in various related evidence, is a total of both regulated and unregulated.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay, thank you for that.  And I take your point about 1,250 work stations, because you say that there's actually something like 1,650 people that will be working in and out of there.  So 30 percent of the people assigned to the building would actually be there on any given day, further to what you said.

Thank you for that clarification with regards to the non-regulated business.

I was going to move on to a couple questions on an SEC interrogatory, and that's Exhibit L-F4-03-SEC-149.  And if we can shift to page 4 of that, lines 24 to 29, basically what I'm looking for is confirmation in terms of the numbers that WTW landed on.

In this paragraph, starting on line 29, it reads:

"WTW notes that Society ETEs were excluded from this benchmarking study, and excluded from the analysis that they had done in this response."


And they go on to state given that Society ETEs cannot join OPG's pension plan, WTW expects that including Society ETEs would improve OPG's position relative to market, and therefore the total remuneration dollar variance between OPG and the market.

My question is in the analysis WTW did here -- and I'm not looking for numbers or anything like that, as a lot is redacted -- how were the Society ETE FTEs handled in this?  Were they priced out at all, or just held at the side?

MS. KERR:  This WTW analysis was conducted using 2019 data.  And at that time, there were no Society extended temporary employees available as a classification.

MS. KERR:  Okay.  So maybe another way of asking this question, what WTW is trying to do is land on the impact of the study results on the 2022 FTEs, is that correct?  Is that -- actually, it was for more than that.  It was for the entire period, 2022 through to 2026.

So my question is were the ETE FTEs included in this calculation at all?  Because I assume WTW had to line up to the FTE head count, annual head count that OPG included in their evidence.  Is that correct?

So for example, in the case of PWU terms, they had a different number of FTEs in 2022 as compared to 2019. I assume WTW had to make an adjustment for that increase in FTEs, is that correct?

MS. KERR:  I think I understand the thrust of your question, Mr. Dumka.  Could I caucus with the panel?

MR. DUMKA:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KOGAN:  Mr. Dumka, we are not a hundred percent sure of the answer.  So we would need to look at that.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  Where I was leading to this -- I just had a look-see at the appendix 2K update that was provided in response to a Society IR, and the number of ETEs in the period 2022 through 2024 is in the range of 150 and 160.  So further to how WTW may or may not have treated the term FTEs, I've got a similar question with the ETE, FTEs.  Did they include those 150 and to 160 FTEs in the calculations for 2022 through 2024?  And if they did, did they price those using the compensation for regular -- I'll call them regular Society FTEs in that period?

MR. KOGAN:  I want to be clear.  My earlier comment that we're not sure was specifically in response to this latter question you just posed regarding the ETEs.

I think for the PW term employees, I think it's pretty clear from the response that it was adjusted based on the forward-looking head count and FTE information for the terms.

What we weren't sure of is exactly your question, how would the Society ETEs that do exist in the plan, how are they treated in this analysis.

So that's something we would need to take away to confirm.

MR. DUMKA:  That's fine.  I did a rough ballpark looking at appendix 2K, and the ETEs are compensated on a per FTE basis of something in the range of 55 percent or so of a regular Society FTE.  So the impact would be material depending on how it was or wasn't handled.

Can we get an undertaking number for that, please?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, that would be JT4.3 and maybe, Mr. Dumka, for the transcript could you just restate it succinctly?
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.3:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER AND HOW THE SOCIETY ETES WERE CAPTURED IN THE ANALYSIS THAT WTW DID IN SEC 149.

MR. DUMKA:  Mr. Kogan can correct me if I've gone off the path.  This is to confirm whether and how the Society ETEs were captured in the analysis that WTW did in SEC 149.

MR. RICHLER:  Again that's JT4.3.  Mr. Dumka we're at the point for our regularly scheduled break, so can I ask that we pause now for fifteen minutes, and you can resume at 11:25.

MR. DUMKA:  Sure.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Reminder to put yourselves on mute during the break, please.
--- Recess taken at 11:11 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:26 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Kogan wished to deal with something?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, I think we can respond to the undertaking that we just took before the break for Mr. Dumka, and we can --


MR. SMITH:  Just remind me that we should talk --


MR. MILLAR:  Crawford, you need to be on mute --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. KOGAN:  We can confirm that the Society ETEs were excluded altogether from the roll forward of the analysis for '22 to '26.  They were not treated as regular Society employees.

MR. DUMKA:  Okay.  Thanks for that.  Those are all my questions for this morning, so I think we can move on to AMPCO or whoever else is slated to follow the Society.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Dumka.  Yes, I have AMPCO next on the list, and there is Ms. Grice.
Examination by Ms. Grice:

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I can go.  Good morning, panel.  It's Shelley Grice, consultant for AMPCO.  I just have one question following the discussion that has been taking place regarding the Clarington corporate campus.

Would OPG be able to provide any documents that show the building design or the layout of the building?  Is there something you could provide that shows that?

MR. KOGAN:  I don't think that the building design or layout have been developed at this point in time, so I'm not sure that we could provide that.

MS. GRICE:  Is there a conceptual design for it that you can provide?

MR. KOGAN:  Just one moment.  I can check to see if there is anything that we have regarding what I would call user requirement.  That may be the best available information that we have.  I'm not sure whether they will even constitute a conceptual design, because I think that is still something that needs to be developed, but there may be some high-level user requirements that are available.

MS. GRICE:  That would be great, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So that's JT4.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.4:  TO PROVIDE THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OR LAYOUT OF THE CLARINGTON BUILDING.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I have some questions related to AMPCO's interrogatories.  So if we can please go to Exhibit D3, tab 1, AMPCO 138.  Thank you.  In part C of this interrogatory we asked for the key IT metrics and targets for the period 2022 to 2026, and in the response you provide those performance metrics.

And my first question is did you use the same performance metrics for the 2016 to 2021 period?

MR. KOGAN:  I would turn it over to Ms. Young.

MS. YOUNG:  Good morning.  It's Heather Young.  We used most of the metrics from the 2020 -- the 2016 to the 2020, but there are a few new ones here.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to provide the performance metric results for the years 2016 to 2020 and the target for 2021?

MS. YOUNG:  Yes, I can provide that for the ones that we did take -- that we did track, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.5:  TO PROVIDE THE PERFORMANCE METRIC RESULTS FOR THE YEARS 2016 TO 2020 AND THE TARGET FOR 2021.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  My next question is AMPCO 139, and that's D3-01-AMPCO-139.  Okay.  In part A you provide a discussion about how OPG works within the constraints of an OEB-approved budget to accommodate new priorities, and you talk about portfolio management and managing IT investments within budgets.

Can you just confirm what budgets you're referring to are the budgets, OEB-approved budgets, or are they business -- your internal business plan budgets?

MR. KOGAN:  I believe they are our internal business plan budgets, as was discussed in the context of the nuclear panel some days ago.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Could we then please go to Exhibit D3, tab 1, Schedule 1, Table 2A and 2B.  Would OPG be willing to update these tables to replace the OEB-approved plan amounts for the internal OPG business plan amounts?

MR. KOGAN:  I'd like to caucus on the matter, please.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. SMITH:  Ms. Grice, sorry, we're not going to give that undertaking.

MS. GRICE:  So that's a refusal?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, it is.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  My next question was going to be to ask if you would update the in-service capital additions table for support services, and that's at Exhibit D3, tab 1, schedule 2, tables 5A and 5B.  Would OPG be willing to update that table?

MR. SMITH:  No.  Same answer.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So refusal as well.  Thank you.  Next question is AMPCO 165, and that's at F4-03-AMPCO-165.  So in the response, there there's a table at the bottom and you show the variance of FTEs 2021 plan compared to actuals -- sorry, what was planned in 0152 compared to what's been shown in this application, and the variance there is 662.3 FTEs.

And on the next page, you explain where the variances came from and you have four categories there: support for two regular planned outages at Darlington, increased support for Darlington project portfolio execution, support for Pickering shutdown, and extension of planned Pickering shutdown.

Would you be able to provide a breakdown of the 662.3 FTEs across those four categories?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, I think we would undertake to provide the split across these four categories and any other categories, to the extent they are material.

MS. GRICE:  That's great, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.6:  TO PROVIDE THE SPLIT ACROSS THESE FOUR CATEGORIES AND ANY OTHER CATEGORIES, TO THE EXTENT THEY ARE MATERIAL.

MS. GRICE:  Next is AMPCO 167, and that's at F4-03-AMPCO-167.  In attachment 1, you provide a table that provides data related to the business full-time equivalents.  
Would you be able to provide an Excel version of that table, please?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.7:  TO PROVIDE A LIVE EXCEL VERSION OF THE TABLE AT F4-03-AMPCO-167, ATTACHMENT 1.


MS. GRICE:  Thank you very much.  My next question is on AMPCO 169, F4-03-AMPCO-169.  In this interrogatory, we were asking for certain things to be broken out of attachment 1 at F4-2-3-S1, and that's essentially your appendix 2K.

In the response, you provide part B, which was the executive staff category.  For C, D and E, that was done as part of the executive category when what I was looking for actually was the breakout C, D and E for all the staff categories.  Would you be willing to do that in the table, so in essence respond to C, D and E and provide an Excel version, but breaking those things out by all staff categories, not just executive.

MR. KOGAN:  How would the executive category fit into this?

MS. GRICE:  Just being added to the table.

MR. KOGAN:  To play that back, you'd like us to add the executive category and then for all categories, including the executive category, show separately salary versus incentive, pension, OPEB versus other benefits for years 2016 through 2026.

MS. GRICE:  Correct, yes.

MR. SMITH:  I'm missing something.  What is it that wasn't done already, Ms. Grice?

MS. GRICE:  What wasn't done was breaking out salary and incentive pay costs for all of the other staff categories in addition to executive, and the same [audio dropout] benefits [audio dropout] OPEB costs if done for the executive staff count and not for the other [audio dropout].

MR. KOGAN:  It sounds like a misread of the intent of the question, potentially.  We can undertake to provide that including an Excel version.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.8.  Mr. Kogan, just to be clear, what did you undertake to do?
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.8:  TO PROVIDE THE SPLITS OF COMPENSATION COSTS REQUESTED IN PARTS C AND D OF F4-03-AMPCO-169 FOR ALL STAFF CATEGORIES, NOT JUST EXECUTIVE, INCLUDING AN EXCEL VERSION.


MR. KOGAN:  We undertook to provide the splits of compensation cost requested in parts -- I'm sorry, I don't have the question here to see which parts it was.  Part C and D for all staff categories, not just executive.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  If we can leave the table there handy and then go to AMPCO 172, which is F4-03-AMPCO-172.  We asked for a forecast of overtime costs for each of the years 2016 to 2020, and the response refers to that last attachment we were looking at, which was the executive salary group.

I don't think that the response is referring to potentially the right interrogatory, so I just wanted to ask if OPG could take another look at this one.

MR. KOGAN:  I think our intent is to file a correction to this reference.

MS. GRICE:  Does that need an undertaking or --


MR. MILLAR:  I don't know that it does if they are -- Mr. Kogan, you're refiling this interrogatory response; is that right?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, that's my understanding.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's just mark it for convenience sake. JT4.9, which is to re-file a response to AMPCO interrogatory 172.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.9:  TO RE-FILE A RESPONSE TO F4-03-AMPCO-172

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Can we go to AMPCO 174, which is F4-03-AMPCO-174?  I just had some questions regarding part C, in which OPG provided some information on vacancies.

So you provided the average number of vacancies.  But in the note, you explain OPG has the total annual number of vacancies posted.  I wanted to get an idea of the dollar value that corresponds to the number of vacancies OPG has in a year.

So I was going to ask if OPG would be willing to provide the total number of vacancies per year, and the approximate dollar value of those vacancies.

MR. KOGAN:  Ms. Domjancic can correct or elaborate, but my understanding is that the annual number isn't something that can really be used to provide vacancies at any particular given point in time, which is what presumably one would need in order to attempt to put any kind of dollar value on it.  Does that help?

MS. GRICE:  So you're saying the total number of vacancies per year -- say it was a hundred, okay, I'm just doing this scenario -- and you've assumed, I believe, in the response that a vacancy is vacant for a month.

So wouldn't there be a formula through that to generate a dollar value?

MR. KOGAN:  Ms. Domjancic, maybe you can elaborate.  But my thinking is that we have provided exactly that by provided an average number.  But please go ahead.

MS. DOMJANCIC:  I think that's the correct answer, as well as a vacancy you could -- in terms of referencing it back to a dollar number, you could potentially have overlap where people are still enrolled even though vacancy was posted.  So that would be a very difficult relationship to calculate.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So for the years 2022 to 2026, did OPG make any assumptions with respect to vacancies coming up with the revenue requirement?


MR. KOGAN:  Ms. Domjancic.


MS. DOMJANCIC:  Sorry, are you asking were any assumptions made with respect to the number of vacancies?


MS. GRICE:  Yes.


MS. DOMJANCIC:  Generally there's information that informs certainly some of the staff planning, but the expectation would be that the plan would assume the resources required to execute on the work program, so in effect, if there is vacancy that would otherwise be -- you know, if there was a vacancy, for example, there would be other resources that would displace it, so I would say, broadly speaking, no, it's funded on the basis of the work program and the need to execute it.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And so then every FTE is fully occupied?  That's the assumption in the plan?


MS. DOMJANCIC:  That's correct.  On an FTE basis.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  This is my last interrogatory for questions.  It's AMPCO 176, so that's F4-03-AMPCO-176.  Okay.  In this interrogatory you provided your 2016 scorecard results, and I just wanted to discuss a little bit with you about those results.  So if you look at attachment 1, and if you go down under refurbishment campus plan, and you've given this section a rate of 10 percent on the scorecard, and it says "third emergency power generator engine set and containment filtered venting system both in-service and D2O heavy water storage facility ready to receive Unit 2 PHT water", and then you've got your threshold date of December 31st, the business plan date of November 30th, and the stretch target of November 2nd, and then the year-end results, it says "missed".


So can you just confirm what exactly was missed out of those three projects?  Were they all missed or just a subset?


MR. KOGAN:  We may need to do this in further detail, but from what I personally see here is in the part B answer I believe it says that the D2O water storage facility wasn't ready to receive Unit 2 PHT water as of November 30th, which is marked as target, so I interpret that to mean that the target was met.  And it also provides the responses, the dates for the 30 emergency power generator and the containment filtered venting system for dates that are beyond 2016, which would mean to me that those were missed.  And hence that's how I think I would interpret that result.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay.  That's good, thank you.  And then you provide the scorecards for 2017 to 2020, and then the target one for 2021.  Am I correct in assuming that you don't have scorecards yet for the years beyond 2021, that they're developed on an annual basis; is that correct?


MR. KOGAN:  The question, Mr. Mauti?


MR. MAUTI:  Yes, that's correct, that it would be a set based on the business plan for the upcoming year and the actual measures themselves as well as the targets would be set then.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And can you just confirm which staffing groups does this scorecard apply to?


MR. MAUTI:  This would be used for management group employees as part of the stakeholder return program for each year.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And in terms of assumptions for 2022 to 2026, is the assumption for the scorecard 1.0?  Is that how you've developed your incentive dollars around these scorecards?


MR. MAUTI:  Yes, it assumes a score of 1.0.


MS. GRICE:  And then in terms of eligible employees that the scorecard applies to, what are the assumptions around the number of employees or the number of FTEs, in terms of what has gone into the plan?


MR. MAUTI:  In terms of setting the actual amounts for the SRP program, we are using a methodology that's based on a percentage of our earnings before tax, so the total amount in pool concept itself is not driven exclusively from the number of management group employees.  If you're asking how many employees would participate in this program on an annual basis, that would be dependent on the number of employees that we would have targeted as part of the business plan to be in our head count at the end of each one of those years.


MS. GRICE:  So you [audio dropout] 100 percent in the formula?  Is that the assumption?  Or 100 percent of the eligible employees?


MR. MAUTI:  One hundred percent of the eligible employees are eligible to participate in the program itself, and their individual performance results are evaluated and calibrated as well to effectively distribute the amount that's in the corporate pot that again would depend on, in actual terms, the results of that year's operations, but in a planning sense would assume a plan payout of 1.0.


MS. GRICE:  For every employee.  Is that -- just, I understand the 1.0 on the scorecard, but you don't -- you don't assume a reduction in the number of employees that are going to hit their target?


MR. MAUTI:  When you say number of employees hitting the target, the number of employees that in a planning sense that would be expected in management group would be eligible to participate, the amounts that they individually would receive are based on their individual performance scores, which could rank from as low as 50 percent of that individual's targeted payout to up to 150 percent, so we don't give 100 percent to each employee.  In actuality, the way it's modelled would suggest that the amount that we pay out is based on a corporate score of 1 for the performance pot that we establish, and then we go through an individual process for determining in actuality the amount that each individual employee gets.  I'm not sure if that's answering your question.


MS. GRICE:  No, I think I understand.  Okay.  Thank you very much for your time.  Those are my questions.


MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Ms. Grice.  Up next I think we have Energy Probe.  Is that you, Mr. Ladanyi, or Dr. Higgin?


DR. HIGGIN:  It's Roger Higgin here.  I'm just putting my video on.  Can you see me --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, please go ahead.


DR. HIGGIN:  And how's my audio?


MR. MILLAR:  I hear you okay.


MR. SMITH:  Never better.  Roger, never better.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much, Crawford.  We go back a long way.  It's always been a pleasure to meet you, sir.


MR. SMITH:  And you, sir.

Examination by Dr. Higgin:


DR. HIGGIN:  Hello.  So I have a few remaining questions.  Most of my questions will be in the confidential responses that we'll get to later, with perhaps some follow-up questions.  I'd like to start with Concentric's evidence.  So could we please turn up C1-01-0-EP-007, and the attachment.  It's the attachment to EP 7.


So that's the response.  I'm looking for the attachment, please.  Thank you, and we may have to expand that a bit.

So Concentric isn't here, so I will ask the questions and I expect they can provide an undertaking.  So I will go through the questions related to this particular table that they provided, and I believe the context is this is the data for the US utilities in their sample over the period indicated in the table.

My questions are as follows.  The first thing I can't understand is could they please expand the column that says "rate case return original cost percent."  So that's the first question.

The second question is, for the period 2015 to 2020, please provide the following: one is (a) the average ROE, (b) the average rate change, (c) rate case return original cost percentage, and for common equity to total capital percent.  So that's the first question, and I hope that's clear.

The other part of the question is --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Dr. Higgin, just on your first request, which I think was to expand rate case return original cost percentage --


DR. HIGGIN:  It was to explain it.

MR. SMITH:  Explain, okay.  Yes, that's fine.

DR. HIGGIN:  I don't understand what it is.  So for duffers like me, I would like to know what it is.

MR. MILLAR:  I want to be clear here.  Dr. Higgin, is that all meant to be one --


DR. HIGGIN:  I'm going to finish with my last two questions and then it would be one undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That's on the assumption they accept the whole thing and not parts of it, but I'll let you finish.

DR. HIGGIN:  The next thing is to provide the same average data as was provided in the second part for the Canadian utilities in the Concentric sample.  And the third is to provide the same data for the same period, 2015 to 2020, for OPG.

So if that undertaking is to be accepted, then we should get an undertaking number, please.

MR. SMITH:  That's fine.

MR. MILLAR:  So we'll call it JT4.10 in response to Dr. Higgin's questions as reflected on the transcript.  I think the questions were fairly clear.  Does OPG understand?

MR. SMITH:  Yes.  We'll certainly put them to Concentric and if there are any -- if they can't provide an answer, obviously we will reflect that in the answer.

MR. MILLAR:  Understood.  So it's JT4.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.10:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE ATTACHMENT TO IR C1-01-0-EP-007, FOR CONCENTRIC TO RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:  1.  TO PLEASE EXPAND THE COLUMN THAT SAYS "RATE CASE RETURN ORIGINAL COST PERCENT"; 2.  FOR THE PERIOD 2015 TO 2020, PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING: (A) THE AVERAGE ROE, (B) THE AVERAGE RATE CHANGE, (C) RATE CASE RETURN ORIGINAL COST PERCENTAGE, AND FOR COMMON EQUITY TO TOTAL CAPITAL PERCENT; 3.  TO PROVIDE THE SAME AVERAGE DATA AS WAS PROVIDED IN THE SECOND PART FOR THE CANADIAN UTILITIES IN THE CONCENTRIC SAMPLE; 4.  TO PROVIDE THE SAME DATA FOR THE SAME PERIOD, 2015 TO 2020, FOR OPG.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  So could we move forward to the next questions, and these relate again to Concentric.  Could we please turn up C1-01-Energy Probe-008 interrogatory response, and just look at the questions briefly.

This is related to regulatory risk, and we ask these three questions to Concentric and if you go down to the response, we do see the response.  So I just want to briefly go to each of the ones to say what our questions are.

So basically in part A in the quotes, it says:
"Under the custom IR framework, OPG continues to be at risk related to the variability in the generating output of its nuclear facilities.  OPG's risk related to the variability in nuclear generating output compounds its nuclear-specific business risk, as discussed herein, and also, key word, distinguishes OPG from other regulated North American generators."


That's the first question we have related to that.  And my question is as follows:  Dealing with the quote, we asked this question, why is OPG at more risk related to its output than any other generator, or specifically nuclear generator.  And could you please include consideration of Bruce Power in the answer.  That's the first one.

MR. SMITH:  We'll do that.

MR. MILLAR:  So that will be -- JT --


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  I think it would be better to do it in one undertaking, Mr. Millar, if we could.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, do this with another undertaking or all --


DR. HIGGIN:  I have to go to the next part of the response, and so we would look for one undertaking perhaps to make it more efficient.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.  Go ahead.

MR. KOGAN:  It's Alex Kogan here.  I want to be clear if we accept this undertaking.  The quote refers to other regulated North American generators, and I think the reference to Bruce Power would not fit into that definition.  Or am I thinking that somehow --


DR. HIGGIN:  We'll let Concentric deal with that issue.  If they wish to say no, we only looked at the regulated, then that would be the context for their response and they can so qualify it.

MR. KOGAN:  Okay.

DR. HIGGIN:  So if we look in part B, I'm now looking at the second sentence here.  It says:
"It is Concentric's view that the IR plans are therefore generally considered by investors to be riskier than cost-of-service regulation."

That is the statement there that I wish to clarify.  So the first part of this question is can this statement be verified based on the Ontario experience?  That's the question.  It's clear they will address it as they see it.

MR. SMITH:  Dr. Higgin, can we go back up to the question?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  "It is Concentric's view the IR plan", which is of course what OPG has "generally considered by investors to be riskier than cost-of-service regulation."


MR. SMITH:  We're looking at question B?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. SMITH:  What is it that you want us to ask?

DR. HIGGIN:  I wanted to ask Concentric that -- can this statement be verified based on the Ontario experience which is very largely, as you know, Crawford, to deal with most utilities being on IR plans.

MR. SMITH:  Right.  Sorry, the disconnect I'm having, Dr. Higgin, is that the question is related to generators.  And so I'm -- and OPG, at least I think it's the case that OPG is been rate-regulated Ontario generator.

So I'm not -- I'm just pausing over that because --


DR. HIGGIN:  I think if you read it, Crawford, the fact is that it's their view, the IR plans, general.  It doesn't say about generators.

MR. SMITH:  Okay.  Sorry, just not to be obtuse, give me the question one more time.

DR. HIGGIN:  So I'll emphasize it.  So they say it is Concentric's view that IR plans as a general statement are generally again considered by investors to be riskier than cost-of-service regulation.  So the question is, can this statement be verified based on the Ontario experience?

MR. SMITH:  Okay.  We'll ask Concentric.

DR. HIGGIN:  It is not specific to OPG.  And the third part, if we can look at part C, it carries on more or less in the same vein.  It says:

"In Concentric's experience, IR plans are not designed to provide returns that meet the fair return standard."

We know return standard:

"It is the cost of capital that is set to meet the fair return standard, and the form of rate-making (incentive regulation, cost of service, or a hybrid, such as custom IR) is established to allow the utility a reasonable opportunity to earn its allowed return, and may also contain incentives or penalties based on performance."

So that's the statement that they have made.  And I would like to ask this question of them to clarify this statement.  So I asked it in three parts.  First of all, has OPG earned its allowed return on equity in the last IR term?  That's the first question.  Two, what was OPG's average ROE in the past six years?  And then the third is, is this not above the allowed ROE and a counter to the statement that they have made in part C?

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Smith, are those things you can take to Concentric?

MR. SMITH:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So the undertaking will be JT4.11, and it is to bring Dr. Higgin's questions as reflected in the transcript to Concentric.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.11:  TO BRING DR. HIGGIN'S QUESTIONS AS REFLECTED IN THE TRANSCRIPT TO CONCENTRIC.

DR. HIGGIN:  I should just say that if Concentric here would have been better, but I didn't want to leave these to the hearing, Mr. Smith.  I thought it was inappropriate to bring them up in the hearing and to have them an opportunity to address them at this point, so that's why I did it.  Okay?

So let's move forward now.  I just have one follow-up question on one of the benchmarking studies.  So if we could go to F2-01-EP-055 (sic), and this is the Hackett benchmarking.

So can I just look at the question in part C.  It says:  "Please provide the post-reorganization values for the same "process", and they have used the term "taxonomies."

So as you look at the response to part C of this -- no, this is the -- we've got the wrong one up, I believe.  Sorry.  The one I'm looking at here is number 55.  It's F2-01-EP-055.

MR. KOGAN:  I have that up on my computer, Dr. Higgin, if you would like to pull it up.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So I can proceed to say we're looking at part C here, Mr. Kogan, and the question I think is this, that, you know, we're dealing with the base year costs in the course of the benchmarking, and I know there was indicating here there was some difficulty to prepare some analysis, but basically I would believe that accordingly that 2020 data would be a better comparison.  I mean better for you.

So if you can, you can either point to the stated reductions in costs in those particular areas, or it would be preferable if you or OP -- OPG or Hackett could provide the data using their -- Hackett's taxonomy. It would be better for you.  Can you do either?

MR. KOGAN:  At the outset I would expect that the results would improve using 2020 data, so that's a direction, I think a reasonable statement.  However, we stand by our response that the application of the Hackett taxonomy, which doesn't follow an organizational structure and requires us to really analyze, determine exclusions, and then group costs according to taxonomy, is a very time-involved exercise that I don't think could be accomplished in a reasonable time frame.  That is something myself and other members on this panel can speak from personal experience.

So I think the best that we could offer is there was an interrogatory response, and I might turn to Mr. Melaragno to remind me what it was, that provided an indicative estimate of the total corporate cost reductions that were enabled through the organizational realignment.  I think it was a relatively low figure, because the majority of those savings reductions were in our operations groups, rather than the corporate support functions.

Mr. Melaragno, do you remember the interrogatory number?  I think it was somewhere in the low single digits that we attributed just the corporate piece of the broader 35-million-dollar savings figure.

MR. MELARAGNO:  I will take a look.  I believe -- I thought it was EP 58, but I'm just trying to pull it up here.

DR. HIGGIN:  I do believe I remember there was an aggregate number that was mentioned, quite clearly.

MR. KOGAN:  We can certainly take a look at lunch, Dr. Higgin.  I'm very comfortable that there was an interrogatory response that provided just the corporate support piece, but again, it was a modest number in comparison to the total reorg head count reduction savings that were in the neighbourhood of $35 million.  It was something like 2 or 3 million dollars once it was allocated to the regulated portion of the corporate support, going by memory.

DR. HIGGIN:  That would be helpful if you could just identify that and verify that amount.  That would be helpful.  I have one follow-up question --


MR. MILLAR:  Dr. Higgin, I want to give that an undertaking number, so that's JT4.12, and it's to -- Mr. Kogan, what are you undertaking to do?

MR. KOGAN:  We would undertake to point to the interrogatory where we provided the impact on corporate support of the reorganization savings.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.12:  TO POINT TO THE INTERROGATORY WHERE IMPACT ON CORPORATE SUPPORT OF THE REORGANIZATION SAVINGS WAS PROVIDED.

DR. HIGGIN:  My follow-up question is, since the Hackett taxonomy is so complex and doesn't fit with your organization and your structure for corporate costs, for example, why do you use that, and why do you use that rather than other types of approaches.  There are many, as I see over my years in this business, and so why do you continue to use Hackett?

MR. KOGAN:  I think it may be helpful for the panel to caucus briefly.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. MAUTI:  Mr. Higgin, I thought I would try to answer that.  I guess Hackett is well-respected and known for its benchmarking capabilities, and by definition, the standard process for any benchmark organization is to look through the individual organization's specific work structure and come up with a standard taxonomy or classification system that it can use and extract from other companies within their benchmark database.

So I don't think we would be unique in that we would have the need to fit within a Hackett classification system, because that is the best way to look at true apples-to-apples comparisons on a benchmark.

So I don't think I would typify them as being any different than any other benchmark organization, where any organization would have to look at their organization and their cost and classify them per that benchmark company's structure itself.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you very much for that answer.  Thank you, panel, for your patience and I may say some of your confidential session this afternoon.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin.  Mr. Stephenson, are you there?
Examination by Mr. Stephenson:


MR. STEPHENSON:  I am.  Thank you, panel.  There's only one interrogatory I want to follow-up on.  It is L-F2-01-PWU-19, and it is part A to that interrogatory.

We asked there to please discuss OPG's benchmark total compensation relative to its peers, with a consideration of both the Willis Towers Watson compensation and the Goodnight consulting workforce benchmarking studies.

We did get an answer, but I think we need to ask the question that we were looking for the answer for more precisely and directly.

Really what we wanted to find out was this:  You have provided to us evidence about what the revenue requirement impact would be of your compensation at the Willis Towers Watson P50 median number, but what we're interested in is what would be the revenue requirement impact if WTW is
at -- compensation is at median and your complement is at the Goodnight median number as well.  So both numbers.

So you have median complement per employee and median head count -- or median compensation and median complement.

I don't know whether you need to take that back to WTW or to Goodnight, or both of them, or whether that's something that you can do yourself.

But that's what we're looking for, and I know you can't do that here.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that something OPG is able -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. KOGAN:  I was going to comment that unless others on this panel are familiar enough with the Goodnight study to even think about what that might look like from a complement perspective, and that would require us then to somehow map that over to how WTW matches our positions.

I wouldn't even know where to begin to think about doing this.  That's the honest answer.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Mr. Kogan, my recollection is that WTW, when you do the exercise of figuring out the revenue requirement impact of moving to WTW P50, there is an extrapolation that goes on.  And all I'm asking you do is to -- if you need to do -- if Goodnight needs to do an extrapolation, you do an extrapolation there.  It's not self-evident to me that one is any more or less valid than the other.

But at the end of the day, what the Board is concerned about is your -- isn't so much your compensation in relation to one or more particular classes of employees.  They're concerned ultimately about the aggregate amount of compensation you're paying to your employees.  And if we're going to do a median -- some kind of benchmarking median, I don't understand why it's not possible for you to combine both your complement median and your compensation median to come up with an overall aggregate.

MR. KOGAN:  So thinking on the spot here, Mr. Stephenson, it could be a matter of, at some simplified level, to say there would be a change, presumably an increase in, an overall increase in head count of X that would result sort of from this -- call it a Goodnight median, and I qualify that because I don't know that study very Well.

Presumably, that would then require us to simply increase the FTE values correspondingly that we use to extrapolate and roll forward, I'll call it, the Towers results.  At a high level, is that -- does that sound like an approach that you may be envisioning?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Basically, yeah.  You guys -- I mean you can tell me in responding, you can put whatever qualifications you obviously feel are appropriate on the response.

But as I understand it, the WTW survey indicates that you are X percentage over median on your compensation, subject to all of the caveats around that, and the Goodnight study says that you are X percentage under-complement relative to your peer group median.

So I wanted to know if you were at your peer group median complement and you multiply it by your peer group median compensation, in terms of your total compensation envelope at median, where does that put you from a revenue requirement perspective?

MR. SMITH:  Mr. Stephenson, I think we understand the question.  We should take it away.  I think we can provide a response that's responsive.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Fair enough.  Thank you very much, Mr. Smith.  And that's my only question for the panel.  Thank you.

MR. SMITH:  So Mr. Millar...

MR. MILLAR:  Ah, I'm sorry, I was on mute that entire time, was I not?

MR. SMITH:  No, no, it's okay.  I think that brings us to the end of our -- unless I've got it wrong -- our pre in-camera session list?

MR. MILLAR:  It does, Mr. Smith, and in fact, I was actually talking for the last minute with mute on, so I apologize for that.  I do first want to mark the undertaking as JT4.13.  That was the one just given to PWU.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.13:  TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO MR. STEPHENSON'S QUESTIONS REGARDING TOTAL COMPENSATION ENVELOPE AT MEDIAN AND IMPACT ON REVENUE REQUIREMENT, WITH DETAILED CALCULATIONS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, with respect to that last undertaking, I would ask that when OPG responds to that undertaking that it provide in whatever way it does, and if it does provide some sort of number, that it provide a very detailed understanding in the calculations and all the assumptions made so that whatever numbers those can be verified.

MR. SMITH:  Yeah, we will provide our understanding to the question and explanation for how we arrived at the answer, including whatever assumptions are necessary.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  With Mr. Stephenson finished, that concludes our out camera session, if that's a term.  We will be going in camera when we return from our lunch break.

Mr. Smith, is there something you needed to address?

MR. SMITH:  Just two things.  So there was an undertaking that was given, the number of which escapes me, but Ms. MacDonald may be able to tell me, but the answer to that undertaking was to point to an interrogatory, and it was Energy Probe 56.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That may have been 4 -- it was either 4.11 or 4.12.

MR. SMITH:  It was 4.12.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.

MR. SMITH:  And then the other item I should get off my to-do list is I had indicated to Mr. Rubenstein what we would do with his revised list, and we will provide those audit reports, but it is going to take us a little bit of time to redact them or at least to consider redactions.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And I'm sorry, is that a new undertaking or is that just clarifying a --


MR. SMITH:  It arose from a discussion yesterday, a question from CME, that they had asked for an undertaking, and we had refused, and they went away, and as I understand it have now prepared a revised list that has been signed off by CME and SEC and perhaps others, and we will provide the audit reports that were listed in that revised list, which I believe is there's some 18 of them.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So that's a new undertaking then, which will be JT4.14.

MR. SMITH:  Okay.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.14:  TO PROVIDE THE AUDIT REPORTS THAT WERE LISTED IN THE REVISED LIST.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Okay.  So we're going to take our lunch break now.  Let's come back at 1:20.  When we do so, we'll be going in camera, so if you haven't signed the Board's undertaking there is no need for you to show up again today, because we really only have the in camera session left.

I think this will be our first online in camera session ever, so there will probably be a little bit of fiddling to get us ready, so I'll ask for your patience when we return.  But let's come back at 1:20.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:30 p.m.
---  Upon commencing in camera at 1:22 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everyone, for the afternoon session.  We are now in camera, so recall that everything that transpires here is confidential until we have a non-confidential version of the transcript released.

We have three parties that have questions, and I think we are starting with you, Dr. Higgin.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Is my audio okay?

MR. MILLAR:  I can hear you.
Examination by Dr. Higgin: (cont'd)


DR. HIGGIN:  I will start with a follow up to one of our interrogatories, which then leads us into confidential information.

We’ll start with the interrogatory itself, and
this is Energy Probe number 4, that's Exhibit L-A2-02-Energy Probe-004.
Just as context, this actually started with questions about the Innovative survey, and how that related to the business planning process for OPG.  So those were the main questions.
However, yesterday – no, Friday -- you had a conversation, quite a long one, with Mr. Pollock of CME about the survey and that aspect of it.  So I
won't be following up any more on that.
However, I am following up on the costs.  So if you look at part C, this then refers us to A1-02-CCC-001.  If we could just pull that up.  First, if we would like to look at the redacted one, because I have a question on the footnote.
So I'm looking at the footnote at the bottom of the table, and the footnote says that these are the forecast consultants’ costs up to the end of 2021.  And the forecast
is included -- this is my question, is that forecast included in the 2021 base year revenue requirement?  That's my question.

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, Roger, give me that last part again.

DR. HIGGIN:  As you see the footnote, Crawford, it talks about these are costs that are incurred up to December 31, 2021, and for support prior to filing of the application.  That's what the footnote says.  So I'm just trying to clarify that these are the costs you've included in your 2021 base year revenue requirement.

MS. MACDONALD:  Yes, I can clarify.  The footnote should read-in incurred is to December 31, 2020, for support prior to filing of the application, and the amounts included in the table are the amounts that were incurred up to that date.  Our new rates will start as of 2022.  And as we responded to VECC 29 --

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I saw that.

MS. MACDONALD:  Yes, we are not planning on recovering any of these costs in our upcoming rate term.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That clarifies that.  Could we now turn up the confidential version of A1-02-CCC-001?  I have some follow-up questions, if I could.  Can we go down to the table, please?

So starting with Innovative Research Group Inc. at the
top of the table, my first question is just to confirm that I see a number [redacted].  So can you confirm that means [redacted], or not?

MS. MACDONALD:  That is [redacted].

DR. HIGGIN:  [redacted], is the number, great.  Thank you.

MS. MACDONALD:  [redacted]

[redacted]


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I'm sorry I misspoke myself, thank you.  Now, I was puzzled by that, so I looked at the Torys retainer letter, which we'll have to pull up to do the question, which is attachment 1 to the table.  So there is a note somewhere in the letter that talks about the number, and then I see the number is [redacted] as you can see in very -- in red there below there.  Can you see that number?

MS. MACDONALD:  Yes, I can.

DR. HIGGIN:  Can you explain the discrepancy there, please, between that and the [redacted]?

MS. MACDONALD:  Yes, I can.  The letter we're looking at is a retainer letter between Torys and Innovative.  The customer engagement exercise consisted of three phases.  The retainer letter that we're looking at, and specifically the [redacted] fee is tied to the first phase of the engagement, which is described just above, if we scroll just above.

DR. HIGGIN:  I see that.

MS. MACDONALD:  It's exploratory and preparation stage.  The retainer letter contemplates additional addenda to be entered into between Torys and Innovative for the subsequent two phases of the exercise, and there were two additional addenda with fees set out for those two additional phases.

DR. HIGGIN:  Are those in evidence, those addenda, or not?

MS. MACDONALD:  No, they were not initially filed in evidence, or in response to the IR.

DR. HIGGIN:  I think you can perhaps understand that we're perhaps a little concerned and trying to understand how we got to [redacted].

MS. MACDONALD:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you perhaps clarify?  When I look at the table that’s at chart 1, the external consulting engagements, if you could, one, check the numbers to be what are the current estimates that you have for those engagements, and if you could, also just add up the
number that would be what is the total that that comes to.
I did some math, but basically my math is pretty terrible.  So anyway, I came up with a certain number of about    [redacted]   .  So if you could do those two things by undertaking, that would be -- I'm not asking for all the extra retainers, just if you could check the math and give us the latest number.  And basically, that would be what I would like to have as the first undertaking, thank you.


MS. MACDONALD:  So just to clarify, do you want us to do the math as it pertains to the Innovative work?

DR. HIGGIN:  No, all of the consultant studies, please.  The total.

MS. MACDONALD:  So just to clarify, do you want us to confirm the amounts that were incurred up to December 31st, 2020?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that was the first question, yes.

MR. SMITH:  Why don't we do this.  I mean, I don't see any reason to believe that the number that's set out there is wrong, so if we understand or if we learn that the number is wrong we will certainly update it, but Dr. Higgin, I don't see why we would redo work that we've already done.

DR. HIGGIN:  I am agreeable to that.  It's just that I just wanted somebody to check my math, Crawford, that was all.

So then the question next comes, in terms of these contracts, are there any limits on the contracts; and then secondly, can you please indicate what the total cost to date is of the contracts?  Or if you like, to the end of the year or some other number that would update the end of 2020.  Because as we started out on here, I was confused by the 2021 in the footnote.

MS. MACDONALD:  I suggest --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, sorry, Dr. Higgin, can you help me with the relevance of this?  None of these costs are included in the application.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, what we would like to understand -- it's fairly straightforward -- is how do these costs -- I was going to go there next -- compare to last time out in 2016 case.  That was all.

MR. SMITH:  But we're not asking for recovery of these costs at all.

DR. HIGGIN:  So basically you're saying you don't want to provide this by -- so that's a refusal; that's fine.  Okay.

Okay.  And are you prepared to answer the second question, which was, how do these compare to less time for consultants?

MR. SMITH:  No, we're not going to do that either.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So we'll check that also as a refusal.  Thank you.

So I would like now to move on to another of our interrogatories, which is F3-02-EP-059.  And this one is related to the Clarington campus.  We can start with just the confidential one, if you wish.  The questions that flow really just a clarification of flowing from that interrogatory and then moving forward, so we can start with the confidential one.

MR. KOGAN:  My apologies.  What was that number again, Dr. Higgin?

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  The number is F3-02-EP, Energy Probe-059.  And if you want we can look at the confidential.  Just look at the table, if you could.  Thank you.  So just take it subject to check the current estimate is shown here for Clarington campus, and it's [redacted], roughly, capital, and then ongoing 15 to 16 million annual revenue.

So the point is that the business case, which is D3-01-102 -- we looked at it earlier today -- attachment 2, has about 65 million NPV savings; is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, that is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So I just want to try and clarify what we're going to see in the undertakings, because I'm not totally clear.  Perhaps you can help me.  So if we look at the transcript in Volume 2, then you did make two undertakings related to Clarington.  One was JT2.28, and then the other was JT2.29.  I think Mr. Rubenstein asked you for these undertakings.  Am I correct with those undertaking numbers?

MR. KOGAN:  I don't recall the specific numbers, but I do recall there was one undertaking that -- I think it was discussed earlier today with Mr. Dumka around the other, I think, proposal or documentation.  And the second undertaking was to provide the underlying model, but that's what I recall.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I think that's it.  So my question really is what I'm trying to understand, and I can only get so far.  Perhaps you can help.  What I'm trying to understand is taking your 2021 base year test year, what is your real-estate portfolio?  What does it look like?  As you know, you have had, for example, laid out -- and the format would work very well -- you had in the Society D3-01-Society-012, Chart 1, which was redacted, but that's the type of format that I would like to understand what is the 2021 real-estate portfolio, which includes occupancy space and cost.  Perhaps you can point to that, or an undertaking.


MR. KOGAN:  I think what you're asking for is to take the chart in Society 12, and there were -- I believe there was also an Energy Probe interrogatory that had a similar layout type of chart, and --


DR. HIGGIN:  That's correct.

MR. KOGAN:  -- you would like us to extend this chart to include properties that we would not be vacating as part of this process, because right now the chart presents the occupancy cost for the properties that we would be vacating.  That's how I interpret your question to be; is that fair?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, thank you.  That is the request, that we would like to see the whole 2021 portfolio in a similar format to Society 12, chart 1.

MR. KOGAN:  I think we can do that as it relates to the regulated business, meaning that if there was a property that was exclusively unregulated we would exclude it, probably.

DR. HIGGIN:  So that would be very helpful.  And then the second part is, you could understand, is I would like to see what it looks like in 2026, when Clarington is occupied.  That's the assumption, that Clarington proceeds.

MR. KOGAN:  I think that is fine as well.  I'm just casting my mind back to -- and maybe I'm getting my undertakings confused here.  There was a discussion that some of the savings would start to be realized after 2026, just based on the occupancy plan, but I'm hearing you're particularly interested in what happens in 2026 in our assumptions; is that fair?

DR. HIGGIN:  That's correct.  And just to go back, I'm trying to understand a bit better the 65 million NPV, okay, as well.  But that's the second point.

MR. MILLAR:  So I understand there is an undertaking here.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, please.

MR. MILLAR:  So I'm going to mark it as -- I'm not sure if the response will be confidential or not, but we are in camera, so I'm going to call this JTX4.15, and it is to -- Mr. Kogan, do you want to have a crack at that?  I think it's to extend an existing chart -- I'll let you put it in your words.

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, to extend the existing Chart 1 at Society 12 to include other properties that are wholly or in part pertain to the regulated business within our real-estate portfolio as of 2021 in particular, and then do the same based on the business plan for 2026.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX4.15:  TO EXTEND THE EXISTING CHART 1 IN IRR SOCIETY 12 TO INCLUDE OTHER PROPERTIES THAT ARE WHOLLY OR IN PART PERTAIN TO THE REGULATED BUSINESS WITHIN OUR REAL-ESTATE PORTFOLIO AS OF 2021 IN PARTICULAR, AND THEN DO THE SAME BASED ON THE BUSINESS PLAN FOR 2026.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  My final area to talk about is related to the Pickering downsizing liability and the Pickering closure deferral account.

Just to weigh in here, we're concerned about the lack of information about the PCCDA and the downsizing liability.  We asked some questions about we had incomplete question and responses, so I'm going to try and follow up and we can maybe get somewhere or not, depending on where we go.

Could you please start by pulling up F4-03-Energy Probe-060 response.  This is not confidential so and if you move to the response please to parts B and D to my questions, you then outline that you had some difficulties in answering the question.

But then you refer, AS you see down there the middle paragraph, to one of the Staff interrogatories, which is F4-03-Staff-275G and H.  So if we could go to that interrogatory and the response to G and H, that would be helpful.

So just look at the response to G and H.  Perhaps you would like to just go down to the response to G and H, thank you.  Perhaps you just reference and explain this number, the 3,000, the approximate number for it, what does that mean and related to FTEs head count, et cetera.

MR. KOGAN:  The 3,000 number is an order of magnitude estimate of the head count, whether regular or term base such as PW term employees, that we expect to be affected by the elimination of positions once the Pickering units are shutting down and are placed in a safe state over the ensuing period of approximately three years.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

MR. KOGAN:  So --


DR. HIGGIN:  Sorry to interrupt.

MR. KOGAN:  Please, go ahead.  What --


DR. HIGGIN:  Basically, just to clarify that there will be a certain number of positions that will remain at Pickering to do with the closedown, and that's, in my estimation, somewhere in the realm of 1,200.  Is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  Maybe I can answer that way and see if that's helpful.  The 3,000-position reduction encompasses the entire organization.  It's not just the specific Pickering organization.  It would encompass the support organizations, whether nuclear or operation support, or corporate support.  So it's a total view of the impact.  That's one point I wanted to make.

And the second point is that this reduction references the period after the majority of the safe store activities have taken place, and therefore there would be only a small number of staff that we expect would remain at Pickering proper as part of ensuring proper monitoring and so on of the units, once they have been safe-stated.  It's certainly nowhere near the 1,200 figure, by any means.

I guess the last part of clarity would be that this point as of which we're counting this reduction would be beyond 2026, because the safe store activities will be happening beyond 2026.  So that may be another point of clarity that will be helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  You refer us in this to attachment 3 to this interrogatory, so that would be the same number, F4-03-Staff-275, attachment 3.  If you can pull that up.  Thank you very much.

My question then is this.  So take it, subject to check, that the attachment shows that the FTE at Pickering goes down from 4290.9 in '21 down to 1209.1 in 2026.  Subject to check, the downsize is about the same number we talked about, the 3,000 number, 3081.8 specifically.  And then that was the next question was that the remaining 1,200 staff are those that are involved in the post-closure.  Is that correct?

MR. KOGAN:  Just one moment, please.  I think the second paragraph of the G and H response to F4-03-Staff-275 points out that there are -- while mathematically the figures may look similar, they are covering -- they present different things in different periods, this 3000 position reduction, and the Pickering FTE reduction that we may be seeing, such as in the attachment you're referencing now.

And I think the response sets out at least three reasons why those are a bit of an apples-to-oranges comparison, including the fact that one measures FTEs versus the other measures head count; the different periods it covers; and three, the fact that the three different positions do not include EPSCA or other temporary resources, whereas the FTE figure does.

So I'm not sure the two are quite reconcilable, and that's what we tried to communicate in this response.  I don't know if that's helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's helpful to understand how that was produced.  What I would like to now move on to is the actual account itself.  And if you could pull up one of our interrogatories, which is H1-01-Energy Probe-68.  This is not redacted, but if you look down you'll see you referred us to another Staff interrogatory -- and we have to go there, F2-01-Staff-212, part C; you referred us to that.

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, I see that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So if you look at that, you have a footnote that then pushes us over to look at pages 29 of the confidential business plan.  I'm sorry it's been such a way, but that is the way we had to go to get to the question.

MR. KOGAN:  I'm familiar with the reference.  Please go ahead.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So maybe we can pull up the business plan, page 29.

MS. PATCHETT:  Sorry, am I pulling up the Staff IR?

DR. HIGGIN:  No, we're asking for the footnote, the business plan, which is confidential, A2-2-1, attachment 1, page 29.  It is confidential.  So we're looking for page 29, and there will be a highlighted amount in that.  There, you see it.  Okay.  So that gives your estimate of the approximate cost in the plan, which is the plan being for the downsizing to be incurred during the business plan period.  So am I interpreting that correctly?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, it is correct that this is our best available order-of-magnitude estimate, and I'm sure you can appreciate, given the roundness of the figure, I have to emphasize the words order of magnitude, but, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So thank you for that.  Now, you had a conversation with -- on Friday with Mr. Gluck, and I won't ask you to pull it up, but you referred to the fact that the thing that was governing the account, the PCCDA, was O.Reg. 53/05, and you didn't offer any additional information at that time.

So could we please pull up section 5.6 of O.Reg. 53/05, section 5.6 and have a quick look at that and what it says.  I think I indicated to counsel that we would be looking at this.  So we're looking at section 5.6, and it sets out there the various categories of costs that will be incurred and can be recorded in the PCCDA.  Am I correct in interpreting that?

MR. SMITH:  Well, what it lays out is that there
are -- it creates the establishment of the deferral account, provides that they capture any employment-related costs and non-capital costs that arise from Pickering closure, and those costs include but are obviously not limited to the various categories set out there.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you just clarify when you say not limited to, just to help me understand what additional costs might be included?

MR. SMITH:  Well, I don't think that's helpful, Roger, nor appropriate.  I mean, whatever list we could ever come up with couldn't limit the scope of the regulation, so the decision is going to have to be made by the Board at the appropriate time whether or not the costs that are included in that account were appropriately included and should be recovered.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  I understand that's just the normal process for deferral accounts.  So I'm going to ask you, do you have a plan for the PNGS redundant positions as per the categories in there or not?  For example, how many will retire, sever, redeploy, or no?  Do you have a plan for that?

MR. KOGAN:  I wouldn't say that we have a plan for that, no.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So how will that plan develop over the IRM period?  That's my question.

MR. KOGAN:  Ms. Domjancic, did you want to provide some commentary on the...

MS. DOMJANCIC:  Sure.  So in terms of an overall plan, there's a number of activities underway to help to prepare for the eventual downsizing that will happen, but largely there's a number of uncertainties with respect to the downsizing provisions and how they will actually from a practical operable sense be employed.

As well, you know, the chart in staff movement between now and then will be largely something that will challenge the effective planning, I would say, with precision as to what can happen.  And I think another factor that lends itself to some of the uncertainty is the fact that as part of those downsizing provisions employees have to actually select individual preferences.

And so, you know, not really being able to predict with certainty what that looks like poses, you know, challenges, but certainly in a broad sense we're looking at, you know, what does it look like in terms of cross-training from one station to another.  There's a number of things that -- program type things that are being developed to prepare.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So at the moment then the only things that we have, the ballpark estimate that we just looked at about [redacted] in net costs, and approximately 3,000 positions that have to be redeployed over time.  Is that the numbers that we have at this point in time?

MR. KOGAN:  I think that's fair, that those are the order-of-magnitude numbers we have at this point in time.

Just as a point of clarity, when we were talking about the 3,000 positions, those are positions that at the end of the day will need to be eliminated.  You mentioned they need to be redeployed.  There may be more than that as far as the redeployment within the organization under the collective agreement positions, but the bottom line is after those processes that's the number that order of magnitude we expect to be eliminated.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  So basically, my last question is this:  Are you going to be able to or will you report to the Board on your progress on the Pickering nuclear liability costs under the account during the IRM -- the plan?  Is that the -- is that your plan, to provide information to the Board, or are you just going to wait until the costs are recorded in the account as per the statements, the financial statements?  Will you be providing information to the Board during the term?

MR. KOGAN:  I don't believe that currently there is an intent to provide any additional information other than the requirements under our regular ongoing reporting requirements.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So thank you.  We may ask about that further in the hearing.  Those are my questions, and I thank you for your attention.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Dr. Higgin.

I think we have Schools up next.  Are you there, Mr. Rubenstein?
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I am.  Can we first go to D3-01-Staff-176.  In part C of the interrogatory, you were asked to provide the following related to corporate campus building, (i) dollars per square foot, and then, part (ii), dollars per FTE, but only including FTEs that work full-time or near full-time at the corporate campus.

I just want to understand the response.  In part (i), you say approximately [redacted] including owner's oversight costs and escalation as well as the costs for the attendant surface parking lot.

But you don't say that in part (ii) with respect to the cost per FTE.  Are you making a distinction that you have included the costs in some subset of costs in part (i), but not in (ii)?

MR. KOGAN:  No, that was not the intent.  The full costs of the projects were included, the same full costs in both (i) and (ii).

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  With respect to the square footage, I take it then if you're including the costs, you're also including the square footage of the parking lot, or are you not?

MR. KOGAN:  We are not including the square footage of the parking lot.  But I can confirm the costs of the parking lot in comparison to the building are quite immaterial.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Are you able to tell us
what -- and maybe this is somewhere in the evidence and you can point to in an interrogatory; I couldn't find it.  What is the square footage of the building?

Maybe it's best by way of undertaking to provide the following.  The numerator and denominator, if you can provide those both for (i) and (ii).

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JTX4.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX4.16:  TO PROVIDE THE NUMERATOR AND DENOMINATOR FOR THE CALCULATION IN (I) AND (II) OF D3-01-STAFF-176

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can we go now to F4-03-SEC-149.  In this interrogatory, you were asked essentially to take the total compensation benchmarking studies and let us know an estimate of the dollar difference between the weighted average compensation for employees allocated to nuclear business and the P50 in the study, and then show us that for each year from 2022 to 2026, and then essentially do it by step-by-step explanation and then the supporting calculations so they can be verified.

So let me back up here.  Just so you understand the context of the question, I'm having trouble getting from the report to part A to table 1, and then getting from table 1 to table 2.  I think you're showing the non-confidential version.

MR. KOGAN:  If you can give me a minute, I want to look at another interrogatory that may be of service.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just to be clear, when I say I am having trouble, it's just the information you provided doesn't allow me to go from the report to the table to the next table.  You've obviously made a number of assumptions and some calculations, but that information is not being provided as a way to verify that information.

So what I'm asking you to do by way of undertaking is ask WTW to essentially provide the underlying information to draw, so that the calculations from the study to table 1 to table 2 can be done.

Just to give you an example, in the last proceeding in 0152, in Undertaking J3.2, essentially a chart was provided to helpfully be able to draw a link between each of those areas so that those calculations could be verified and understood.

MR. KOGAN:  I understand the request.  Can we scroll down a little bit, a little bit more?  We can -- we can seek to provide even greater transparency to the calculations, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  And just so a part where it gets a bit confusing and I don't fully understand.  Even after we get to table 1, which I can't do from the report because the report only shows variances by category, the difference between the P50 and whatever OPG is.  It's totally on the benchmark amount, and I don't know how many -- you've had to obviously take the subset of benchmark and essentially gross it up to the full OPG and that information isn't there.

But even table 2, where it becomes a bit non-intuitive is if you look at, say, 2023 -- sorry, 2024 for the PW, there is a negative number, where there was a positive number and then a negative number, and then a positive number.  Whereas if you look at the WTW benchmarking study in all categories and all levels of compensation, if the PWU would be above the P50 or not.  So it's not intuitive why some year they would be below -- the amount would be below -- there may be an explanation for this.  It's simply is not intuitive to me.

MR. KOGAN:  Perhaps I can offer this.  As the response sets out, there are assumptions that WTW made around the movement of the market in terms of the wages over the years, and then for OPG, the OPG-specific planning assumptions were applied.

In addition, the mix is changing over the period for OPG as the number of term employees, for example, increases.  So both of those factors I would expect would change how this row forward compares OPG to market, say in 2024 versus 2019.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, as I say -- there may very well be a valid reason and you may be explaining it and may be exactly what you're saying.  But I couldn't verify and pull that from this information, especially the mix of employees, right, because -- so that's the first thing.

The second thing I'd like to take -- and it may be that is how you should do this analysis; that's the first step, actually.  As I understand what they've done in this interrogatory is they've excluded the impact of Hydro One shares.  You'll see that on line 21 -- sorry, on page 1 of the interrogatory.

MR. KOGAN:  I see that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I would ask that WTW revise the information with the inclusion of the Hydro One shares.

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, we can provide the version of this analysis, or request WTW to provide the version of this analysis that includes Hydro One shares.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And similarly provide the full link between the report table 1 and then table 2.

MR. KOGAN:  That's fine.  If I may just go back to the comment around a link to the report, I understand the comment made earlier that -- and I agree with it -- that the figures, for example, for 2019 include an extrapolation to the total OPG population rather than just the benchmark population.  However, it is still a total compensation dollar figure that they would need to start with even for the benchmark population, and I'm not sure if there is a direct page reference, so to speak, or number reference that -- where one can find that total compensation figure in the way the information is laid out in the report.

So when you're looking for that increased transparency, I don't know if that link can be made exactly where you can look at page so-and-so and compare to so-and-so.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, that's fine.  That's why I'm asking you to -- WTW obviously started with a set of numbers based on that report, and then did a number of calculations that takes you from the report to table 1 -- sorry, to table 2.  And it explains in some sense of how it made some of the assumptions between table 1 and table 2 in the five pages of this answer.  But I would like to see all those calculations --


MR. KOGAN:  That is -- we will provide increased detail linkages.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  We're going to call this JT4.17.  But Mr. Rubenstein, are there two undertakings in here or one with two parts?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So it's really the second one that I'm looking for.  That is the information.  So I will leave it this way.  It's really only the second part.  It is to update it for the Hydro One shares and then provide the detailed analysis that takes you there.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX4.17:  TO PROVIDE A MORE DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE ANALYSIS, INCLUDING THE CALCULATIONS, THAT TAKES YOU FROM THE WTW REPORT THROUGH TO TABLE 2.

MR. KOGAN:  I understand the undertaking with this helpful exchange we may want to provide the same level of detail for this analysis as well, but I understand the request.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Well, I'm fine doing it as two separate undertakings.  That's helpful.  I just...

MR. MILLAR:  Somebody has to tell me if it's one or two.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I will just ask for both.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So what is JTX4.17?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So JTX4.17 is to take -- to provide a detailed -- a more detailed explanation of the analysis, including the calculations, that takes you from the WTW report through to Table 2 in the interrogatory.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And what is JTX4.18?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Update the analysis in SEC 149 to include the impact of the Hydro One shares.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then similarly provide that detailed calculation as to the previous undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JTX4.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX4.18:  TO UPDATE THE ANALYSIS IN SEC 149 TO INCLUDE THE IMPACT OF THE HYDRO ONE SHARES, AND THEN SIMILARLY PROVIDE THAT DETAILED CALCULATION AS TO THE PREVIOUS UNDERTAKING.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So if we just go to table 2 for a second, just so I'm more clear about what this means.  And if say we look at 2022 and we go overall, am I to take the delta between the nuclear allocated variance here of 27.7 million and the OM&A attributed 14.7 would be essentially what we can attribute to the capital -- to a capitalized amount?

MR. KOGAN:  Capitalized, as well as amounts charged against a nuclear liability provision.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Are you able to break out the difference between those two components?

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, we should be able to do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So can I ask you to do that for all components, so for all the PW Society management segments and overall segments in Table 2, for all the years, for both the -- under the -- that's set out here, but also in the revised version of Table 2, where you're doing the analysis to exclude the PWU.

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, I think --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, where you include the PWU shares.

MR. KOGAN:  I think you mean the Hydro One shares, but, yes, we will --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes [speaking over each other] yes.

[Reporter appeals.]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think it's your turn to speak.

MR. KOGAN:  We will add the requested information for both with and without Hydro One shares and we'll roll that into the previous two undertakings.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's great.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we don't need a separate undertaking for that?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, we don't.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And this arose -- I'm not sure this part is confidential, but it arose since sort of my preparation for this part.  In the budgets for the OM&A -- maybe I can draw you to a specific interrogatory here.  In F2 Staff 225, 225 -- this is a non-confidential IR -- and if you go to the next page, you were asked -- so in this IR you were asked to break down base OM&A into some category.  And if you go to the bottom, you see under other support, Hydro One share awards is a separate line item?

MR. KOGAN:  I see that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to understand how you account for the Hydro One share awards.  Is it as sort of a sub-component of set of budgets, or is it -- this line item just seemed a bit out of place, and I'm just wondering how you account for the Hydro One shares in the budgets?

MR. KOGAN:  Mr. Melaragno, would you like to start a response to that?

MR. MELARAGNO:  Yes, so the Hydro One shares for the forecast period, they are all budgeted within the line of business, so there is a portion budgeted within nuclear and there's also a portion budgeted for the corporate support costs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So this is a base OM&A table, as I understand it.  Would I be fair then there is a similar line item in all the other outage OM&A, project OM&A, et cetera?

MR. MELARAGNO:  No, it would all -- so for nuclear operations it would all fit within the base OM&A, and similarly with corporate support costs it would also sit within the base OM&A.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So are you saying this line item is all the Hydro One share awards that are allocated to the nuclear business?

MR. MELARAGNO:  There's also a portion sitting within the corporate support costs as well.  So you'd have to combine the two to get the total nuclear allocated costs for Hydro One shares.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And I am unclear -- maybe you know off the top of your head since there's lots of different versions of lots of different tables out there for the 2Ks and that.  Is there a line -- is there -- in one version of that is there a line item that shows the total amount of allocated Hydro One share awards?

MR. MELARAGNO:  The reference escapes me now.  I believe there is an interrogatory that we actually break it out.

MR. KOGAN:  It may be at the bottom of the Society 18 detailed table.  That would be F4-03-Society-018, there were multiple slices presented in the attachment.  And I believe one of the slices at the bottom presented the Hydro One share award costs in their totality by year for each of PW and Society, but we can check once the attachment is pulled up.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  All right.  And the last interrogatory I have is at F4-03-Society-012.  This is a confidential IR.  If we can go down, there's a table.  This is really a follow-up to some of the questions you had earlier on with -- I want to be clear.

If you see under staff occupancy, you have a number of current employees, recognizing that obviously over time, the number of employees are going to change.  But if not for the Clarington campus facility, would the -- would the number of employees who work at these locations, would they materially be changing due to the Pickering closure or other decisions that would see a significant reduction in these employees?

MR. KOGAN:  So if -- I would expect the number of employees at most of these locations would be impacted by the Pickering closure, for example.  As we discussed earlier, there's a significant number of positions that will be impacted.  So I think it's fair to assume that there will be impact from that that would extend across the organization.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able to in any sense provide -- or maybe tell us which of these buildings would see what I would call -- the staff occupancy would materially decline if not for the Clarington campus facility because of, say, the Pickering shutdown?

MR. KOGAN:  Maybe if I could caucus with the panel?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KOGAN:  Thank you for your patience.  We discussed that, generally speaking, neither our staffing and relocation plans, or, as we discussed earlier with Dr. Higgin, our ultimate downsizing expectations are at the level of detail where we could undertake certainly a precise mapping at this stage.

I think the best we could offer, just for efficiency, is we can go back and see what could be available, the order of magnitude or directional kind of information that we could provide.  That's probably all I would offer at this point in time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, what order of magnitude information are you providing?  You're offering to provide?


MR. KOGAN:  Your question was how would these occupancies be impacted by the Pickering closure [audio dropout].


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  I mean, yes, okay.

MR. KOGAN:  Assuming that was the question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, yeah, I mean, you can se what you have, sure.

MR. MILLAR:  So that's an undertaking, and it is JTX4.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX4.19:  TO ADVISE HOW THE PICKERING CLOSURE WILL AFFECT STAFF OCCUPANCY AT WHICH BUILDINGS

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, panel, very much.  You've been very helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  I think that brings us to Staff, and I think, Ms. Kwan, are you taking over?
Examination by Ms. Kwan:

MS. KWAN:  Yes, good afternoon.  I have a question on F4-03-Staff-304.  If we can pull that up.  I wanted to go to part C.  So in part C it states that [redacted]    
[redacted]

[redacted]

[redacted]

[redacted]

[redacted]


So my question is, can you explain the rationale on 
[redacted]

[redacted]
[redacted]   I guess maybe explain -- if you could explain the nature of the costs a bit?  Are they -- for example, like, [redacted]
[redacted]


MR. KOGAN:  Just one moment.  I think this -- well, I know this response refers to [redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]

MS. KWAN:  So as long as [redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]

MR. KOGAN:  Yes, [redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's my question.  I'm going to pass it now to my colleague, Lawrie Gluck.
Examination by Mr. Gluck:

MR. GLUCK:  Good afternoon, panel.  I just have a few questions about the Kipling site.  Is it correct that OPG intends to [redacted]

MR. KOGAN:  I'd just like to point you to our response to Society 7, part H.  If we can pull that up, I think that will be responsive to the question.  D3-01-Society-007, part H.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  In response to part B of Staff 264, OPG noted that ratepayers have not been charged for costs related to the asset retirement obligation carried on OPG's balance sheet related to the Kipling and Wesleyville sites.  Can you describe the nature of the AROs for Kipling?

MR. KOGAN:  I don't have the specifics on the nature of the remediation work that would be required on the site.  But broadly speaking, it would relate to such types of work.  I don't have any additional information that I can offer right now.

MR. GLUCK:  Do you have a sense of the magnitude of those AROs?

MR. KOGAN:  I don't have a sense of magnitude with me.  Certainly we have it in our accounting records, but to reiterate, the point in the response was that none of those costs have been charged to ratepayers and they are costs that are at this point borne or will be borne by the unregulated business.

MR. GLUCK:  All right.  I'm just trying to determine whether, if OPG were to end up [redacted]
[redacted]                whether there would be a gain on the sale of the asset.  [redacted]
[redacted]
[redacted]               So it would be helpful to have the -- you know, a sense -- I don't need exact numbers, but if there are exact numbers that's -- as to what the magnitude of the AROs are on the Kipling site.

MR. SMITH:  Let's caucus about that for a moment.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. SMITH:  Mr. Gluck, we're not going to provide that information on the basis that it's not relevant.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  Moving on to the campus plan building, Staff provided a comparison of the Clarington campus costs relative to that of certain LDCs who have recently built new head offices.  Hoping we can pull that document up.  It is titled "OPG panel 3 head office in comparison - confidential".

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Gluck, should we give this an exhibit number?

MR. GLUCK:  That would be great.

MR. MILLAR:  It will be KTX1.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KTX1.1:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "OPG PANEL 3 HEAD OFFICE IN COMPARISON - CONFIDENTIAL"


MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  What I'm hoping we can do here is I would like to ask OPG to confirm the information that has been entered into the column titled "OPG."  Is that something we can do here, or would an undertaking be required?

MR. SMITH:  Sorry, can you give me that again?

MR. GLUCK:  Sure.  I'm asking the panel to confirm the information that's in the OPG panel -- sorry, the OPG column.  So the information has been entered based on --mostly based on Staff 176, the response to Staff 176.  Go ahead.

MR. KOGAN:  I was going to ask you to scroll further down a bit, to see the rest of the column.  Go up one.  The first comment I would have is I think our application is 2020; it says 2021.  That's just an administrative point on that.

With respect to the square footage and the FTEs, I think we have an undertaking that Mr. Rubenstein asked for, Mr. Gluck.  So I think that will be confirmed by virtue of that.

The rest of the figures I can confirm do come from our evidence.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just one last question.  Can OPG please advise whether it has undertaken any benchmarking with respect to the Clarington corporate campus.

MR. KOGAN:  I think what I can advise is my understanding is in coming up with the current indicative estimate, and I believe it's characterized as a class 5 estimate, our team leveraged RS mean software.  I believe that is something that may have come up in another area of this application.  But as I understand it, it is a recognized database, so to speak, of various types of construction costs and it is information from that software that primarily informed the construction cost estimate that underpins the overall project cost estimate that you see here.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions and I appreciate all the responses.  Thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Gluck.  I believe that that concludes our questioning for this panel.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, the Staff exhibit that they just provided, can Staff put that on the -- it's confidential document, but it has not been circulated maybe to parties outside of OPG.  So I'm wondering what is the best way for Staff to -- can Staff circulate that to the parties who have signed the -- or, the other is if OPG, if they want to put it on their confidential website, that may be a better way to do it.  If they can upload it to their confidential site, so it can be accessed by those people who have signed the declaration.  That could be another way of keeping all the confidential stuff in one area.

MR. MILLAR:  To some extent, I'm in OPG's hands.  If it's a more convenient for parties and frankly safer to have it put on the confidential portion of OPG's site, that works for us, I think.

Otherwise we could -- I'm sure we can find a way do it.  I look to OPG because I want to be sensitive to their needs here.

MR. SMITH:  We can do it.  We'll post it.  We shouldn't be seen to be -- it shouldn't be seen to be our document, or that we prepared the other information beyond confirming the OPG line, but we can post it.

MR. MILLAR:  Does that work for you, Mark?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  I don't think there is anything left confidential.  I would like to go briefly back on the public record before we wrap up.

So this is our demarcation point between confidential and non-confidential.
--- On resuming public session at 2:49 p.m.

Procedural Matters:


MR. MILLAR:  So this brings to an end our questioning and the technical conference.

Mr. Smith, you and your client have been good enough to take away a ton of undertakings.  Do you have any estimate at this point as to when they might be filed?

MR. SMITH:  I don't.  I think what we'll have to do is take that question away and -- I know people have been working hard on them.  But for a number of them, it's going to take a while and we'll get at them as soon as we can.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to prioritize the ones where you said you'll consider your position, or that ones that fall into that category?  There have been a number over the last few days where OPG said we'll consider our position or those sorts of things, so that if parties want to bring motions on those, they obviously have the time do it.

MR. SMITH:  For sure.  If there are things that we intend to decline or we're not answering, we'll let you know those on a priority basis.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you for that, Mr. Smith.  Is there anything else we need to discuss today?  I think our next session would be -- there is the motions hearing if necessary on May 21.  We still need to resolve the issues list, or go before the Board if we can't.  And we have the settlement conference coming up on June 7th.

Is there anything we need to discuss today?

MR. SMITH:  Not from my end.

MR. MILLAR:  With that, I would like to thank the witnesses for their time.  It's been a long few days for you I am sure, and for the previous panels.

I want to thank the parties and Lillian and of course the court reporter.  And with that, we are adjourned.
--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 2:51 p.m.
    REDACTED
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