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PUB/COALITION I – 1

Reference: 

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Pages 16 and 19 of 54.

Preamble:

"METSCO notes that a centralized oversight body can be effective where it is

confident  that  the  analytical  tools  and  processes  underlying  the  project

documents  submitted  for  its  review  are  themselves  consistently  used  and

interpreted across the organization. Absent this condition, a centralized oversight

body may actually  become  as  an  unhelpful  operating  bottleneck.  In  addition

$15M as a threshold is nearly 5% of the total  projected Business Operations

Sustainment Capital in 2017. Setting the threshold too high may undermine the

capability of the Council to balance costs, risk and performance of the assets."

"Among the specific improvements that Manitoba Hydro staff who prepared the

report see as necessary, are the need for standardizing and documenting the

Forced Outage Reporting and Root Cause Analysis processes, the development

and documentation  of  asset  care  strategies  ‘such as  maintenance programs,

condition  monitoring,  condition  assessments,  and  standard  procedures,’  and

establishment  of  standard  Maintenance  Task  Templates,  among  others.  The

deficiencies  noted  in  the  Summary  Report  are  concerning,  given  that

sustainment capital  budgets are directly informed by records generated in the

process of maintenance work. Absent corporate-wide consistency and rigor in

documentation  of  maintenance  activities,  it  becomes  increasingly  more

challenging  to  rely  on  the  accuracy of  sustainment  capital  budgets  that  they

underlie."
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Question:

a) What is the basis for inferring that the $15M threshold (i.e.: "nearly 5% of

the total projected Business Operations Sustainment Capital in 2017") is

set  too  high  and undermines "the  capability  of  the  Council  to  balance

costs, risk and performance of the assets"?

b) How does METSCO reconcile the statement that "a centralized oversight

body may actually become as an unhelpful operating bottleneck", with the

statement "Absent corporate-wide consistency and rigor in documentation

of maintenance activities, it becomes increasingly more challenging to rely

on the accuracy of sustainment capital budgets that they underlie."

Response: 

a) Based on the System Renewal table in the Section 2.2.2.1 of Manitoba

Hydro’s Appendix 5.4 (“Capital Expenditure & Demand Side Management

Forecast  (CEF16)”),  65%  and  68%  of  System  Renewal  expenditures

planned for 2017 and 2018 respectively, are attributed to multiple projects

with  total  cost  below  a  $10-million  reporting  materiality  threshold.

Accordingly,  a  $15-million  threshold  set  for  the  interim  oversight  body

implies that potential changes to two-thirds of the System Renewal work

program (by dollar value) would be outside of the scope of its authority. 

While  focusing  on  the  largest  projects  makes  intuitive  sense,  it  is

significantly more challenging to balance the costs and risks of the capital

work program as a whole if the scope of the oversight body’s authority

only  covers  the  top  one-third  of  the  program.   For  clarity,  METSCO’s

commentary in the cited passage was not made with an intent to challenge

any  particular  numerical  threshold,  but  rather  to  emphasize  the

problematic nature of any threshold that  a single oversight body would
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have  to  rely  on  to  balance  the  considerations  of  oversight  rigour  and

administrative practicality.   

b) The  statements  are  logically  consistent,  as  the  existence  of  well-

articulated,  consistently  implemented,  and universally  understood  asset

management  processes  simplifies  these  oversight  bodies’  activities,  by

enabling  them  to  quickly  establish  whether,  and  to  what  extent  the

corporate asset management procedures were appropriately interpreted

and followed, prior to undertaking more in-depth analysis. In the absence

of consistently implemented asset management tools and processes, an

oversight  body  may  become  a  bottleneck,  as  it  would  be  required  to

expend significant efforts on establishing the scope, nature and quality of

the  inputs  and  evaluation  parameters  underlying  the  analysis,  prior  to

examining the reasonableness of proposed changes and/or their impact

on the work program at large. 

PUB/COALITION I - 2 

Reference: 

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Pages 27, 31 and 40-41 of 54.

Preamble:

"Lack of Condition-Based Data for Certain Key Distribution Asset Classes (the

ultimate drive of this section is the lack of O&M optimization) - the Kinetrics 2016

Distribution  Asset  Condition  Assessment  (ACA)  report  findings  rely  to  a

significant degree on age based data, as indicated by the fact that out of 23 asset

classes,  the Average Data Availability Index (a measure of  the portion of the
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population for which asset health data was available) was 0% for seven asset

classes,  and below 50% for  another  nine  types of  assets.  The lack  of  asset

health data is of particular concern with respect to the Underground Cables (HV-

Oil) distribution asset class, over 40% of which is deemed to be in Very Poor

condition  (and  thus,  presumably,  expected  to  represent  a  material  portion  of

replacement work over the coming years), and to a lesser degree for the Ductline

and Overhead Switches."

"In the absence of capital cost benchmarking evidence, and particularly in light of

the project  cost  estimation issues discussed above,  the PUB and the parties

have few tools available to determine whether and to what extent the Applicant’s

proposed capital expenditure plans are reasonable."

"Of the 23 asset classes examined in the Kinetrics Asset Condition Assessment

Report for the distribution plant, the Average Health Data Availability Index (a

measure  of  the  portion  of  the  population  for  which  asset  health  data  was

available)  was 0% for  seven asset  classes,  and below 50% for  another  nine

types of assets. Along with the evidence pointing at issues with reliability and

consistency of Manitoba Hydro’s current maintenance record keeping, this further

puts to question the Applicant’s claim that asset health/condition was a material

driver in developing the Sustainment Capital work program. Of note is the fact

that  Manitoba Hydro  has no health  data  on the  condition  of  its  underground

cables – the asset class that Kinetrics nevertheless classifies as being in Very

Poor condition for over 40% of the population and expect that the Applicant will

have to replace in large quantities. We also note that the Applicant’s evidence

showcases  advancements  in  its  ability  to  rejuvenate  certain  types  of  the

underground cable at about the third of a cost of replacement, which suggests

opportunities to manage the costs of intervention within this specific asset class. 
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On the balance of the above information, it is our interim conclusion that age –

not condition – was a predominant factor in determining the work program."

Question:

a) Given  that  MH has  a  lack  of  asset  data  in  certain  categories  and  an

"absence  of  capital  cost  benchmarking  evidence  ...  the  PUB  and  the

parties have few tools available to determine whether and to what extent

the Applicant’s proposed capital expenditure plans are reasonable", is it

reasonable for MH to forecast  future budgets on the basis  of  previous

budget  trends  because  there  isn’t  enough  asset  data  to  support  an

alternative approach?

i. If yes, please explain why.

ii. If no, what quantitative basis does METSCO recommend that MH use

to predict future budgets given the apparent lack of asset data?

b) Could  primary  reliance  upon  asset  age  rather  than  asset  condition

materially compromise the pacing of asset replacement decisions?

c) Are some asset  classes more amenable to  evaluation using only age-

based data than others?

i. If yes, please identify these asset classes and explain why they are

more amenable to evaluation using only age-based data.

d) Specifically in respect of Manitoba Hydro's assets, would reliance upon

generic  industry  asset  survival  curves  potentially  skew  investment

decisions earlier than necessary, especially given Manitoba Hydro's longer

than average asset survival statistics?

i. If no, why not?
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ii. If yes, what would METSCO recommend MH do to ensure timely asset

replacement decisions?

Response:

a)

i. No, expenditure trends alone are not an advisable benchmark for the

reasonableness of spending levels, as they invariably reflect different

policies, assumptions and priorities than those that underlie the most

recent plans.

ii. With  respect  to  the  future  budgets,  METSCO  recommends  that

Manitoba Hydro make concerted efforts to accelerate the process of

gathering actual asset health data, quantifying the risks underlying it,

and  implementing  the  asset  management  tools  and  processes

reflective  of  mature  utilities  –  such  as  those  described  in

recommendations by UMS and Kinetrics reports.   This data can be

used  as  an  important  input  in  the  development  of  future  test  year

budgets. In the absence of meaningful progress in the area of asset

health and risk data collection and integration for key asset classes,

Manitoba Hydro could remain susceptible to relying on age-based data

and failure curves only for the foreseeable future.

b) The answer  to  this  question depends on what  a  utility  understands as

“pacing” (e.g. future annual spending profile, avoidance of year-over-year

spend volatility, deferring the maximum amount of  investments into the

future,  maintaining  a  flat  investment  profile,  etc.),  the  type  of  asset

condition assessment approach a utility implements (i.e. a correlation of

health indices vs age data), and other factors considered in the decision-

making process, such as safety, reliability, environment and others. 
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Depending on definitions articulated and validated in the development of

an asset management strategy, the effect of reliance on age data alone

may vary.  However, since asset condition data reflects the actual health

state of a utility’s plant at any given juncture, it represents an important

data input that should be incorporated into asset replacement decisions

whenever possible.  

c) Age  alone  may  be  an  acceptable  factor  for  evaluating  replacement

decisions for asset classes where the cost of collecting and maintaining

condition-based information materially exceeds the cost of replacing these

assets,  and/or  the  quantified  cost  consequences  of  their  failure  (e.g.

customer interruption costs)  are low.  Establishing which specific asset

classes warrant collecting and maintaining how much of asset condition

data,  is  a  complex  utility-specific  undertaking  that  involves  risk-based

assessment across all asset classes.    

d) METSCO  is  not  in  a  position  to  hypothesize  as  to  whether  Manitoba

Hydro’s longer survival rates for some asset classes relative to its industry

peers  would  skew the  replacement  decisions  made  by  the  company’s

engineers.  METSCO’s commentary highlighting the discrepancy between

the  industry  failure  curves  and  those  relating  to  the  utility  itself  were

primarily made to illustrate the importance of relying on utility-specific data

to drive the most optimal asset replacement decisions.  We do, however,

note, that we did not find the evidence that the investment decisions for

the test years were based on the established industry or MH’s specific

survival curves.
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PUB/COALITION 1 – 3

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 33 of 54.

Preamble:

"While  the  separate  reliability  performance  for  the  City  of  Winnipeg  is  less

favourable than the province-wide result, Winnipeg’s performance on both SAIDI

and SAIFI over the 10-year period nevertheless remained above the CEA peer

group  median.  While  favourable  reliability  performance  relative  to  peers  is

generally indicative of good asset stewardship on the part of Manitoba Hydro, it

does not necessarily point to the cost effectiveness of asset management work,

as good reliability performance may also be a function of overinvestment, or just

simply lack of rigorous data collection procedures with mostly manual entries."

Question:

a) Has  METSCO  found  any  evidence  of  significant  reliability  drivers  that

would justify the proposed transmission and generation asset renewal and

system  enhancement  projects  and  programs  identified  in  the  present

filing?

i. If yes, please provide all evidence found.

b) Has METSCO found any evidence in MH’s filing demonstrating that the

planned capital renewal expenditure justifications consider the increased

generation  and  bulk  transmission  redundancy  associated  with  the

completion of the Keeyask and Bipole III projects?

i. If yes, please provide all evidence found.
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Response:

a) Given the evidence that it has had at its disposal, METSCO is not in a

position  to  identify  “significant  reliability  drivers”  related  to  particular

projects or programs.  In general, reliability is a consideration in all cases

where asset failure implies asset outage, and an increased strain on the

remainder of the system that may be involved in addressing the customer

impact of asset failure.  Consequently, nearly all projects intended to avert

or  mitigate  the  failure of  an electric  asset  constitute  reliability projects.

However, determining the extent to which reliability represents a key driver

would entail  quantifying the probability and consequence of a particular

asset’s  outage  –  which  entails  asset  risk-based  information,  which  in

METSCO’s  understanding,  Manitoba  Hydro  is  yet  to  collect  and/or

consistently implement. 

b) Aside from reviewing the individual Information Request responses where

the applicant noted that the Keeyask or Bipole III projects were considered

in making asset replacement decisions, METSCO did not explicitly seek to

establish a connection between the two major greenfield projects and the

applicant’s Sustainment projects. 
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PUB/COALITION I – 4

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 37 of 54.

Preamble:

"The  key  challenge  with  examining  the  need  for  or  reasonableness  of

sustainment  capital  expenditures  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  contemplated  work

cannot, as a rule, be permanently cancelled (the asset will  eventually fail  and

require replacement sometime in the future), short of an asset manager deciding

to retire a given asset without replacing, upgrading or refurbishing it.  In most

cases,  however,  the  options  at  an  asset  manager’s  disposal  in  light  of  the

funding/labour constraints are the following:

• Proceed with a sustainment project as planned;

• Defer the entire project for a period of time;

• Break up the original scope of work, completing some items as planned,

and deferring others;

• Find a way to complete the project at a lower cost;

• Explore alternative options that mitigate the risks of the asset failing."

Question:

a) From a best practices perspective, what quantitative information should be

obtained  and  evaluated  by  a  utility  seeking  to  minimize  capital

expenditures, in order to demonstrate a link between planned investments
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and improved reliability performance, and to justify the cost involved in

achieving that reliability performance improvement?

i. Has Manitoba Hydro provided any evidence demonstrating that it has

done so?

b) Did  METSCO  attempt  to  evaluate  the  economic  impact  of  individual

generation unit outages on export  sales revenue, specifically in light of

existing US electricity market prices?

i. If yes, please provide this evaluation.

ii. If no, why not?

c) Did METSCO evaluate whether the incremental  generation redundancy

available to Manitoba Hydro following completion of the Keeyask project

will materially impact MH's ability to extract economic value from export

sales?

i. If yes, please provide this evaluation.

ii. If no, why not?

Response:

a) As noted throughout METSCO’s report, the key parameters of establishing

an economically optimal asset management program commensurate with

the industry best practices involves, among other factors, quantification of

individual-  and  system-level  asset  risks  (customer  interruption  costs,

safety, environmental, financial and potentially other risks), as supported

by empirical asset condition assessments and failure curves sufficiently

representative of the entirety of a utility’s asset base.  The presence of the

above-noted quantitative information must be supported by a transparent,

robust,  and  consistently  implemented  asset  management  governance
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tools and processes.  In METSCO’s assessment, and as echoed by the

commentary  in  the  UMS  report,  Manitoba  Hydro  has  not  presented

sufficient  evidence  to  satisfy  the  PUB  that  the  asset  management

practices underlying CEF16 are consistent with the industry best practices.

b)

i. METSCO did not perform this analysis. 

ii. This analysis was outside of the scope of METSCO’s  engagement.

More  generally,  and  as  noted  in  METSCO’s  report,  most  of  our

attempts to acquire quantitative datasets from the Applicant were not

successful,  which  has  limited  the  extent  of  our  ability  to  perform

specific numerical analysis of Manitoba Hydro’s evidence. 

c)

i. METSCO did not perform this analysis. 

ii. This analysis was outside of the scope of METSCO’s  engagement.

PUB/COALITION I – 5

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 37 of 54

Preamble:

“It is also possible that deferral of the assets into the future and allowing them to

fail before being replaced represents the most economical option for numerous

asset classes."
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Question:

a) Assuming  that  a  Utility  has  redundant  facilities  and  adequate

interconnection  capacity  with  external  markets,  is  purchasing  electricity

from external markets considered to be a reasonable approach to help

mitigate the impacts of generation unit outages?'

i. If no, why not?

ii. If yes, what would be the downside to following such an approach?

b) Did METSCO attempt to evaluate the impact of individual generation unit

outages on unserved domestic load (or overall system reliability metrics)

following completion of the Keeyask project?

i. If yes, please provide this evaluation.

ii. If no, why not?

c) Did METSCO attempt to evaluate the impact  of  individual  transmission

asset  outages on unserved  domestic  load  (or  overall  system reliability

metrics) following completion of the Bipole III project?

i. If yes, please provide this evaluation.

ii. If no, why not?

Response:

a)

i. METSCO is unable to respond to this request, as the considerations

involving  electricity  commodity  trading  decisions  are  outside  of  our

scope of engagement. 

ii. See response to part i.    

b)
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i. METSCO did not perform this analysis. 

ii. This analysis was outside of the scope of METSCO’s engagement.

c)

i. METSCO did not perform this analysis.

ii. This analysis was outside of the scope of METSCO’s engagement.

PUB/COALITION I – 6

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 40 of 54

Preamble:

"Contributions to SAIDI and SAIFI by major types of distribution equipment failure

also  do not  appear  to  exhibit  consistently rising  trends at  this  point.  Overall,

defective  equipment  constitutes  about  a  third  of  outage  causes,  which  in

METSCO’s experience is comparable with other utilities."

Question:

Please  provide  the  analytic  basis  for  METSCO’s  opinion  that  MH  defective

equipment constituting about a third of outages is comparable with other utilities.

Response:

This statement is based on METSCO’s general experience in advising other U.S.

and Canadian utilities on matters involving reliability.  As utilities are not typically

required to publicly disclose their reliability statistics by individual Cause Code,
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METSCO  is  not  in  a  position  to  provide  specific  documents  to  support  this

statement. 

PUB/COALITION I – 7

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 40 of 54

Preamble:

"Based on the comparative industry data provided in the latest Kinetics Asset

Condition Assessment Study, Manitoba Hydro’s assets appear  to  have longer

effective service lives than that of their peers. This is an important observation

considering that until  the release of the most recent Kinetrics report,  the vast

majority of Manitoba Hydro’s asset failure curves were based on industry curves,

rather than those of the utility’s own field data. While the Applicant states that

most  of  its  replacement  work  is  identified  on  the  basis  of  combination  of

assessment  of  age-  and  condition-based  data,  METSCO  cannot  verify  the

specific methodologies used, and as such, has to rely on the insights drawn from

the examination of study methodologies. As such, and subject to further insights,

we  conclude that  the  average probability  of  failure  underlying  the  Applicant’s

asset replacement plans is overstated."

Question:

a) In METSCO's opinion, would it be possible for Manitoba Hydro to defer a

portion of its planned renewal investments in Distribution class assets over

the  test  period  without  having  a  significant  impact  on  reliability

performance?
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i. If yes, what portion of expenditures could be deferred without causing

a significant impact?

ii. Which  specific  asset  classes  should  investments  be  focused  in  to

maintain Distribution performance?

b) In METSCO's opinion, would it be possible for Manitoba Hydro to defer a

portion of its planned renewal investments in Transmission class assets

over  the  test  period  without  having  a  significant  impact  on  reliability

performance?

i. If yes, what portion of expenditures could be deferred without causing

a significant impact?

ii. Which  specific  asset  classes  should  investments  be  focused  in  to

maintain Transmission performance?  

c) In METSCO's opinion, would it be possible for Manitoba Hydro to defer a

portion of its planned renewal investments in Generation class assets over

the  test  period  without  having  a  significant  impact  on  reliability

performance?

i. If yes, what portion of expenditures could be deferred without causing

a significant impact?

ii. Which  specific  asset  classes  should  investments  be  focused  in  to

maintain Generation performance?

d) In METSCO's opinion, would the completion of the major generation and

transmission  projects  currently  under  development  (e.g.:  Keeyask  and

Bipole  III)  partially  mitigate  the  reliability  consequences  of  some

generation and transmission equipment failures by increasing bulk system

redundancy?
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i. If yes, please explain why.

ii. If no, please explain why not.  

Response:

a) and 

b) It is impractical for METSCO to identify particular asset classes that would

warrant more focus than others if the goal was avoiding adverse reliability

consequences, as reliability can be compromised by failure of any asset

depending on its  position relative to  the remainder  of  the system (e.g.

cable failure  on a trunk feeder  affects  more customers  than the  same

failure at the end of a radial feeder).  Such decisions must consider the

cost of  power vs the performance of MH’s system relative to customer

needs. 

The most prudent course of action for Manitoba Hydro to establish which

asset classes warrant more attention than others is to make a concerted

effort  to  continue  enhancing  its  asset  condition  and  risk  information

databases,  while  implementing  the  asset  management  frameworks

devised to ensure that this information is properly utilized.  For instance,

while the Kinetrics report indicates that the XLPE underground cables are

the asset class in the worst condition, this assessment is not based on

actual  condition  information.   At  the  same  time,  Manitoba  Hydro’s

evidence suggests that cable injection is proving to be a viable and cost-

effective means of avoiding cable replacement, subject to any potential

scale  restrictions.   This  example  illustrates  the  benefits  of  asset

management decisions informed by actual asset performance, rather than

pro-forma approaches. 
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While  the  impact  of  reduced  investments  on  the  reliability  is  not

immediate, there are recent precedents of utilities deferring a portion of

investments into the future without adverse consequences.  For instance,

in  Ontario,  in  several  recent  proceedings  the  Ontario  Energy  Board

imposed capital budget reductions by specific investment portfolios or on a

system level, giving the applicants discretion to determine which projects

or programs were ultimately reduced to attain the aggregate reduction.1

c) Based  on  Manitoba  Hydro’s  response  to  COALITION/MH I-148c  there

have been no instances where  generation equipment  outages affected

reliability statistics over the past five years. As such, and subject to major

unforeseen events, METSCO would expect Manitoba Hydro to be able to

limit  the  impact  of  individual  generation  station  equipment  outages  on

customer reliability in the near term. However, this need not imply that

generation renewal investments are less critical, given a variety of other

key drivers, including revenue loss, employee and public safety, system

operation efficiency, environmental, and others. 

d) While the planned completion of major new transmission and generation

projects would potentially give Manitoba Hydro’s system operators more

options  as  to  the  means  of  ensuring  that  power  is  delivered  to  their

customers  across  the  province  under  a  variety  of  system  outage

scenarios, the new projects would not in themselves obviate the need for

sustainment expenditures on the existing assets.

In  other  words,  the  planned  greenfield  additions  do  not  change  the

probability  of  outages  on  the  existing  equipment,  but  may change  the

1 Ontario Energy Board. DECISION AND ORDER EB-2015-0003. POWERSTREAM INC. 
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record/537387/File/document; Ontario Energy Board. 
DECISION AND ORDER EB-2014-0116. TORONTO HYDRO-ELECTRIC SYSTEM LIMITED. 
http://www.rds.oeb.ca/HPECMWebDrawer/Record/511251/File/document
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impact of such outages (both in terms of the length of restoration time,

restoration costs and the magnitude of customer reliability).  Determining

the optimal trade-offs between outage probability and impact involves the

asset health and risk-based analysis that the Applicant is yet to establish. 

PUB/COALITION I – 8

Reference:

METSCO Review of Manitoba Hydro’s 2017/18 and 2018/19 GRA Sustainment

Capital, Page 41 of 54

Preamble:

"As  discussed  above,  the  Applicant’s  evidence  indicates  that  it  uses  a  wide

variety of estimates in terms of their precision when preparing capital plans for

regulatory filings, which has consistently resulted in underestimation of planning

cost estimates relative to actuals. Our examination of 49 project costs across

generation,  transmission  and  distribution  businesses  revealed  an  average

underestimation  of  46.7%  between  the  actual  project  costs  and  their  initial

estimates  –  a number that  increases to  106% if  the  average is  weighted by

projects’  final  costs  (suggesting  that  larger  project  costs  are,  on  average,

underestimated to a larger degree).  While the applicant appears to materially

underestimate  the  costs  of  individual  projects,  it  appears  to  consistently

overestimate  its  achievable  levels  of  in-service  additions.  Based  on  the  data

provided by Manitoba Hydro, between 2014/15 and 2016/17 the Applicant came

short of its forecasted in-service additions by the weighted average of 11% within

the  Major  New  Generation  and  Transmission  category,  and  18.4%  in  the

Business Operations Capital category. "
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Question:

Given that Manitoba Hydro has been consistently underspending its in service

addition programs while still maintaining top quartile reliability performance, does

this  indicate  that  planned  program  expenditures  could  be  reduced  without

impacting reliability performance?

i. If no, why not?

ii. If yes, what would be METSCO’s recommendation to Manitoba= Hydro in

terms  of  reducing  its  in-service  addition  programs  without  impacting

reliability performance?

Response:

Reliability  performance  (as  measured  by  indices  like  SAIDI  and  SAIFI)  is

considered  to  be  a  lagging  performance  measure  –  that  is,  significant

performance  changes  (whether  improvement  or  deterioration)  may  not  be

typically seen for several years following changes in asset intervention practices.

As such, and given the scope of information that it has had at its disposal up to

this  point  in  the  proceeding,  METSCO  does  not  have  sufficient  evidence  to

ascertain  the  causality  implied  in  the  question.   However,  METSCO  does

encourage the PUB to explore this issue in more detail with the Applicant in the

remaining  stages  of  this  proceeding,  as  the  issues  like  “acceptable”  level  of

performance  degradation,  or  the  time  lag  in  performance  reliability  indicators

require information that is only available to the Manitoba Hydro experts.  
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