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MS. LEA:  Okay, then.  Welcome or welcome back.

I propose, then, to proceed to go on the record.  This is a technical conference for Hydro One Networks and Hydro One Brampton's applications for Board approval of CDM programs, and the Board numbers for these proceedings are EB-2010-0331 and EB-2010-0332.

I am willing to begin questioning for Board Staff, unless anybody else particularly wants to go first.

I should note that the questions and answers in this technical conference, while we are on the record, will be part of the record, part of the evidence in this proceeding.

So I propose to ask -- yes?  I do not want to be on air.  In general, the technical conferences are not broadcast, as I understand it, or are they?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought they were.

MS. LEA:  I wasn't planning on having it broadcast, particularly as we will be using the mics, but...

Oh, okay.  We can certainly broadcast the on-record part, sure.

MS. LEA:  All righty.  Yesterday I sent an e-mail with suggested topics on it, and I don't propose to discuss those topics now, but for the help of Hydro One, my questions are arranged under those topic headings.

Mr. Engelberg sent an e-mail yesterday that dealt with the topics that Hydro One felt were appropriate.

I propose to begin my questioning and we will see how we go.  If these witnesses cannot answer the questions, we will deal with it as it comes up.  Agreeable?  All right.

I am going to begin, then -- I am going to begin, then, with the topic heading that I noted as "forecast savings and participation in the programs".

And you have, I believe, Hydro One, the Board decision of November 12, 2010 in which your targets were set out by the Board; is that correct?  You are aware of those targets?

Oh, Mr. Engelberg, perhaps you could introduce your witnesses.  They don't have to be sworn, but I should have maybe done that first.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Thank you.  To my left is Masoud Almassi of Hydro One Networks Inc. from the CDM group.  To his left is Stan But of Hydro One Networks Inc. for load forecasting.

To his left is Ralph Williams of Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

MR. ENGELBERG:  And to my right is Ian Malpass of Hydro One Networks Inc., who will be assisting me, and I am representing both of the LDC applicants.
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MS. LEA:  Well, we can.  Mr. Poch is asking, do you know who your witnesses will be in the hearing, in March?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We believe we know.  A final determination has not been made, but it will likely be a different panel than these people, who are prepared to answer the technical questions.

It may be that one of these people will also be at the oral hearing in March to answer the broad level of questions, but these people we felt were best suited for the technical conference and the technical questions.
Questions by Ms. Lea:

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  I wonder if we could have a look together at the exhibits, and there is one from Hydro One and there is one for Hydro One Brampton.  I would like to begin with Hydro One Brampton.

It is Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1.  And just looking at your evidence at page 1 of that exhibit, it appears that with the programs that you are proposing to have approved here and with the OPA programs, you will meet the targets that are listed in the Board's decision of December 12, 2010; is that correct?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, that is correct.

MS. LEA:  Turning to Hydro One Networks, though, if we look at the same exhibit, Exhibit B-1 -- Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 2, it looks as if you will apparently not meet your targets by some relatively small amount, and yet figure 2 says that you may.

Can you please help me understand those figures?

MR. ALMASSI:  In the evidence, we have indicated that 80 percent of our target will be met through OPA-approved programs, and the remaining 20 percent will be met by the six proposed Board-approved initiatives.

MS. LEA:  Well, what I am trying to get at, though, is -- maybe I can very much more specific.

In the Board's decision, in appendix A, the LDC CDM targets are listed.  And Hydro One Networks' target for net annual peak demand savings is 213.660 megawatts.

And in figure 1, it indicates that your peak cumulative savings are 210,000 kilowatts.  So we just move the decimal three places; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  So you are apparently missing 660 kilowatts, and I am just asking if this is a rounding error.  What is going on here?

MR. ALMASSI:  Our initial target, estimated targets, megawatt were at 210 and gigawatt-hours was 1-0-1-4, 1,014.

Subsequently, these -- these were preliminary initial targets allocated to Hydro One.  Subsequently, the targets were updated, and our targets now are at 213 megawatts and 1,130 gigawatt-hours.

And that is where -- the discrepancy, I believe, you are referring to.

MS. LEA:  What I am trying to understand is -- the discrepancy I am interested in is between the targets listed in the Board's decision that you are required to meet and the targets you apparently plan to meet.

Am I misunderstanding your evidence?  It doesn't have to do with the Hydro One update.  I am just trying to figure out:  Are you planning to meet the targets from the Board's decision or not?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are planning to meet our targets.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  And is there any evidence that updates this figure 1, then, at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 2, to show that your targets are revised as per the Board's decision?

MR. ALMASSI:  The revised decision will be met through a variance account, and it will also be met as we track our results.  And, subsequently, we will respond by additional initiatives, if required.

But our intention is to meet the targets as proposed.

MS. LEA:  The targets in the Board's decision?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  All right, thank you.  Now, as several interrogatories pointed out, initially - and this is, I think, what you began to talk about - there are several places in the evidence where you reference the amount of the target you will estimate using the OPA programs -- that you will achieve using the OPA programs.

And your consultant originally talked about 71 percent, but at the exhibit we have just been looking at, you believe that the OPA programs will bring you up to 80 percent.

And you explained in an AMPCO interrogatory - it was Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 6 - that the increase in predicted savings was due to updated information.

What was that information?  Sorry, is your mic on, sir?

MR. ALMASSI:  The consultant study, at the time that it was completed, relied on the best information available to them at the time.

Subsequent to the completion of the study, we had additional information, various additional information particularly related to the design of the OPA-approved programs, and accordingly, we adjusted the consultant study estimates as to the move from 71 percent to 80 percent.

MS. LEA:  So the updated information was updated information about OPA programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned, we have been participating in all -- as is indicated in the evidence -- we have been participating in all OPA working groups, a design of OPA-approved programs.

And subsequent to the consultant study, we had more information about the design of those programs, and as a result, we updated our estimates.

MS. LEA:  Right.  I think that was a "yes"?

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay.

MS. LEA:  Thank you, sir.

I wonder if we could look together, please, at Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 1.  That is a CCC interrogatory.  Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 1.

Now, with my very basic mathematical skills, I attempted to calculate what percentage you were going to achieve through the OPA programs according to the numbers in this chart.

I am not you go to ask you to do calculations on the fly.  But the way that I calculated this - and my math may be inaccurate - is that you will achieve 76 percent of your peak savings and 83 percent of your energy savings using OPA programs.

I wonder if at some point today, you could just check that I have done that mathematical calculation correctly, and what I would need to know from you now is:  Is this the best information you have now?  In other words, are these the best numbers about the percentage that you will achieve through the OPA programs?  Not the percentages themselves, but the numbers that appear on this chart; this is the best information now?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  And are these numbers the same ones that you revised in response to learning more about the OPA programs?  Or has there been an additional update from the 80 percent?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  There has not been an update.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So that's fine, thanks.

In the OPA's letter which was filed in answer to a Board Staff interrogatory, Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 4, attachment 1, the OPA says that its projected savings from the province-wide programs are about 78 percent of the peak target, provincial target, and 91 percent of the energy savings of the provincial target.

Why are Hydro One's projected savings from the OPA programs lower for your customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  In Hydro One's estimates, we relied on the best information available to us regarding OPA-approved programs.  And we specifically looked at our own customer base, and based on the analysis that we did related to our customer base, we adjusted those estimates to 80 percent.

MS. LEA:  What are the characteristics of your customer base that you looked at in making these adjustments?

MR. ALMASSI:  The characteristics that we -- I could refer to will depend on the program and on the market on the specific initiatives.

MS. LEA:  All right.  Well, why don't we take a specific initiative, then?  Let's -- I don't know whether I am picking a good one for the purpose of this, but you talk about the monitoring and targetting initiative at the answer to Board Staff IR 25?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  And I understand from your evidence that when you were assessing potential savings, there were two primary inputs for your particular customer base, and they were customer surveys and your consultant's report.

And you have provided both of these, the surveys and the report, on the record.

So can you describe to me as an example -- using IR 25, if that is agreeable -- as an example of how you put the pieces of information together?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  That's a similar process, analysis that we have used.

MS. LEA:  Well, I am asking you to describe, please, the process that you used.

You had several inputs: the OPA information, your consultant's report, customer surveys.

How did you take this information and come up with a number for Hydro One's customer base?

MR. ALMASSI:  The process is as follows.  We received the -- we had the best information available to us regarding the Board -- the OPA-approved programs.  They were based on province-wide assumptions, if you will.

So what we did, we took the information from OPA regarding the overall general market characteristics, if you will, and we looked at, specifically, our own customer base, the potential, we took the consultant study feedback into account, and we relied on our own past experience with those markets.

And accordingly, we updated the estimates.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  And what I am trying to get at is:  What is it about your particular customer base, what is it about your particular customer base that you think about, that you take into account when you are giving these estimates?

I mean, you have evidence on the record that it is a rural customer base.  We know that Hydro One serves a broad area of territory.  We know that Hydro One has different characteristics in its distribution system than many other distributors.

These are the sorts of things that I am asking you whether you take this into account.  Can you help me?

MR. ALMASSI:  Let me start basically by mentioning that when the program is designed for province-wide, you are dealing with average numbers across many territories and across many customer bases.

It is expected, once you focus on a specific customer base, your information will be more specific and it would be with greater accuracy in many respects, and accordingly, the estimates have been adjusted.

I am not clear what aspect of the specific customer base you would like me to expand on at this point in time.

MS. LEA:  Whatever ones were important to you in coming up with your adjustments to the way that you estimated the results from the OPA programs that you expect.

MR. ALMASSI:  You referred to monitoring and targetting, which is --


MS. LEA:  As an example, yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- which is a Board-approved program.

MS. LEA:  Right.  Okay.  So perhaps I made a mistake there, and I certainly did.

So for the OPA programs and estimating their savings, can you give me an example from that?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I'm sorry, Ms. Lea, I am not sure I understand the question that you are asking about a Board-approved program.  Are you asking about --


MS. LEA:  I'm not.  I made a mistake, Mr. Engelberg.  I referred to an interrogatory that dealt with the Board-approved program.

Perhaps the best thing for me to do is to move on, and see we will see if we can find a way to come back to this if it matters to me.

Let's have a look, please, at Exhibit I, tab 11, schedule 3, which is a School Energy Coalition interrogatory.  Yes, Exhibit I, tab 11, schedule 3.

I was interested -- now, this is a Board-approved program -- I am recognizing that -- but I am trying to get at the question of how you estimate savings.

In part (d), it is asked why, for the double-return-plus initiative, there are different results of estimated savings and budget for these two applicants that are before us.

And the response is the differences are primarily due to the different customer demographics in Hydro One Brampton Networks and Hydro One Networks.  Can you expand on that answer?

MR. ALMASSI:  May I point out that I believe there has been a correction made with regards to some of the assumptions for Hydro One Brampton's program?

If I may, I will ask Ralph, please.

MS. LEA:  Okay, yes.  As I recall, there was a correction.  Tell me about that, please.

MR. WILLIAMS:  One of the base assumptions that we used, upon further investigation, we found was incorrect.

And as a result, we had overstated the savings and the -- both in the megawatts and the gigawatts.  It has changed and decreased considerably, and also with a reduction of the budget.  And the percentages are now proportional to, I guess closer percentages to what Networks had in their projection.

MS. LEA:  Do I understand that -- where do we find that correction, sir, in the evidence?

MR. WILLIAMS:  There is a blue page correction that is going to be submitted.

MS. LEA:  It is going to be submitted?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just ask when that is going to happen?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We are hoping to get that as soon as possible, sir.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Any guesses as to when this is coming?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Hopefully it will be by the end of day.

MS. LEA:  End of today?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  All right.  Thank you.  So we will put over our questions, then, about that until we see that blue page end.

So this error that Hydro One Brampton noted, the same error was not made in the Hydro One Networks' calculation?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Just one moment, please.

Thank you for that indication.  I wonder, though, I am still trying to get at my original line.  There are different customer demographics between Hydro One Brampton and Hydro One Networks; am I right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  And do these customer demographics actually affect the potential savings?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.  In some initiatives more than others, but that's correct.

MS. LEA:  For which initiatives is it an important factor?

MR. ALMASSI:  I would say in a small commercial demand response program.

MS. LEA:  Is that because there is simply a lower percentage in Hydro One Networks' territory of those types of customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  The type of customers, the size of the customer base, and I would -- I would also ask Ralph to volunteer any thoughts you have on that.

MR. WILLIAMS:  The numbers that Brampton have, as a result of our aggressive metering, we do have interval metering down to a lower level than what Hydro One has.  And, as a result, we are able to analyze our customers to a little higher degree, and, as such, we are able to tweak our numbers accordingly.

We've got a better -- I guess where some of these programs require interval-metered customers, our percentages are higher than what Networks would have.

MS. LEA:  Okay, yes.  That is helpful.  Thank you.

I wanted to talk about a somewhat different subject now.  The targets for reducing peak that you were given, the provincial target for reducing peak, they reduce the summer peak on the provincial system, or they are intended to reduce that peak; is that correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  But do I understand it correctly that Hydro One Networks is a winter peaking utility?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.

MS. LEA:  And I think that this was addressed in the Canadian Energy Efficiency Alliance Interrogatory No. 19 briefly.

So the OPA programs that you are using, they do not address a winter peak at all; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  The programs are intended for summer peak reductions; that's correct.

MS. LEA:  Do any of your six proposed programs -- do they address a winter peak issue?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have proposed six programs.  These programs have peak reduction targets, as well as energy savings -- kilowatt-hour saving targets.

And the kilowatt-hour savings are all year long.  Those are 12 months' savings, and those savings are always associated to reduce demand, peak demand, as well, especially for winter peak.

So I would say for the demand response programs, to be clear, we have targetted summer peak.  However, our portfolio of the six programs have energy savings, which is for 12 months, and, therefore, we are addressing or reducing winter peak through our programs.

MS. LEA:  Okay, thank you.  Now, the electric thermal storage heater program that is mentioned in the consultant's report is at page 9 of the consultant's report, and I think the exhibit number for that is Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 1, attachment 1, at page 9.

This program would have assisted in addressing a winter peak?

MR. BUT:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Why did you choose not to use it?

MR. BUT:  The reason why we are not using it right now is because the target is to reduce the summer peak.

MS. LEA:  So you wanted to deal with the required targets of reducing summer peak?

MR. BUT:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Have you discussed the idea with other distributors who are winter peaking about whether this would be a good idea, anyway, even though it doesn't specifically get at the peak targets that you have been assigned?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Lea, I think that we are moving here into questions of a strategic nature, of the design of the programs and the priorities and so forth, which Hydro One believes, as I indicated in my e-mail yesterday, are appropriate to be dealt with in the oral hearing, as opposed to a technical conference.

MS. LEA:  So you would rather that I direct questions about discussions with other utilities, and so on, to the witnesses in the hearing?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.  We will have witnesses at the hearing that will be prepared to answer those sorts of design and strategic questions that are much broader than these technical questions.

MS. LEA:  For my purposes, I am content with that and I will move on.  There may be others who need more assistance.

We should note for the record, then, that Hydro One witnesses at this technical conference are not answering that question at this time.

Moving, then, to the question of budget.  And just for the record, there is confidential material filed in this hearing, and I don't expect to mention any of it.

If anyone is going to mention anything confidential, you will need to let us know immediately so that we can go off air and deal with it in the proper fashion.  I don't expect to mention any confidential material.

MR. POCH:  Jennifer, can I just interrupt while you are talking about that?  We recognized there was confidential material filed and there was a potential to argue about whether it should be confidential or not, and I think most of us passed on that.

But we were never given the opportunity to obtain it.  Now, I gather Board Staff may have seen it, but I don't know if anybody is in a different position.  None of us were given any opportunity to obtain it and to file an undertaking and see it.

MS. LEA:  Well, an undertaking has been filed, I know, by one party.

Perhaps the process wasn't very -- wasn't done.  Can we leave that aside, David, and we will talk about it further, certainly, if this is going to be an issue?

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  That's great.

MS. LEA:  Just don't let me forget.  Thanks.

All right.  With respect to budget, then, gentlemen, you described your program budgets in your prefiled evidence, and you have described at Exhibit I, tab 5, schedule 2 -- which is -- it is a GEC interrogatory -- how you have budgeted for the OPA programs.

And at a CCC interrogatory, Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 2, you describe in general terms how you established the budget for the programs for which you are seeking Board approval.

You have provided further details to Board Staff in various interrogatories, as well.

My questions are very basic.

Was the budgeting process that you undertook for your own programs, the ones for which you are seeking approval, was that similar to the budgeting process that the OPA used in setting its program budgets?  Do you know?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Lea, insofar as this gets into the OPA budgeting process, these witnesses, nor the ones at the hearing, at the oral hearing, will be able to answer questions regarding that.

At the oral hearing, the Hydro One witnesses will be able to answer questions about the budgeting process that Hydro One used for its own Board-approved programs.

MS. LEA:  Mm-hmm.  The reason I ask, Mr. Engelberg, is that the OPA letter suggested that Hydro One worked very closely all along with the OPA in the development of the programs, and so on and so forth.

And I thought you might have some insight, or I thought maybe the OPA's process had informed yours.  And that is what I was really trying to get at.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think that at the oral hearing, the Hydro One representatives will be able to answer whether the OPA process informed the Hydro One process, but will not be able to answer questions about what the OPA went through and how they came to their conclusions.

MS. LEA:  Mm-hmm.  Okay.  I think I understand what you said.

There was a gentleman down the way that -- I'm sorry, sir.

MR. SILK:  It's Dana Silk from EnviroCentre.  I have a technical question that they might be interested in answering on an issue you just raised.  Is now the time to do that?  Or do you want to --


MS. LEA:  In general –-

MR. SILK:  -- ask all of your questions first?

MS. LEA:  In general, we go in sequence, sir, but if it is going to make a difference and you are afraid you might lose your chance, I certainly don't mind.

MR. SILK:  I just wanted to give them the opportunity to answer a question.  So I can go for it?

MS. LEA:  Yes, please.
Questions by Mr. Silk:


MR. SILK:  The electrical thermal storage units that were just raised, the question is:  On your TRCs, you did not assign a TRC value to the electrical thermal storage technology; can you tell us why?

MR. ALMASSI:  The thermal storage is a winter peak demand saving technology, and as such, no values were assigned in our -- in our analysis to that particular item.

MS. LEA:  Perhaps I can help.  Do I understand --


MR. ALMASSI:  You mentioned --


MS. LEA:  Sorry -- your answer to (b) that because you are not seeking Board approval of that program at this time, and because it doesn't address the targets that the ministry and the Board have set for you, you did not apply a TRC analysis to it?

MR. ALMASSI:  The thermal storage was mentioned in our submission as one of the potential programs that we will be -- we intend to look into, as only a program concept and the potential program.

The analyses have not been done, and we cannot make a comment at this point in time.

If we are referring to the consultant's study, I believe I need -- subject to check, if there is no value for TRC, that's because it is related to the winter peak reduction.  And that would be the reason why the TRC values are not there.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

Is there evidence on the record in this hearing about Hydro One's past performance in setting and keeping to CDM budgets?  And if there is, can you direct me to that evidence, please?

MR. ALMASSI:  I believe, in relation to our past experience, we have submitted the annual reports --


MS. LEA:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- for our performance.

MS. LEA:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  And we believe that those programs were successful.  We met our targets and we met our targets within budget.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So in order to understand, then, Hydro One's past performance, I go to the annual reports and I look at the budget numbers at the end.

And then how would I know what the original budget was that was set?  Would I go to evidence in a Hydro One hearing?  Or...

It might be useful to have Hydro One provide an undertaking of those budget numbers for the annual reports for which you've submitted -- the annual reports that you have submitted.

MR. ENGELBERG:  We will provide that undertaking.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  So Undertaking 1 from the technical conference, then, will be the original budgets set for those programs for which you have provided budget results in your annual reports.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCJ1.1:  to PROVIDE ORIGINAL BUDGETS SET FOR PROGRAMS FOR WHICH HYDRO ONE HAS PROVIDED BUDGET RESULTS IN ITS ANNUAL REPORTS.

MS. LEA:  Is that right?  I think I got it.  Yes.

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

Now, I wonder if we could look together -- I beg your pardon?  Undertaking 1.  I beg your pardon, Undertaking 1 on the technical conference.

I wonder if we could turn together, please, to GEC Interrogatory 13.  So that is Exhibit I, tab 5, schedule 13.

You explain here that you hired four additional full-time staff in 2010.  Is the money for this staff already -- for these staff already in your revenue requirement?  Or are you seeking money for those staff in this application?

MR. BUT:  The staff resources that you referenced is already approved in our previous rate case.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Thank you.

And you are hiring five full-time staff to deal with the OPA programs?  Do I understand that correctly?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  And are the costs for those staff covered by your budgets for the OPA programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  And is that fact in this application somewhere?  I know we are not testing your OPA budgets; I just want to know if that is on the record.

MR. ALMASSI:  It is on the record as a part of response to the interrogatories.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Thank you.

And you plan to hire six full-time staff if the proposed programs are approved?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  All right.  And if we can look together, then, at some AMPCO interrogatories, 20 and 21, I believe, that is Exhibit I, tab 9 schedule 20.

And you filled out a chart in response to this interrogatory that shows the full-time equivalents each year here.

Just to be clear, you are not hiring six per year.  You are hiring six in total, right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are hiring six in total.

MS. LEA:  Court Reporter, did you get that answer?  Thank you.

MR. ALMASSI:  We are hiring six in total.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Thank you. In AMPCO Interrogatory No. 21, the salary costs under "Salary Costs, Including Benefits" in the response chart, those salaries are for the six staff members?  Or are they the five plus the six?  Or the five plus the six plus the four you already have?

MR. ALMASSI:  Those are only for the six that we are hiring for the Board-approved programs.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So under monitoring and targetting, the salary costs for one person is $858,000?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct, over four years.

MS. LEA:  Over four years, all right.  The community events and neighbourhood benchmarking, over how many years does that go?

MR. ALMASSI:  That would be over four years, as well.

MS. LEA:  So each of these is the four-year costs down that column?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  One moment, please.  I am going to move to questions about the customers you are targetting, and there was some good information provided in answer to the LIEN interrogatories 1, 3 and 4.

Now, do I understand correctly that you are part of a working group with the OPA, and this working group is still working on the province-wide program that is going to be targetted at low-income consumers; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  And you will participate in this program when it is launched?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  And are the anticipated savings from this program included in the savings that you have put in the evidence as being derived from OPA programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  The savings are preliminary estimates by Hydro One Networks.

MS. LEA:  But they're in the OPA program savings estimates you have given?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Are any of Hydro One's programs that you are proposing to receive Board approval for in this application, are any of those targetted specifically at low-income customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  We have not.

MS. LEA:  But low-income consumers can access those programs if they are relevant to their circumstances?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Are you not involved with the OPA in the First Nations-targetted program design?

MR. ALMASSI:  The First Nations program is, at this point in time, the responsibility of the OPA.

We are very supportive of the effort, and we will be working with OPA in developing that program, but it is a province-wide program and not Hydro One Networks' program.

MS. LEA:  I understand.  But you would use that OPA program when it becomes available?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.

MS. LEA:  And are any of the programs that you have before the Board in this application specifically targetted at First Nations or Métis consumers?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we have not.

MS. LEA:  And which one -- of these six programs, which ones might be most relevant to that customer group?

MR. ALMASSI:  The community education events is the most relevant initiative in the portfolio.  The neighbourhood benchmarking has potential, as well.  Those are the two programs that I would point out.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Now, you have mentioned -- as we spoke about before, you have mentioned in your evidence that Hydro One faces special challenges because it primarily serves a rural customer base.

Can you describe for me what those challenges are and how the programs that you have brought here address or respond to those challenges?

MR. ALMASSI:  If I may use community events, the community education events initiative, as an example?

MS. LEA:  Yes, go ahead.

MR. ALMASSI:  Essentially, in Hydro One's territory...

In Hydro One's territory, because of geography, we have a number of hard-to-reach communities that are not served as well by the province-wide programs.  That would be very specific to Hydro One.

And the community education events initiative has been designed to provide opportunities for face-to-face interaction, for reaching those hard to reach communities as much as possible to promote conservation.

That would be the best example of how the customer base can be different in Hydro One's territory.

MS. LEA:  Okay, thank you.

Now, in an interrogatory from the Canadian Energy Efficiency Alliance - it is their Interrogatory No. 23, so that is Exhibit I, tab 3, schedule 23 -- Exhibit I, tab 3, schedule 23.  This interrogatory addresses the question of a regional breakdown of the program results.

And I was wondering whether such a breakdown would be helpful to Hydro One.  Would it help you better understand CDM in your territory if the results were broken down by region?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  I would say greater information about the customer base, in any respect, is very helpful to us.

MS. LEA:  And will Hydro One be breaking down its program results, for the six programs you are seeking approval for here, by region?

MR. ALMASSI:  Tracking the results of the six initiatives, including the community education events, is a part of the plan for all of those programs.

So we certainly intend to track the results as much as possible.  I would say, however, the detailed plans regarding the tracking of the results will be determined, especially with regards to geography, once the deployment plans have been completed.

But the answer is, yes, we will -- through the tracking system for each initiative, we will track the results by geography.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Turning then to cost effectiveness and inputs, again, my questions here are fairly basic questions.

So you have provided an answer to various Board Staff interrogatories, the cost-effectiveness calculations and the input assumptions that you used in making those calculations for the proposed programs; is that correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  May I ask to repeat the question?

MS. LEA:  Yes.  It was not a very good one, frankly.

Perhaps I'd just say that in various Board Staff interrogatories - and they are numbers 7, 18, 25, 33 and 39 - that you have provided the cost-effectiveness calculations and the input assumptions used in making those calculations.

Has Hydro One -- request you confirm for me, has Hydro One used the OPA's cost-effectiveness tests?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have used OPA's cost-effectiveness templates and the model.

MS. LEA:  And the measures and assumptions list from the OPA?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct, where it is applicable.

MS. LEA:  And where it is applicable, then - and I will deal with that in a second - were there any deviations from these lists?

Do you want to answer this by way of undertaking instead, sir?  I don't want to put you on the spot if it is not easy to find.

The question is:  Have you deviated from the measures and assumptions list provided by the OPA?

MR. ALMASSI:  I can provide an example at this point in time.

MS. LEA:  Yes?

MR. ALMASSI:  No problem.

In our -- in one of our responses to the questions submitted to us by VECC, we responded that in a particular case, we used the 2008 "Every Kilowatt Counts" EM&V report as a source for our free ridership estimates, for example, as opposed to the measures and assumptions list, OPA's measures and assumptions list.

MS. LEA:  And which –-

MR. ALMASSI:  That would be an example where it was applicable and the information -- that is where the information was available.

MS. LEA:  So the VECC interrogatories are at Exhibit I, Tab 10.  Do you know which interrogatory it was?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  It is No. 7, I-1-7.

MS. LEA:  Sorry.  This is a VECC interrogatory?  It sounds like a Board Staff interrogatory.

MR. ALMASSI:  This is a question that they submitted to us and we have not discussed as yet.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So you --


MR. ALMASSI:  I'm sorry.  It has not been submitted as yet.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I believe Mr. Almassi is referring to the list of questions that VECC sent yesterday --


MS. LEA:  Oh, I beg your pardon.

MR. ENGELBERG:  -- for the purposes of the technical conference.  He is not referring to an interrogatory.

MS. LEA:  Oh, okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  I beg your pardon.  All right.

So we will hear the answer to that when you answer VECC's questions at the technical conference?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Right.  So can you describe to me, then, under what circumstances you deviate from these measures and assumptions lists, in general?

That is an example, because the information was better from another source?

MR. ALMASSI:  The information was not available in measures and assumptions list.

MS. LEA:  I see.

MR. ALMASSI:  But that is primarily the reason why we may deviate from measures and assumptions list.

MS. LEA:  And when, in your initial answer, you said:  Where it is applicable, we use the measures and assumptions list, are there some things for which these lists are not applicable?  Or is that what you have just addressed?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  This is what I just addressed.

I would make a correction.  It is not applicable -- if it is not available, then we use alternative sources.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

So besides these inputs that we have just talked about, what inputs were there into these calculations that Hydro One derived?  So what assumptions were made by Hydro One not from the OPA lists?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are -- just a clarification.  So you are referring to any assumption that went into the design of the Board-approved programs?

MS. LEA:  Only into the cost-effectiveness test.

MR. ALMASSI:  Cost-effectiveness test?  Participation rate is one.  Participation rate is a good example.

We have -- we look at our own specific customer base, based on our past experience with the customer base, and we assess the participation rate accordingly.

MS. LEA:  Are there other examples that were particularly relevant to the calculations?

MR. ALMASSI:  Relevant in -- I'm sorry, clarification.  Relevant to?

MS. LEA:  In other words, when you are doing the calculation, you said that Hydro One provided an assumption, or its own data about the participation rate.

Are there other aspects of those calculations for which Hydro One provided its own assumptions, its own data?

MR. ALMASSI:  Subject to check, I do not believe there are many -- other examples, but subject to check.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Thank you.  So you can let us know later in the day if that answer needs to be changed, please.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Jennifer?

MS. LEA:  Yes?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry to interrupt.  A number of us will be interested in that subject, and I wonder if it is useful to get an undertaking to provide a table --


MS. LEA:  Sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- of all of the non-OPA assumptions used in the calculations, and their source.  Just a table of what -- there's six programs.  They each have -- I don't know -- eight or ten assumptions of various types.  If we can just identify which of the ones that aren't OPA numbers?

MR. ALMASSI:  I believe this information has been provided in the IR responses to the Board's questions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So can you tell us where it is?

MS. LEA:  Yes.  Point us to it, please.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you can give us a reference to where that table is, that would be good.

MR. ALMASSI:  It is IR No. 7.

MS. LEA:  Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 7.  Yes?

MR. ALMASSI:  The responses to Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 7, page 1 -- starting from page 1, we have provided a complete and standard set of information about our TRC, PAC and PC assumptions, and calculations, in terms of the ratios.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So --


MR. ALMASSI:  And the sources of information, as well.

MS. LEA:  Can you point out to me, then, where we see in this interrogatory which assumptions are Hydro One-derived?

So for example, as we look down page 3, we see "Participants" and this is:  "Hydro One expects..."

So that is a Hydro One assumption there with respect to participation?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  All right.  The next box:

"Peak demand savings were based on the OPA measures and assumptions list."

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  All right.  Equipment life, that is the OPA measures and assumptions list?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Incremental costs, OPA.

Free ridership percent?  I am presuming it is yours.  I don't know that the OPA has that, but I don't know.

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned earlier, I pointed out this particular example --


MS. LEA:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- on page 4, we used the "Every Kilowatt Counts" EM&V report as a source for the free ridership assumptions.

MS. LEA:  And that is an OPA report?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is an OPA report.

MS. LEA:  Uh-huh.  The incentives, this is -- it says:  "Actual Hydro One purchase costs"?

MR. ALMASSI:  Those are based on Hydro One's estimates of our purchasing of the above-mentioned products.

MS. LEA:  Returning, then, to the one that you highlighted at the beginning of this question, which is the participation rate, looking at this calculation, then, the calculation would be quite sensitive to the participation rate; is that correct?

The cost-effectiveness calculations, the participation rate would be a fairly major component of the calculation?

MR. ALMASSI:  It certainly is an important factor.

MS. LEA:  And how did Hydro One -- can you give us more detail about how Hydro One came up with the number, then, of participation?

MR. ALMASSI:  Participation rate is formed based on -- based on Hydro One's past experience, particularly over the past five years, familiarity with the customer base, and those are the bases, and participation rates are subject to tracking in every initiative, and, if the actual results deviate from the assumptions, they are corrected.

And, therefore, over time, for the past five years of experience, in CDM you arrive at participation rates based on your experience and adjustments that you have done over time.

MS. LEA:  So it is a question of Hydro One's experience with participation in programs as similar as possible to the ones that you are going to do?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  I have a couple of questions specifically for Hydro One Brampton with respect to cost effectiveness.

Now, you noted that you have performed further analysis since your original submission for the community education initiative and the monitoring and targetting initiative.  We have talked a little bit about this.

The TRC and PAC test results have fluctuated.  What is causing this change in these results?

MR. WILLIAMS:  In the targetting and monitoring, the fluctuation was strictly a clerical mistake that was -- the wrong PAC and TRC was submitted.

The targetting and -- I should say the education --


MS. LEA:  Before you go on, then, the monitoring and targetting, the accurate number, is that yet on the record or do we expect that --


MR. WILLIAMS:  That is coming.

MS. LEA:  That is the blue sheet update?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MS. LEA:  Please go ahead with the community education.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Community education, the assumption of participants was adjusted.

MS. LEA:  On what basis?

MR. WILLIAMS:  The number that was originally submitted was not the one that was actually used in the calculation, and we have just corrected one of our mistakes on the spreadsheets.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Is that correction then --


MR. WILLIAMS:  That is coming, also.

MS. LEA:  That is coming also, hmm-hmm.

So these were errors as opposed to a re-thinking of the assumptions?

MR. WILLIAMS:  These were errors, yes.

MS. LEA:  That's fine, then.  We will look at the blue sheets as they come in.

One moment, please.

I have a few questions about program evaluation.  Does anyone need a break in the meantime?  People need a break?

Shall we reconvene at 11:15?  Does that work for folk, 11:20?  Sorry, David.

MR. POCH:  I was going to ask if during the break it is possible for someone to copy the VECC list of questions just for those of us who don't have it, because I imagine you will just refer to them by number, or Hydro One will.

MS. LEA:  Okay, thanks.  Let's reconvene at 11:20, please.

--- Break taken at 11:03 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:22 a.m.

MS. LEA:  The microphones are on, and we are on air and on record.

I have some more questions, gentlemen.  I would like to turn to the question of program evaluation, and as you are aware, the CDM Code at Section 3, 1, 4, sub (a) requires that a program evaluation plan be filed as part of an application for Board-approved programs.

Do I understand correctly that your program evaluation plan is not yet complete?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  And why is that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are -- we have designed the six Board-approved programs.  The deployment development is yet to be done after the –- after we have received approval from the Board.

And the EM&V plan, the detailed EM&V plan, will be a part of the development of the deployment plan.

MS. LEA:  And why do you believe it is best to wait for Board approval before finalizing this?

MR. ALMASSI:  The EM&V structure, in principle, is based on OPA's EM&V structure.  That is -- that is the overall indication of what the EM&V plan will comply with, which is essential.

The details of how and what set of data exactly is going to be tracked for the purposes of EM&V will be a part of the deployment plan, and it will be done once we have approval, so we can proceed with developing the deployment plan.

I believe the structure of the EM&V, being based on the OPA's EM&V, is the most important piece of information about the EM&V plan.

It is about the details that we need to do further work.

MS. LEA:  Has the OPA finalized its own EM&V protocols and its third-party vendor list?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have based our submission on the best information available, in terms of OPA's EM&V structure and plan.  And we are not, at this point in time, in the position to know if that EM&V plan -- which was available to us as the best source of information -- is finalized at this point or not.

MS. LEA:  So you don't know whether the OPA protocols and vendor list are finalized?  You do not know that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not know that.

MS. LEA:  How can the Board, in considering this application, have confidence that the programs will be properly evaluated, given that your plan is not complete?

MR. ALMASSI:  The design of the programs, the six Board-approved initiatives, are complete.

The deployment plan, the development will require approval for the programs before we can dedicate resources to the development of the deployment.

The EM&V plan, once again, is a part of that plan.  So once we have received the approval, we will complete our EM&V plan accordingly.

MS. LEA:  In your view, should the Board's approval of these programs be conditional on the completion of your evaluation plan?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Lea, I think that is a question best answered at the oral hearing by the panel that we will have then.

MS. LEA:  I don't have a problem with that, Mr. Engelberg.  I will move on.

The next topic heading is:  "Coordination with OPA Programs, Including Duplication."

And Mr. Engelberg, do I understand your position to be that those are questions for the hearing?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  From my part, I don't have a problem with that.  I will move on.

Likewise, "Program Prioritization and Future Programs"?  Mr. Engelberg, again, for the hearing?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  From my part, I don't have a problem with that.

And "Administrative Efficiencies"?  You are not prepared to have your witnesses answer those questions today, either?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Insofar as they relate to technical matters, perhaps they can.

MS. LEA:  Just give me a moment, please.

I have a few questions which are not strictly technical.  I will ask this one; you can let me know whether these witnesses are prepared to answer it.

For the six proposed programs that you are asking the Board to approve, are you able to assess the ease or difficulty of coordination with other LDCs in the OPA of these programs?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I believe that would best be handled at the oral hearing, as well.

MS. LEA:  All right.  So your witnesses are not prepared to answer that question today?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Just one moment.

So the last topic that I wanted to ask questions about is, I believe, a technical one; that is the accounting treatment.  I would like to turn to that, please.

All right.  For its accounting for these programs, is Hydro One using or planning to use appendix A of the CDM Code, that is the fully-allocated costing methodology in that appendix?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  Are you planning on using any deviations from that methodology?  Or have you used any deviations from that methodology?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we are not.

MS. LEA:  Now, the variance account that is referenced in Section 5.5 of the Code has not yet been -- it hasn't been created generically for all distributors, and I understand that Hydro One and Hydro One Brampton are each seeking to have the Board establish this account, which is the CDM variance account?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  And Hydro One Brampton, as well?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, that is correct.

MS. LEA:  All right.  And would you agree that the -- you will have an amount if these programs are approved, an amount approved by the Board to be collected by the IESO.

And would you agree that variances from the Board-approved amounts are subject to a prudency test?  That is, if you overspend, you may not recover the amount of overspending recorded in the account?

Is that your understanding?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes, that's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Why do you propose a $5 million trigger for disposition of the account?

And I think it is just Networks that is proposing this; am I correct about that?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So just before we deal with that question, then, for Hydro One Brampton, are you proposing to dispose of the account in your regular rate cases?  Or in what fashion would you propose to dispose of it?  Or do you know yet?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I can't answer that.  I don't know at this time.

MS. LEA:  All right.  For Hydro One Networks, then, you are proposing that the account be considered by the Board for disposition when it hits a $5 million amount in either direction?

MR. BUT:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Thank you, Mr. But.  And what is the reason for that?

MR. BUT:  We consider 5 million to be an amount that should be dealt with.

MS. LEA:  So it is of a sufficient magnitude as to -- as to warrant the Board considering disposition?

MR. BUT:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Now, in the OPA's letter which was filed in answer to Exhibit -- to a Staff IR, so it is tab 1, schedule 4, attachment 1, there is mention of the possibility of transitioning the Board-approved programs to OPA province-wide programs.

And I don't want to ask you about the subject matter of that transition.  But I do want to ask you, if that happened, would you be getting funding for the OPA programs from, if I can put it this way, the OPA bucket of money that is provided?

MR. ALMASSI:  The proposed initiatives will be either funded by the Board or the OPA.  It will not be funded by both agencies, if that is the question.

MS. LEA:  Well, it is, but the OPA later talks about transitioning.

So if the Board approves these six programs, as you have requested, and makes the order that the IESO collect and give to you the money for those programs, if those programs transition, sometime after that approval, to being OPA province-wide programs, would you also be receiving money from that bucket?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Lea, perhaps I could answer here.  I think that our witnesses at the oral hearing will probably be better prepared to answer that.

I believe that all we can say today is that there would be no double-dipping and that there would be coordination with the OPA in such a way that there wouldn't be funding of one organization for programs being issued and developed and handled by another corporation, that there would be a smooth transition, but that will be dealt with at the oral hearing.

MS. LEA:  Okay, that's fine.  The purport of my question had to do with whether or not such double-funding was possible, and, if so, whether it would be recorded in the variance account.  But as I understand what your counsel has said, the variance account will be recording over- and under-spending for the Board-approved amounts for the Board-approved programs only?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.  The variance account will not be used to account for double funding, because it is the plan that there will be no double funding.

MS. LEA:  Okay, one moment, please.

Thank you very much, gentlemen.  Those are my questions for the technical conference.

I think now we did have the written questions from VECC, and I think, Mr. Higgin, you said that you had to have your questions answered today.  Does everyone now have a copy of the VECC questions?

These questions have been made Exhibit 1 to the technical conference.
EXHIBIT NO. TCK1.1:  Questions from VECC posed by Dr. Higgin.

MS. LEA:  Mr. Higgin, over to you.
Questions by Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, Jennifer.

How would you like to proceed with these, Mr. Engelberg?  Would we have you read the question into the record and the answer, rather than me going to and fro?  How would you like to do this?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think what would be helpful to us, if it is okay with you, sir, is I think some of the questions may have already been asked and answered through Ms. Lea's questions.

It would be helpful to us if you would ask the questions, the ones that you would like answers to, and then the panel will attempt to answer them.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, then.  We will proceed that way.  We will start with Hydro One Networks - that is EB-2010-0332 application - and proceed from there.  Thank you.

So if we could turn up the questions, the first topic is on budget.  What I was just trying to do here, through this series of questions, was to put on the record in one place all of the budget information that I was interested in, and this was for the OPA consumer programs, OPA low-income programs, your own programs, consumer programs, and also the residential consumer component of the program administration budgets.

Those are questions 1 and 2.  So could you answer those questions?  And I did ask for tabulation.  Thank you.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.  Could I ask first that you explain to us what you mean by "tabulate"?  We weren't sure about that.

DR. HIGGIN:  I call tabulate being numbers in one place in a kind of table or spreadsheet, or something like that, so all of the numbers are in one place that you can look at, rather than searching around for them.

Thank you.

MS. LEA:  So you are seeking an undertaking, really?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  I think that would be the most helpful and expeditious way, perhaps, to answer at least these first two questions.

MR. ALMASSI:  In question 1, your question has three parts, (a), (b) and (c).

In (a) you ask about the budget for OPA programs, consumer programs, and you have mentioned $73.7 million as being the budget, and we confirm that.

You asked for confirmation in (b) regarding OPA low-income programs.  Fifteen million dollars you have indicated, and we confirm that as being the preliminary estimate for the low-income -- OPA's low-income program.

DR. HIGGIN:  Does that correspond to 20.3 of the percent of the residential budget?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, it does.

And in part (c), your question asked for HONI's consumer programs at $4.5 million and breakdown by community education events and neighbourhood benchmarking.  All of those, confirmed.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Dr. Higgin, if I might ask here, at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 8 of 24, there is a chart with dollar amounts listed.

Do your numbers that you have provided in the question, on behalf of VECC, differ from those numbers?

DR. HIGGIN:  Mm-hm.  That's right.

MR. ENGELBERG:  There is 15 million listed.  There is 73.7 million listed.  There is 40,500,000 listed.  In other words, is anything changing by virtue of your questions, or are your questions based on that figure 3 regarding the OPA-contracted province-wide programs?

DR. HIGGIN:  That is taken from that exhibit.  However, there is no percentage figure in that table, for example, showing what the low-income budget is as a percent of the consumer programs.

That is a number that I postulated to you.  You have just confirmed.

MR. ALMASSI:  But it is nonetheless based on exactly the numbers presented in the evidence.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  And then we did ask for the breakdown, which is not in that table, but is elsewhere in the evidence; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is in the evidence; that's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So it is not in the table that Mr. Engelberg referred to.  It is in another table where the breakdown for the consumer programs, residential, are shown?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is in the following --


DR. HIGGIN:  Table?

MR. ALMASSI:  -- table.

DR. HIGGIN:  Correct.

MR. ALMASSI:  In Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 11.  The breakdown is in the evidence, as well.

DR. HIGGIN:  Correct.  So could you answer question 2, then, and refer me to the evidence with respect to that, if needed?

MR. ALMASSI:  In question 2, the question number 1(i), sub-question (i), OPA programs estimated at 22.96 million.  Our answer, it is confirmed.  And it is in the Board Interrogatory No. 1, included in that response.

As for the -- for HONI, for Board-approved programs, the concept of program administration budget is different - based on the CDM Code, is different from the concept used by OPA.

So in that respect, the PAB is not applicable, program administration budget is not applicable to the Board-approved initiatives, the proposed initiatives.

The CDM Code requires marginal fixed costs, and allocable costs instead.  It's somewhat a different concept.  As shown in the evidence, that has been pointed out, as well.

DR. HIGGIN:  Could you point me to that evidence?

The point I would make to you in response, is:  Can you clarify -- in screening the programs, that is one of the key assumptions which is used in a number of the tests.

So what I am trying to get from you is what is the gross amount that is being assumed for the equivalent of those costs.

MR. ALMASSI:  We have redacted that information in our evidence for commercial reasons.

DR. HIGGIN:  Why is it commercial?  I think we will probably have another debate about that.

We could understand that if it was due to a tender or other thing that it perhaps is, but can you explain why that must be redacted?  Because, in my estimation, it is a cost that ratepayers must pay, and we need to know what that cost is.

MR. ALMASSI:  The total costs of the initiatives, they have been disclosed.  It is paid by the ratepayers.

What we are referring to here is the breakdown of that cost, and we have redacted the information because we believe it will compromise our upcoming RFPs related to the deployment of the programs.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Can you answer, then, -- probably a similar answer to question 3?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.  That's a similar answer.  That information is redacted in the evidence.

DR. HIGGIN:  So then intervenors who wish to see that have to sign the undertaking and then we may have in camera questions in the hearing.

Is that how we should proceed?

MR. ENGELBERG:  It would be Hydro One's position that it would be available to intervenors who signed the Board's confidentiality undertaking, as long as the participants who signed that are not parties or persons or organizations who may be involved in the RFP process or their consultants.

Those people, it is Hydro One's position, would not be able to obtain that information even if they signed the Board's confidentiality declaration.

But they would be available to other parties.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

So then can you provide a response to question No. 4?

MR. ALMASSI:  Question No. 4, the way we understand the question, the total residential costs for 2011 to 2014, including both OPA province-wide programs and the Board-approved programs, is $78.2 million.

Once again, this information is available in the evidence in figure 3 and figure 4.

DR. HIGGIN:  Could you clarify whether that number includes PAB, other costs, EM&V, and all of those costs?  Because that is what we're asking for, is the grand total.

MR. ALMASSI:  It is the grand total, including both fixed and variable costs for every program, in that respect.

DR. HIGGIN:  Is your proposal as per the Board's practice in the past to allocate -- this is question 5 -- to the residential class customers, and those costs and no others will be allocated and collected from those customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  We -- yes, we confirm that all of these costs are paid through global adjustment mechanism.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  And then can you answer question 6, please?

MR. ALMASSI:  The question is about the annual cost per customer associated with this customer class.

The annual cost per customer is estimated at -- for the Board-approved programs, is estimated at 36 cents per year.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  But you just are now talking about apples and oranges.

We wanted to know the total costs that you articulated, including OPA programs, including HONI programs, including all of the overheads and so on, because that is what we will see as a rate rider.  Okay?  Equivalent to a rate rider, or in this case, through the -- that doesn't really address my question.

MS. GIRVAN:  Roger, could I interject?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  I think there is some confusion.

Just so that I am clear, my understanding of his answer was these costs, the 78.2 million -- which includes all of the OPA programs directed at residential consumers, and Hydro One's Board-approved programs directed at residential consumers -- is going to be recovered through the global adjustment.  So it's not -- there won't be a rate rider.

DR. HIGGIN:  No, I understand.  He said equivalent.

MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, okay.  And it is not allocated to residential consumers; it is spread across all customers that pay the global adjustment.

Just to clarify.  That was my understanding.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.

MS. LEA:  Yes, that is my understanding too.  It is in the Regulation 429/04.

DR. HIGGIN:  So your answer, though, is 37 cents for the Hydro One incremental programs for the consumer sector; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  36 cents.

DR. HIGGIN:  36, sorry.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, just to jump in again.  I'm sorry.

The 36 cents, can you just explain how that was derived?  Are you talking about Hydro One's residential consumers or all consumers in the province?  I'm not sure.

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned earlier, the 36 cents is only for Hydro One Networks' programs.

And we have estimated that the rate impact of the six programs is approximately three cents per month for -- for the residential customers.

And for the 12 months, that would be 36 cents.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  And that is how we arrived at the number.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. LEA:  Sorry, maybe I am being stupid, but is that for all consumers and all customers in the province, or Hydro One's customers?

I believe your answer must be everyone in the province, all the ratepayers in the province, right?  Because it is collected through global adjustment?

If you would rather answer by undertaking --


MR. ENGELBERG:  No, we will be able to answer that.  We just need a minute.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. POCH:  Well, perhaps I will interject here, while you are trying to figure that out.  I guess --


MR. ALMASSI:  Actually –-

MR. POCH:  -- so you can have this all in one place in the record, just so we can have clarification.

Is that just for the residential sector programs, or is that for your portfolio of six programs?

Maybe we could get it both ways.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am prepared to answer the question.

My answer was related, once again, to all the six proposed programs; the rate impact monthly, three cents, and that is for the average residential customer monthly consumption related to our estimate, the average consumption.  Is that clear?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  No?  People are shaking their heads.

MS. LEA:  Again, it is just a question:  That is for every ratepayer in the province, because every ratepayer contributes to the global adjustment mechanism, or is that Hydro One's?  I am presuming it is the former, and I don't want to tie you up in knots if I am raising a red herring here.  It is for all consumers?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is for the typical consumer and --


MS. LEA:  Yes, I understand that.  Every single typical --


DR. HIGGIN:  Four million, not one million.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  Every typical consumer, residential consumer, in the province?

MR. BUT:  It is for all customers in Ontario.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much, Mr. But.  As I remarked, you always have the answer.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Can we move, then, to the next question or questions?

This topic is the customers targetted.  We are interested, of course, in low-income and First Nations here.  And I gave you an extract on demographics, because at the root of this set of questions is demographics.

Is your demographics the average demographic, or is it different from the provincial-wide demographic?  That is at the very root of this.

So I gave you an extract of what OPA told us, as stakeholders, at a presentation on August 3rd - and that is the attachment - the province-wide demographics were.

So my questions, then, are in that context of there are the province-wide numbers.  How do you rate and how are you different from those numbers?  So that is the thrust of these questions.

So could we, first of all, confirm a couple of things, and that is question 1?  Confirm that you are a member of the OPA Low-income Working Group, and, therefore, have information on these demographics, at least on a province-wide basis?

MR. ALMASSI:  Regarding your question number 1, confirmed.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Number 2, can you confirm that the definition used by OPA for low-income is LICO plus 135 percent?

MS. LEA:  What is LICO?

DR. HIGGIN:  Low income cut-off, Stats Canada, plus 135 percent, as the eligibility criteria for programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  So the threshold has been discussed at the low-income working group.  As I confirmed, we are a member of that working group.

However, this work is not finalized.  It is work in progress, and we have no information available at this time to disclose.

DR. HIGGIN:  The significance of that, can I ask you this question, is that the demographics, the number of eligible customers, are based on LICO.  Those demographics in that slide that I provided are based on that.

Therefore, you would have a significantly higher number of eligible low-income customers if LICO plus 135 percent is the cut-off, the threshold.

Is that your working assumption?  In terms of looking at low-income, is that your assumption?

MR. ALMASSI:  Sir, we are -- once again, we are a member of the low-income working group.  The low-income program is an OPA program in the process of being designed.

As a member of the working group, we are aware of the discussions regarding this topic, but the work is -- has not been finalized, and we have no information to share at this point.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So then we go to the next question, and that is:  Can you confirm, based on that working group, that the OPA province-wide data that you are working with on that working group are those data that I have given you?

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, I have, I am afraid, the same, similar answer, same as the previous question.

We are a member of the working group.  It is discussed, but the work has not been finalized.

DR. HIGGIN:  So you are unfamiliar with those data that I gave you?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think what the witness is saying to questions number 1, 2 and 3 is simply, no, he cannot confirm 1, 2 and 3, because he doesn't have the information and doesn't believe that the OPA has finalized it.

So Hydro One cannot confirm 1, 2 or 3.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Then we move on to your customer base, and I asked you in question 4 to provide a profile of your customer base that shows the low-income households, and both non-First Nations and First Nations.  That is the first one.

Do you have that information, if not from your own studies, as a result of your work with OPA?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid I have to offer the same answer.  We are a part of the working group and a part of the process for the design of the low-income program, OPA's low-income program.  The overall analysis that is being carried out is not finalized.  I have no information to offer at this point in time.

DR. HIGGIN:  I was asking you about your customer base, what is your demographic, not about OPA.  I am asking you:  Have you looked at your demographics for low income?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  The short answer is we do not have that information.  We do not keep track of our demographics, customer-based demographics, on the basis of income at this point in time.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

That would then apply to all of question 4, correct, that you don't have any of that information?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, turn to question 5.  And this postulates that data may not be available.

I asked you to discuss whether or not, in your professional opinion, HONI's low-income proportion of the total provincial is, or is not, higher or lower pro rata based on your number of customers, 1.1 million customers.  Is it higher or lower?  Have you an opinion as a professional?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One is not in a position to be able to give an estimate on that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So then can I ask you this follow-up question?  How are we sure that 15 million is a good number for Hydro One for low-income programs, based on your demographics and customer base?

MR. ALMASSI:  Sir, as indicated in our evidence, the $15 million is estimated on the basis of the percentage of our customer base versus the province.

And it is a preliminary rough estimate, at this point in time, done by Hydro One Networks.

The low-income working group is a work-in-progress.  The final number will depend on the completion, on the design of the low-income program, but at this point in time we have an estimate based on a percentage proportion of our customer base versus the province.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Can we move to the next set of questions, then, which is the next TCQ?

This deals with:  Hydro One's portfolio encourages customers, including low-income customers - and you alluded to that - to purchase and install energy efficient products, and so on.  This is now talking about the two programs that you are proposing, and that is the consumer education program, primarily.

So the question is:  First of all, you can confirm that in your current plans and your approval that you are seeking, you are not seeking to supplement the OPA low-income program; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Correct.  We confirm that Hydro One Networks is not supplementing the targetted, dedicated OPA low-income program.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Can you, then, come back to the discussion you had with Ms. Lea?  Can you demonstrate that this community education program will actually target low-income customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  The community education events initiative will not target low-income.  However, low-income customers are eligible to participate in the program.  But the program is not targetted at low-income customers.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

And is the same the case for -- the next question is about First Nations customers and First Nations communities.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  In other words, the program is not going to be offered in those communities?  Or is it?

That is perhaps a different question to the one you just answered.

MR. ALMASSI:  It is a similar answer.  We -- they will be offered to First Nations customers, but it is -- but the program is not specifically targetted.

DR. HIGGIN:  However, this program design is a community-based event.  Therefore, my question is:  Wouldn't it have a component for First Nations communities?

That is perhaps a different --


MR. ENGELBERG:  I think perhaps I can help here.  I think it is a question of semantics.

First Nations customers will certainly be part of the market to which these programs will be offered, and Hydro One expects that they will avail themselves of it.

Hydro One's understanding of the word "targetted" was whether Hydro One actually designed the program specifically to target First Nations customers.  The answer to that, I think, that Mr. Almassi gave is no, but certainly it is a program for which and in which First Nations customers will be able to avail themselves of, like any other community.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Now, my fourth question here is I asked you to provide a list of best-practice attributes for low-income programs from either -- I used the OEB Conservation Working Group report, or the OPA's own programs, that have a list of attributes, and they're well known best practices and I cited a couple of them here, the no-cost and, B, direct install, and there is a whole bunch of other attributes.

And the question is -- I asked in this one:  Can you say that those programs conform to and have those attributes?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think perhaps we could deal with question Nos. 4 and 5 together, --


DR. HIGGIN:  Mm-hmm.

MR. ENGELBERG:  -- Dr. Higgin.  It is Hydro One's view that the best practices resulting from the conservation working group or the OPA itself are really outside Hydro One's ken to comment on.

Hydro One doesn't believe that that issue is within the scope of this hearing.  So Hydro One will not be answering questions in that regard.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the answer is you will not answer.

But does the program have those attributes?  That was the question.

MR. ENGELBERG:  If the witness knows whether the program has such attributes, I am sure he can answer yes or no.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid it -- it has to go back to my previous answer.

The low-income -- the OPA's low-income program has not -- the design of the program is not complete.  It is a work-in-progress, with a Low-Income Working Group that is currently ongoing.  And we are participating in that working group.

So the question, back to the attributes, is a part of the work that the Low-Income Working Group is engaged with, and we cannot offer any information at this point, again.

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  But I am asking you about your program and whether it has those particular attributes.

You are a professional.  You worked in DSM for many years.  And therefore you would know that in the design of your program, whether it did or not have some or all of those attributes for the community education program.

MR. ENGELBERG:  My understanding is that Hydro One doesn't have a low-income program.

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  I am talking about the community education program, your program.  Does it have those attributes?  In other words, has it accessible - that might be the best word to use --


MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- to low-income -- you said it is?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  I would like to answer the question once it is more specific.

It was not clear what attributes exactly we are talking about, so it was not possible to answer the question.

Is the community education event an accessible program to low-income customers?  The answer is yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  But the answer is also you can't tell me whether it has those attributes which are required for access by low-income customers to programs, which you know, as a professional in DSM, why those attributes are there.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I don't think we are understanding the question.  Maybe we can go off-line for a minute, and have a discussion --


DR. HIGGIN:  Anyway, we'll just carry on.  I think we have some answers, and it is a matter for cross-examination, I would suspect, when we get to that point.

So can we move now to the next one?

And this deals with the question of potential overlaps with the OPA programs, and particularly the community education.

And the question is:  How will -- the first question is:  How will you avoid overlap with the other programs?  Is there a geographic factor that says we will not run it in these communities where OPA is running the program or we are running the program for OPA?

How will you avoid that overlap?

MR. ALMASSI:  The Communities Education Events Initiative is designed to offer conservation to hard-to-reach communities.  That is the primary purpose of this program, where we offer face-to-face interaction with a customer in hard-to-reach communities that the province-wide programs are not accessible.

In that respect, we avoid overlap with the province-wide programs.

DR. HIGGIN:  So just to get my understanding of the response, that you will be running both programs and you will decide, based on your customer base and the communities and so on, where you will run the OPA program and where you will run your own community education program; is that my understanding of your response?

MR. ALMASSI:  Sir, we believe our program is complementary, as indicated, complementary to the province-wide programs.

And in the community events, in the face-to-face interactions with the customers, among other things, we will also promote the province-wide programs.

This Communities Education Events program is a complementary program.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Dr. Higgin, perhaps I could add that in the prefiled evidence, Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 2, page 3 of 67, there is a portion entitled "Non-Duplicative Features of the Initiative" that may be of additional help.

DR. HIGGIN:  I have read the contract, I will call it.

And then the question is simple.  From an OEB accounts point of view, how will the expenditures for the two programs be separated from an accounting and from reporting?

MR. ALMASSI:  We will be tracking expenditures and the results for the six proposed programs completely separate from the province-wide programs that we participate in.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  I think you have answered question 3 in your first response, so unless you have anything else to add -- that is, that you would run the OPA program in parallel and yours is complementary, and, therefore, you wouldn't leave any money on the table.  Is that your response?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So can we move to the next topic, which is the -- some of the screening of the programs?  And, of course, our interest is in primarily the two consumer programs, community education program.

So my question, I think you alluded to it briefly in response to Ms. Lea.  First of all, my first question is:  Where do you get free rider values, because, as you have indicated, they are not in the OPA prescriptive measures and assumptions lists?

So can you tell me where you got the sources of your free rider information?  I think this was something that was asked earlier, as well.

So you give - sorry, you gave an answer in the context, but do it for these two programs as an illustration, and then perhaps we can see if there is any follow-up questions.

MR. ALMASSI:  Definitely.  I believe we have addressed the community education events where the free ridership estimates came from.

Those are from 2008, OPA's EM&V report, as indicated in our -- as I indicated earlier.

As for the neighbourhood benchmarking, there is no free ridership, and that is a function of the nature of the program, where a customer group is selected as the test group and there is a control group, and the savings in the program are estimated relative to the performance of the control group.

And it is a methodology that has been used in many jurisdictions in the US and supported by a number of studies.

So, therefore, we assume that there is no free ridership in the benchmarking.

DR. HIGGIN:  I will follow that in a minute.

So sticking with the first questions related to community education program, these numbers, you have indicated the source.  And my question number 3 is:  What studies have either you or OPA done to confirm that these numbers are valid for 2011, and I would add for your franchise and the profile of your customer base?

[Witness panel confer]

MR. ALMASSI:  As mentioned in the response to interrogatory - as I referred to earlier, Board interrogatory -- we have used the 2008 OPA's EM&V report as the source for the free ridership estimates.  We have not done similar studies of our own.

DR. HIGGIN:  Mm-hm.  Okay, thank you.

Do you know, the question 4, whether OPA is going to stick with these numbers for its similar programs, or are they changing these assumptions for those programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not know the answer to that question.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

So just let's complete the picture with the home energy report.  I think you have answered your position, and could you just go through the four questions that I have on this program?

You have said, and I quote you,
"There is no free ridership, because the unique benchmarking services are not available outside of the scope of this initiative."

And I added emphasis to that.  You have confirmed that is your position.

So can we just go through these things that say, well, maybe there are some alternative views.  Number 1, what about the eligibility criteria that you will be using, and perhaps one of the key ones is:  What type of heating of hot water?  Will you focus on homes that have electric heat, electric hot water, for example, compared to gas, for example?

MR. ALMASSI:  The neighbourhood benchmarking program, the design is as follows.  We -- as I indicated in our evidence, we select a group of -- a subgroup of residential customers, up to 50,000 customers.

And what we have targetted is high users, or highest user electricity users among residential customers.

As indicated in the evidence, that is customers that have in excess of 17,500, or average, at that estimate.

That is the only eligibility criteria, if you will, we have applied to the benchmarking.  It is -- based on the design of the program, it is a group that we will select, and, accordingly, we will also select a control group, another 50,000 customers, and...

DR. HIGGIN:  So you say "we will select".  There is no application, then, by the customer?  You will select?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, sir, there isn't.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Now, I ask about homes.  Homes turn over.  There is a lot of churn on homes.  Churn; right?

So the question is:  How do you know these homes didn't get an ecoENERGY audit and report?  How will you know that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We don't.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  How will you know whether they are going to be on the low-income programs for weatherization -- audit and weatherization for OPA?  How will you know?

MR. ALMASSI:  We don't.

DR. HIGGIN:  How will you know whether Enbridge or Union are dealing with these homes and doing audits for them?

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is, once again, we don't, but may I ask you what the purpose of the question is?

DR. HIGGIN:  My purpose is --


MR. ALMASSI:  It may be helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- to say there is some question whether free ridership, zero, is a good number.

MR. ALMASSI:  Allow me to explain.  The way the program is designed is you select a test group, and our program, as indicated in the evidence, will be a group of 50,000 customers.  And a control group, another 50,000 customers, will also be selected based on having similar characteristics.

And what the program will ensure is, in estimating the results of the program, the primary difference between the two groups is one participating in neighbourhood benchmarking, and the control group does not.

So it is -- the difference between the two groups is taken into account.  So it is --


DR. HIGGIN:  But the deliverable for the customer is a home energy report; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And so therefore, my questions, I think, are very relevant as to whether you know whether this home -- not this customer -- has had a home energy evaluation and audit, or is scheduled for one, or is eligible under other programs.

That is my -- and therefore we will argue the issue when we come to hearing.  You asked me why my question, and that is --


MR. ALMASSI:  No, I --


DR. HIGGIN:  -- my question.  That is the centre of it.  It is costing you money to do a home energy audit.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am trying to understand the question, and I am trying to be helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I know you are.

So you asked me why, and that is why.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  The homes may have done improvements in the past, as we select a group.  Whatever improvements they might have done, neighbourhood benchmarking is about the incremental over and above.

And that is the key point that I am trying to get across.  It is the incremental savings over and above whatever they might have done in terms of energy efficiency improvements.  Those are -- that is the basis for the estimated savings in the program.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  We don't -- I don't want to get -- debate the thing any further.  That would not be appropriate.

So what I could ask you, if you could just address my last question -- maybe it is a policy-type question and it may be more appropriate for the hearing -- but anyway, we are interested to know how you are not only going to coordinate with OPA –- which, of course, is central -- but also, very importantly, with the gas utilities, who have approved programs, as well.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I believe you're correct.  That will be something that can be addressed at the oral hearing.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

I guess we are at the point where we either break or we go on to Hydro One Brampton, Ms. Lea?

The questions will be a lot quicker, because they're similar.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  Why don't you go ahead, Dr. Higgin, if you are prepared to do that?  It looks like some of these questions may receive "we have already said that" type answers, because you have had answers already.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  I think that is likely.

So I am turning now to the list of questions for Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. under EB-2010-0331.

And starting with topic 1, budget, the questions are similar to those of Hydro One, with the exception, I would note, that there is much less information on the record, particularly about the low-income programs of OPA that will be run in Brampton Networks' territory.

And also there will be less information -- that I can find -- on the program administration budgets, and also on all of the other costs regarding Hydro One Brampton's costs.

So maybe we could just try to make this quick by simply asking Hydro One Brampton to confirm they will update the data that I have postulated here in the question, No. 1 and No. 2, and then we can perhaps move on, if possible, to 3 as well.

Thank you.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Okay.  Question 1, update on the OPA low-income, the schedules have not been finalized or provided to Hydro One Brampton.  We are not on working groups.  We do not have -– we are not privy to any information, as far as those programs go.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

MR. WILLIAMS:  The OPA consumer programs, $19 million, that is our estimate, yes.

OPA low-income, I cannot give you an answer at this time.  We do not have the schedules from the OPA.

The two consumer programs that we plan to offer, the Neighbourhood Education Events and the neighbourhood benchmarking, the budgets are correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So could you move on to No. 3, which is the program administration budgets and/or your own program administration equivalent budgets, overhead?

MR. WILLIAMS:  The OPA, I can't give you the OPA numbers.

That one, I will have to refer you to Masoud's answer to the similar question.

MR. ENGELBERG:  He is referring to Mr. Almassi.

DR. HIGGIN:  I see.  Okay.

MR. WILLIAMS:  My apologies.

DR. HIGGIN:  So you have -- Hydro One Networks has a number, but you don't; is that my understanding?

MR. ALMASSI:  Hydro One is a member of the Funding Working Group, and as such, we have participated in estimating the program administration fund that you have mentioned for Hydro One.

So we have that information.

As for Brampton, Brampton is not a member of the working group, and perhaps at this point in time the information has not been disclosed to Brampton.

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  And can you then continue with question 4?

That is, I assume, a similar answer, that EM&V budgets have either not been determined or are confidential?

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. WILLIAMS:  Just to clarify, the answer for 3, item 2, that was not answered due to confidentiality.

Three is also confidential.

Total residential costs, we can -- we can provide you with that.  That is provided in our evidence.

And question 6 -- confirm these costs and no others will be paid by residential -- Hydro One Brampton residential customers, it is -- as Mr. Almassi has already stated -- it is a part of global adjustment.

The annual cost per customer is approximately 30 cents per year, for the annual cost per customer.  That is for Hydro One Brampton programs.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So we move on to the next topic, which is the customer targets, and I assume that your answers will be similar to those of Hydro One Networks?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.  We do not retain that income information on our customers, and we cannot provide you with that detail.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So that replies to those two questions.

Then just to confirm right now, it is pretty obvious that you are not planning to supplement the targetted OPA low-income program budgets?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.  We do not plan on supplementing.

DR. HIGGIN:  And I guess your response to questions 2, 3, 4 would be similar to Hydro One, and that is that you are, A, not aware of the attributes for low-income programs, and B, you didn't target low-income customers with your two residential programs?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So let's move to the next one, which is slightly different, because this set of questions tries to explore your program design on the premise that it might be different from those of Hydro One Networks because you have a different customer base, et cetera.

So that is the premise of these questions, so this is very specific.  And like you found some errors in your screening and so on, I am exploring the differences, if any, and what you did to -- when accepting this program and establishing the budgets, what did you do, as Hydro One Brampton, in adopting/adapting these programs and budgets?

So that is really the difference between --


MR. WILLIAMS:  Understood --


DR. HIGGIN:  -- if I can illustrate.  So the first question is just confirm for us that the basic design for the two consumer programs - that is, the community education program and the benchmarking program - was developed by Hydro One Networks.  Just confirm that.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I can confirm that.

DR. HIGGIN:  How did you satisfy yourselves that these program designs (a) fit with your customer, and so on, and requirements for your customers, and (b) how did you evaluate or modify those programs to fit with that customer base, largely urban, for example, than rural, for example?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Okay.  Are we specifically looking at the two residential?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, we are.  Yes, that is my focus of all of these questions.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Okay.  The consumer education initiative, you are absolutely right Brampton is urban and Networks does have a very large rural base.

Brampton has a very large English-as-a-second-language population, and we needed to address that issue of getting -- communicating with that group, breaking down some preconceived barriers.

We do have a very active events team, but we need to get -- from our events held over the last few years, we have found that we have not been -- we have not gained the success that we need in communicating with a very large sector.

So we saw this program, realized that, yes, it could be adapted to suit our specific needs, and we ran it through and we found that, yes, it did make sense.  So we did evaluate that.

The benchmarking, Brampton has a very young, I guess, building stock, if you will.  A lot of the homes are generally quite large and less than ten years old.  And because of the age and the expansion that Brampton has seen, the rapid expansion, the benchmarking would be something that the results could be then duplicated right across.

And this was a -- when we looked at this initiative, it was very similar to an initiative we had considered doing or applying for before.  25,000 customers we thought would be a very good representation of our entire base.

Brampton has -- I think it's approximately 85 percent all gas, gas heat, gas water heat.  So any findings coming out of a benchmarking can be universally applied across.  So lessons learned could be applied to the entire population.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Now, come to the question of free rider values and start -- let's start with the community education.

You have run EKC, Every Kilowatt Counts, for a number of years, like many of the other utilities.  So you are very familiar with this type of event-centred program delivery, and so on, so you are very familiar with that.

So the question is:  Why are these numbers -- first of all, are you using these numbers from the 2008 Every Kilowatt Counts report for your free riderships?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, we are.

DR. HIGGIN:  How do they compare - this is a corollary question - to what you found in your EKC programs in Brampton as opposed to province-wide?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We have not done that study to compare.

DR. HIGGIN:  Wouldn't that be something that perhaps you should do to ensure that these assumptions match with your own experience in Brampton under those programs?

The last one was indeed 2008.  It ran in 2005 -- sorry, 2006, 2007, 2008.  Brampton was a participant in those programs.  I have just reviewed your LRAM, and so I know that.

So, basically, would that perhaps be something that you should check?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We have not done that at this time.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

So now let's keep with the community -- sorry, the benchmarking study.  The question, I think, is -- as you have said, your housing stock is very, very different to that of the average housing stock of Hydro One Networks, very different.

You have articulated that very well.  So the question is:  Why wouldn't you be quite concerned, then, about the fact that these houses may have been and may still be eligible for other programs, and how are you going to ensure that doesn't happen, that they had a home energy report under ecoENERGY or from Enbridge, Consumers Gas or Union Gas -- how are you going to screen those people out?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WILLIAMS:  Very similar to Mr. Almassi, it is going to be the incremental.  It will be a number of customers that have undertaken initiatives on their own, whether it is through a formal program or an informal program, but that will be also reflected within the control -- the target and the control group.

So it will be incremental.  So the assumption will be that there will be a number of customers that have participated in other programs, but that will be reflected in the same assumption in the control group.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

The final one regards LRAM/SSM.  Unlike Hydro One's evidence, I didn't see in there anything regarding an LRAM or an SSM, just as a DSMVA.  That is the only thing I saw.

But you indicated, but didn't give me details in response to one of my questions, that you would be claiming an LRAM and an SSM, and perhaps would be using a DSMVA, as well.

So I asked you to provide that information, and if you can't do so now, that's fine.  I would like to understand whether you are doing that for OPA programs, for your own programs or both - this is LRAM - and SSM, how that would apply, given the code, and so on?

So perhaps it is a time for an undertaking to provide me that information, if you could.  Otherwise, we will have to get it on the record in the hearing, and that might be more or less helpful to have it now.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Before we give an undertaking, could you repeat exactly what you would want?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I can't hear you.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Sorry, before we agree to give an undertaking, could you repeat exactly what you want?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  Well, if you refer to my --


MR. ENGELBERG:  I have your question in front of me.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, okay.  So what I am asking is:  Is Hydro One Networks -- Hydro One Brampton Networks going to apply for either an LRAM and/or a SSM?  And will they be also using a DSMVA?  And, perhaps importantly, will this apply to OPA programs or Hydro One Brampton programs, or both?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I am going to look to Mr. Williams, because I have a feeling he can probably answer those questions today.

MR. WILLIAMS:  It is Hydro One Brampton's intention to seek LRAM and SSM.

However, we will not be doing that for the 2011, as that is covered in our -- the projected CDM reduction has been targetted already.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes?

MR. WILLIAMS:  But we will be targetting it for the subsequent years of the programs.

DR. HIGGIN:  Would that be, as now, for both OPA, for LRAM purposes, and your own programs, and for SSM, of course, it would be only for your own programs?

Can you just confirm that?

MR. WILLIAMS:  To the best of my knowledge, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

So the last question, then, is:  Have you had discussions with Enbridge Gas Distribution?  I am not sure whether Union has any service territories that overlap with yours.

And how are you planning to coordinate on that probably will be, again, another question for the other panel?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.  As was the case with Hydro One Networks, that can be explored at the oral hearing.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.  Thank you much for everybody's attention and patience.  Thank you.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Just as we break for lunch, then, I would recommend -- is an hour enough for everybody?  Does anybody need until 2:00?  Or can we all be back by quarter to 2:00?  I hear no protests.  We will be back at quarter to 2:00, then.

What I would suggest during the lunch break is that we just need to figure out who is going next, who -- and so on and so forth.  There is no prescribed order.  If anyone can't be here tomorrow, it would be important that they go today.

So perhaps you could sort yourselves a little bit that way.  And if you have any issues, see me.

Then if you have an issue with respect to receiving confidential information, perhaps you could see Mr. Engelberg and discuss that with him over the break, as well.  Thank you.


--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:46 p.m.

--- On resuming at 2:27 p.m.

MS. LEA:  There we go.

We are back on the record with the technical conference.  I understand from Mr. Engelberg that Hydro One wishes to revise one of the answers it gave to Dr. Higgin.  Am I correct?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.  Mr. Williams, on behalf of Hydro One Brampton, wishes to make one correction to a number he mentioned.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.  I think I mentioned a number of 30 cents, an annual cost.  It is actually 11 cents, approximately.

MS. LEA:  Thanks.  Okay, who is up?  Somebody is going to ask questions next.  Did you sort out who is next?  Yes, Juli Abouchar.
Questions by Ms. Abouchar:

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Thank you, Ms. Lea.  I don't expect to be long, and I appreciate the questions that Dr. Higgin asked, and that is why I asked to go right after him, just to keep the record -- all of the low-income issues together, questions together, on the record.

So my first question, if you go to -- I am going to actually start where Ms. Lea started this morning.  If you go to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, table 2 of 4 in HONI's evidence, figure 1, there was a total savings provided of 210 kilowatts.

The question that had been asked was -- in response to the question, you stated that the total savings of 210 were now, I gather, 213,000; includes savings from the low-income program.

My question is a follow-up to that question.  How much of that 210 or 213 savings will be from the low-income program?

MR. ALMASSI:  I would like to refer to the evidence, Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 8.

Figure 3, we have low-income initiative in the table, and it indicates 1 megawatt peak load reduction, as well as 27 gigawatt-hours.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay, thank you.  Then the next question is actually a series of questions about the CDM programs.

In the evidence, it stated that all of the CDM programs will be offered to all customer types, including low income.  That is on page 5 of 24 of tab 1, schedule 2; that statement is made.  So I have a series of questions just relating to that statement.

Dr. Higgin asked, one, about a couple of those programs, and I would like to ask non-duplicative questions about the other programs.

So the year-round instant rebates program, does Hydro One believe that that program is suitable for low-income customers?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Abouchar, could you repeat the reference and the question, please?

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  We could do this very easily.  If you turn to figure 6 -- sorry, the reference is at page 5 of tab 1, schedule 2.

MR. ALMASSI:  Exhibit B?

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Exhibit B.

MS. FRASER:  There is actually a better chart on page 21 of 24.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  I haven't got to the chart yet, but thank you.  I think they just wanted to see the statement.  The statement is made that:
"Hydro One has ensured that CDM programs are offered for all customer types including low-income customers in its service area."

That is the statement that I put to you.  And if we can turn to -- what I would like to do is go through the programs and just get some more technical details about that statement.

So just turning, first, to the year-round instant rebates program - and there is a chart on page 21 of 24 of all of the programs, and I would just like to take you through the ones that are relevant and ask a couple of technical questions about how -- okay?

So my first general question is:  Does Hydro One believe that this first program, the year-round instant rebates program, is suitable for low-income customers?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Abouchar, is that an OPA program or a Hydro One?

MS. ABOUCHAR:  No, this is a Hydro One -- yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid not.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  It is an OPA program, but...

And you are delivering it, and it is stated you are delivering it for all customer types.  Am I misreading the statement?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One has taken the position previously today that this hearing is not for the purpose of examining the OPA programs, whether Hydro One is planning to deliver them or not.

Hydro One is here to apply for the Hydro One programs for Board approval.  So these witnesses, nor the witnesses at the oral hearing, will be commenting (sic) on an analysis of the OPA's province-wide programs.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Just a minute.  I take your point.  Thank you.  The question still goes to whether there is room for a complementary program, CDM program, from Hydro One.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One --


MS. ABOUCHAR:  I take your point.  If that is your position, then I just want to -- the questions weren't for nothing.  There is a role for a complementary program, if -- in addition to the OPA programs?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One believes that the OPA's province-wide programs in their totality left room for complementary programs to be established by individual LDCs that are both complementary and needed to be able to reach the LDCs' targets, and that is why Hydro One is proposing the six programs it is now proposing.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  In your view, is there room for a low-income complementary program?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One has stated already that it has no intention, at this time, to introduce a low-income program, but that it has proposed a number of programs of which low-income people can avail themselves.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  Let's just get straight, then.  Which of those programs are you referring to when you are saying that?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I believe Mr. Almassi stated that this morning, but you can repeat it.

MR. ALMASSI:  I can repeat it.  It is community education events.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  And benchmarking.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  Well, then let's just talk about those two programs for the next few questions.

What marketing strategies will be used to target low-income customers for the community education program?

MR. ALMASSI:  I will be repeating my answer this morning.  We have not designed the community education events initiative for low income.  However, low income is eligible and can participate in the program.

There is a fine difference, a fine line, between the two.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  And what intake strategies will you use to identify the low-income customers who do choose to participate in the program?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are not planning to identify low income.  That is not the intention of the program.

The program is not targetted at low-income customers, but low-income customers can participate in the program.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  How will you track participation of low-income customers in the program?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That question was also asked this morning.  I'm sorry, but all of these questions were asked and answered.  They were asked by Dr. Higgin.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  I believe Dr. Higgin - and I have his
list - he asked about targetting low-income.

I am asking about tracking participants in the program.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I believe the answer was given that Hydro One will not be tracking them, because it does not have

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  Thank you.  I just wanted the answer.

MR. ENGELBERG:  -- information about low-income customers.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Thank you.

MR. ENGELBERG:
But that answer was given.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Then let's go to the neighbourhood benchmarking question, and I will not repeat Dr. Higgin's question, which, as I understand it, was about targetting, and you said you are not going to target low-income.  I understand that, that you are not going to target low-income.

But I do want to ask whether there are going to be any strategies to determine whether any low-income customers take up that program.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid not.  To develop a strategy and an initiative for low-income, that means you are designing an initiative targetted at low low-income.

The neighbourhood benchmarking initiative is not targetted at low-income.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  I understand that -- I heard you say that the first time, but I guess I am -- you are now telling me:  Nor will you be determining whether it is taken up by low-income customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  Low-income is eligible to participate in the program, if they are in the selected 50,000 customers that we have intended -- we have designed the program for.

However, it is -- it stands to reason that it is not likely there will be many low-income in that 50,000 group, because we have -- we have indicated that we have targetted high-user customers, and that is the only criteria that we are using at this point in time.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is useful.

My next question:  How many social housing units are in Hydro One's service area?  If you need time, if you want to give me an undertaking to find that out...

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think an undertaking won't be necessary.  We just need to consult for a couple of minutes.

[Witness panel confers.]

DR. HIGGIN:  Excuse me.  I asked that same question this morning, and I got an answer that you didn't know.

Is that where we are?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Well, that doesn't --


MR. BUT:  The reason why we don't -- Hydro One doesn't know is because in our database, we could not identify that information.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  Just to be clear, I am not asking how many low-income customers you have, because I understand that you have said you don't know the answer, you don't track low-income.

I am asking how many social housing units.  So in terms of there is apartment buildings, there is social housing.  As a category of physical building, how many social housing units.  I didn't hear that that --


MR. BUT:  We also don't have a definition for that category as well; for a house, for an account number, in our database, we don't have that piece of information.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  My next question:  You have responded to our interrogatories and to VECC's interrogatories and to VECC's questions that you don't know how many low-income customers are in your service area, that it's a work-in-progress.

Are you using any working assumptions about low-income customers in your service area until you get that hard data?  Are you using any working assumptions about low-income customers in your service area?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  We are not.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  And if that changes between now and the hearing -- so if you do -- you said it is a work-in-progress.  If you develop some assumptions about low-income customers, could you file them with us?

MR. ENGELBERG: Yes, we will, if it is Hydro One's intention to introduce a low-income program.

At this time, I believe the witness stated, in answer to Dr. Higgin's question this morning, Hydro One does not intend to introduce at this time a low-income program.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  So, then, questions for Hydro One Brampton.

So you may be able to refer to a table, because it is the same question that I started with Hydro One.  It is referring to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 1 of 3, figure 1.

There is a number of 46,000 as the total savings.

And I just repeat the question:  Does that include savings from -- to be gained from low-income consumers?

MR. WILLIAMS:  When Brampton put their plan and strategy together, we did not have accurate information on low-income.  We did not have any knowledge as to what could be gained from or achieved through the OPA's program, so we did not include anything.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  And do you know how many social housing units buildings are in Brampton's service area?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Similar to Hydro One Networks, we do not retain that information on our customer information system.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Okay.  And again, I'm -- just to be clear -- I am not asking about income of customers.  I'm asking about the infrastructure.

MR. WILLIAMS:  No.  I recognize your question.  And we just do not retain that information.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Just out of interest, turning up -- I guess this is a question for Hydro One.  Turning up the response to VECC's IR No. 2, this is on infrastructure and buildings.  There is a category of "other".

Granted, it doesn't amount to much, but can you turn that up?

I am just wondering what that "other" is.  You have single detached, single attached, apartment and other.  The IR response to --


MR. ALMASSI:  Sorry?  IR?

MS. ABOUCHAR:  The response to the interrogatory of VECC, Exhibit 1, tab 2, schedule 2, page 1 of 2.

There is a chart.  It is a helpful chart.  On page 2 of 2, there is a chart that indicates types of dwelling: single detached, single attached, apartment, other.

And then so my question, going to the social housing units, where would they fit in those categories and what would "other" be comprised of?

MR. BUT:  The "other" could be interpreted to mean semi -- row houses, and that are not included as single detached, attached or apartments.  So the other types.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Where would social housing units fit in these, these descriptions of dwellings?

MR. BUT:  We, again -- we would not -- we would not know, because, again, in our database, we do not have identification saying that this particular building, whether they are single, detached or multiple unit, is considered social housing.

MS. ABOUCHAR:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.
Questions by Mr. Gibbons:


MR. GIBBONS:  Panel, could you please turn to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 2?

And I want to focus on figure 1, and specifically in figure 1, the energy savings in megawatt-hours, and for the year 2014.

And we have the number there of energy savings in 2014 of 437,000 megawatt-hours.

I want to know exactly what that number represents.  Does that, for example, represent the savings that will be generated by the 2014 programs in 2014?

MR. ALMASSI:  The number represents the megawatt-hour savings achieved in the year 2014.

MR. GIBBONS:  So that is the extra amount saved in 2014?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  So the total amount of energy that is saved by Hydro One in 2014 as a result of their 2011 --


MR. ALMASSI:  I am sorry, correction.  I have to make a correction.

The 437,000 represents the cumulative total final results in -- achieved by the end of 2014.

MR. GIBBONS:  I want to be absolutely clear that we are on the same wavelength.

So this shows the impact of the 2011 programs?  Masoud, are you listening to me?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I am.

MR. GIBBONS:  So we are focussing on the 2014 number of 437,000 megawatt-hours.

And so that includes all of the savings that were created by the 2011 programs, their impact in 2014, and the 2012 programs, their impact in 2014.

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay, sorry.

MR. GIBBONS:  The 2013 programs, their impact in 2014, and the 2014 programs, their impact in 2014, all of those things.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  I'm sorry.  I have to make a correction.

I was looking at the cumulative numbers for the megawatts.  The megawatts are cumulative.  The kilowatt-hours savings are annual figures.

So in -- my first answer was correct, that these numbers are annual savings.

So as you asked a question about 437,000 in 2014, those are the kilowatt-hour savings in -- achieved in 2014.

This table is a combination of cumulative and annual numbers.  The megawatt savings are reflected cumulatively, and the energy savings are reflected annually in that table.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Thank you, Masoud.

So what we would like to know is the total impact of your four years of programs in 2014, because some of the savings that were created in 2011 would persist to 2014, presumably - some, but presumably not all - and, similarly, for 2012 and 2013.

So can you give us the total reduction in energy consumption in the Hydro One territory in 2014 as a result of your 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 programs -- the total amount of energy saved in 2014 as a result of each of those -- as a result of those four years of programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  The total energy savings by the end of 2014, December 31st, is 1,703 -- 1,073,000 as reflected in the table.  That is the final --


MR. GIBBONS:  David, let me ask the questions.

[Laughter]

MR. GIBBONS:  So, okay.  Are you saying, then, that in the year 2014, the amount of electricity consumed in the Hydro One franchise area will be 1,073,000 megawatt-hours less than it otherwise would have been?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. GIBBONS:  That is how much it will go down in 2014?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  Jack, I would say that --


MR. GIBBONS:  And it is not just --


MR. ALMASSI:  -- when we talk about energy persistence and -- kilowatt-hours saved are saved.  And that is why the table is constructed on an annual basis for energy and not for the peak demand reductions.

For energy, once a kilowatt-hour is saved, it is counted towards the final target.  So this table, those annual energy savings year by year are added up, and the total of 1,073,000 is the total energy savings achieved by the end of 2014.

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, are you assuming that every saving that was achieved in 2011 persists?  In 2011, you are reducing the consumption by 96,000 megawatt-hours, and you are assuming that every single one of those megawatt-hours persists until 2014 and is reducing demand by that same 96,000 in 2014?

MR. ALMASSI:  Allow me to explain.  The peak demand reduction --


MR. GIBBONS:  I understand the peak demand, Masoud.  I am asking about the energy.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am mentioning that persistency applies to the peak demand reduction.  Persistency does not apply to energy.  Once a kilowatt-hour is saved, it is saved.

MR. GIBBONS:  Let me stop you there.  That is not just obviously true.  I mean, you can have a program that saves a kilowatt-hour for one year, but that program, that might not persist until next year.  It might have no saving impact next year.

And, in fact, I have communications from Ben Chin, vice president of the OPA, about --


MS. LEA:  I think maybe not too much argument in the technical conference, please.

MR. GIBBONS:  It is not an argument.  I am just trying to understand basic facts.  I am trying to understand how much demand is actually reduced in megawatt-hours in 2014, and I still don't know what your answer is.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, my answer regarding -- you just mentioned "demand reduction".  You are talking about demand reduction.

MR. GIBBONS:  No, energy.

MR. ALMASSI:  Energy?  Okay.

MR. GIBBONS:  My questions are only about energy.

MR. BUT:  It seems I'm a number person, so maybe I should help out.

The number you see, 96,000 megawatt-hours, that is the energy saving estimated for the year 2011.

MR. GIBBONS:  Right.

MR. BUT:  For 2012, we see a number 216,000.  That is the cumulative saving, energy saving, achieved for the year 2012, including the saving of the first year, in this case, 96,000.

By the same token --


MR. GIBBONS:  Can I just stop you there?

MR. BUT:  Okay.

MR. GIBBONS:  So you are assuming that all of the 96,000 megawatt-hours that were saved in 2011 will continue to be saved the next year, because of the 2011 programs.  There will be 100 percent persistence of the energy savings?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Could we conference for just a minute?  Maybe we can answer that.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, are you ready to answer?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, I just have to repeat it is a standard practice, and we can take -- if you will, we can later on follow up on this, but persistent issue, as a standard practice, does not apply to kilowatt-hours energy.

Once a kilowatt-hour at any point in time is saved, that kilowatt-hour is saved.

Persistency is an issue with the peak demand.  Once you reduce the peak demand, it may not last, and so that is where we apply the persistency.

Now, if you disagree, we can follow up.

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, you have given a definition of standard practice, and you may be right.  I am just a simple economist.

And all I am wanting to try to figure out is how much lower energy consumption will be in the Hydro One franchise area in 2014, how much lower energy consumption will be on an annual basis in 2014, as a result of your 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014 programs.

What is your forecast of how much it will go down as a result of those four programs?  What is your forecast of how much load will go down?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Jack, based on the amount of time that this is taking, my suggestion is that we give an undertaking to get you that answer, rather than take up more time here now.

MR. GIBBONS:  Fine.  And if I could just ask that the undertaking not only give us the aggregate amount for Hydro One for all of your programs, but also break out the results for each of the programs, the CDM programs, how much each of those CDM programs is reducing annual energy consumption in 2014.

So if you could just break out that aggregate result you are going to give me, that would be very helpful.

MS. LEA:  That will be Undertaking No. 2 to the technical conference.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCJ1.2: TO PROVIDE FORECAST OF REDUCED ENERGY CONSUMPTION IN 2014 AS A RESULT OF ALL CDM PROGRAMS, AND A BREAKOUT OF FORECAST RESULTS FOR EACH PROGRAM INDIVIDUALLY.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Jack, if you don't mind, can I ask just a clarification to see if I understand what they're providing?

They're going to provide you with the 2014 results for energy by program and by year?  So the originating year that you get the impact in 2014, is that right?

MR. GIBBONS:  Well, that is not what I asked for.

All I want to know is the impact in 2014, from all of these four years of programs, what their impact is in terms of energy consumption in the Hydro One franchise areas in 2014.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, may I direct you to the evidence, Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2.

MR. GIBBONS:  Sorry, which exhibit?

MR. ALMASSI:  Page 11.  Exhibit B.

MR. GIBBONS:  B, tab 1, schedule 1?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  Schedule 2, page 11.

MR. GIBBONS:  Right.

MR. ALMASSI:  Figure 4.  It is a breakdown, a list of the six proposed initiatives, and a breakdown of our peak demand reduction targets by each initiative, as well as the projected reduction in the electricity consumption by each initiative.

Those are the results that will be achieved by end of 2014.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  But Masoud, I am asking for the information just for the year 2014, which I think is -- this is -- what you have shown me is very helpful.  Thank you.

But my question was different, and if I could please request - I believe your counsel agreed to give it to us - the results just for 2014, as I asked for it, and broken out by the OPA's proposed Board-approved programs and the – sorry, Hydro One's proposed Board-approved programs and also your OPA programs.  That would be very helpful.

My next question is that we have heard that you have -- the Board established targets for you to achieve in terms of megawatts and megawatt-hours.

And you filed your evidence, and basically we have had the discussion with Jennifer earlier, where basically you are pretty much spot-on, give or take.

But that is based on your free rider assumptions.  And for example, if the actual free riders' rates are greater than your forecast, then everything else being equal, you are not going to achieve your Board-mandated targets.

So my question is:  When are you going to start doing the evaluations about your free rider rates, your actual free rider rates, to see if they're the same as your forecast?  And basically, are you going to start doing it on an annual basis, starting in 2011, so that you're going to -– if, for example, you are out, you will have time to make mid-course corrections?

MR. ALMASSI:  For all the six initiatives, we have plans to carry out at -- EM&V studies on an annual basis.

And part of the plan or part of the purpose of doing EM&V evaluation measurement for each initiative, part of the reason for doing so is to assess the actual participation rates, compare them with what we have as assumptions in the proposed programs, and if there is deviation between our assumptions and the actual, then we will fine-tune the programs and adjust our assumptions accordingly.

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, I heard in your response you are talking about comparison of actual versus forecast participation rates.

I am focussing on the free rider rate assumption.

Are you going to be evaluating for each of your programs the free rider rate, the actual free rider rate, on an annual basis?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.  The same applies to free ridership.  We have assumptions for free ridership, and a part of the EM&V studies is to assess the free ridership, as well.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  So then for the 2011 programs, when do you expect to have -- back from your studies -- your estimates of what the actual free rider rates were in 2011?

Would that be in the middle of 2012, or would it be in the middle of 2013?  When would it be?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, the study is meaningful, more often than not, meaningful to be done on an annual basis.

MR. GIBBONS:  Right.

MR. ALMASSI:  So we need one year of deployment of the program in order to do the EM&V evaluation.

The timing will depend on when we secure approval and when we can, as soon as possible, get started on developing our deployment plan and launch the programs.

From the time of the launch, it would take about a year, and then we will undertake the EM&V study.  Then once the study is completed, we will compare the actual with our assumptions, actual results with our assumptions.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  So I understand you have to have a year of program on the ground before you can do the study.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. GIBBONS:  So the program has been on the ground for a year.  How many months after that year is completed will it take before you get back the results from your evaluation study about what the actual free rider rates were?  Approximately?

MR. ALMASSI:  I cannot make a general statement about that question.  It depends on the initiative, and it depends on finalizing the plans for EM&V, which were discussed this morning.

I would not want to venture a guess.

MS. LEA:  I wonder if I can be of a little bit of assistance.

The CDM Code requires annual reports from each distributor that has approved programs, and that is to be delivered by September 30th of each year, covering the previous calendar year.  Then the things that are to be included in that annual report are listed in 225 of the Code.

That may be of some assistance.

MR. GIBBONS:  Does that include free rider rates, Jennifer?

MS. LEA:  It is not clear to me whether it does or not, but it includes -- I think it includes a discussion of assumptions.

MR. WASYLYK:  And they will have had to run the OPA's evaluation protocols.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  So it includes assumptions, Josh, and --


MR. WASYLYK:  It includes assumptions, and they will have to have run the OPA's EM&V against their programs, and that will also be filed with the Board.

MR. GIBBONS:  So Josh, would your understanding of the word "assumptions" in the Code be that that would include free rider rate?

MR. WASYLYK:  Yes.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Thank you.  Very helpful.  Thank you.

Okay.  Panel, if you could turn to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 7, please.  Are you there?

MR. BUT:  We have that reference.

MR. GIBBONS:  Great.  So this response gives the OPA's avoided-cost estimates, which Hydro One has used to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of its CDM programs.

And can you tell us when the OPA prepared these avoided-cost estimates?

MR. BUT:  I believe they have been done in the last two years, or so.

MR. GIBBONS:  Last two years?  Do you think it was part of the -- for the 2007 IPSP plan?  I mean, they've got the dollars in 2007 dollars, so it just suggests to me this was done in 2007.

MR. BUT:  We have used the latest avoided cost information in this case provided by the OPA.

MR. GIBBONS:  No, I understand that.  I am just wondering if you can give us your understanding of when the OPA prepared those numbers.

MR. BUT:  I don't have that exact date right now.

MR. GIBBONS:  Can we get an undertaking?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

MS. LEA:  Undertaking number 3 to the technical conference, Hydro One to provide information about the date that the OPA performed the -- or got the avoided cost numbers.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCJ1.3: TO PROVIDE DATE OPA PROVIDED AVOIDED COST NUMBERS TO HYDRO ONE.

MS. LEA:  I am presuming they're from the IPSP filing, but I don't know.

MR. GIBBONS:  It will be good to have that nailed down.  Thank you.

Now, you would agree with me, if these avoided cost numbers are out of date and underestimate the avoided cost of new supply, then all of your benefit cost analysis, your TRC test results, will understate the cost effectiveness of your CDM programs.

MR. ALMASSI:  I agree that the cost-effectiveness tests, such as TRC, are dependent on the avoided cost estimates, the benefits --


MR. GIBBONS:  In the way I suggested, Masoud?  If these avoided cost estimates are now underestimates of the true avoided cost of new supply in this great province, then you have underestimated the cost-effectiveness of all of your CDM programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  If that is the case, yes.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes, thank you.

And do you have any idea of when the OPA is planning to produce revised, new, updated avoided cost estimates?

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not know.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  And, you know, I have taken a glance at these avoided cost estimates.  I have assumed they were produced in 2007, which was before the Green Energy Act and before the Darlington new build procurement process was cancelled by Minister Smitherman because it came in way above the OPA's expectations.

Would you be able to go out on a limb with me and agree that the true avoided costs are probably higher than these numbers?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, I simply don't know.

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, we have known each other for many years, and...

[Laughter]

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  I am now going to ask you to turn to Board Staff Interrogatory No. 39.

This is an interrogatory about your municipal and hospital energy efficiency program, and if you turn to, on page 4 of your response, the top, where it talks about equipment life, it talks about the capital equipment having a 16-year life.

I interpret that to be that is a proxy about what you think it is going to be the average equipment life of the measures this program finances; is that reasonable?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

Okay.  Then if we can turn to page 3, there is a heading in the middle called "Persistence".  And it says in the first paragraph under the "Persistence" heading:
"The results for each participant will consist of savings achieved through either equipment and/or behavioural changes that are assumed to persist from the time of the customer enrolment to December 31st, 2014."

Then if you look at the last paragraph in the "Persistence" section, it says:
"The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over eight costing periods (three winter periods, three summer periods, and two shoulder periods) based on the end use profile for this customer class derived from Hydro One data."

When I read that, what it suggests to me, that when you did your TRC test analysis of the benefits of this program, when calculating the benefits you just looked at the benefits over, like, a three- or four-year period as opposed to the 16-year period, which would be the life of the equipment.

Am I right there?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am not sure whether you are right in your interpretation, or not.  Maybe I can explain what that paragraph means, and then we can compare.

What that paragraph is referring to is not the number of years.  It is the number of periods, based on the characteristics of the customer base that is targetted in this program.

So it is a spread of the usage by eight periods, in terms of shoulders, peak and off peak.  So it is referring to eight costing periods, not to eight years, all right?

So it is basically the profile of this customer base, and you look at their consumption of the customer base, and then you would like to make -- have an idea at what percentage of the usage will fall into peak versus off peak and versus shoulders, and that adds up to eight periods that we are talking about here.

This is an attempt to make sure that the peak reduction is not overstated; consumption and the demand that happens in peak periods is sorted out from off peak and shoulders.

It does not refer to the equipment life.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  So, Masoud, as you know, when you do the total resource cost test analysis, you do a discounted cash flow analysis, and the benefits -- the benefit side of the equation is for how many years you assume that you get savings from the measure?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. GIBBONS:  And it seems you are assuming that, on average, the measures will produce savings, physical savings, for 16 years.

So I want to know, when you did the -- calculated the total resource cost test results for this program, did you assume that, on average, the measures would provide savings for 16 years, and did you quantify the dollar values of those savings for over 16 years?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, we did.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thanks goodness.  Great.

Net present value?

MR. ALMASSI:  Net present value.

MR. GIBBONS:  Excellent.  Thank you.

Now, if you could turn to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 2, please?

MR. SHEPHERD:  What is the exhibit number?

MR. GIBBONS:  Exhibit I, tab 4, schedule 2.  And also Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 3.

And this gives information about your Peaksaver program, which is my favourite residential CDM program, and it gives you your participation rates to the end of 2010 and your forecasted incremental participation rates by 2014.

So for now, for the residential class, you've got about 7 percent of the market potential.  For the small business customer group, you've got about one-half of 1 percent of the customer potential.

And according to my calculations, by 2014, you hope to have captured about 16 percent of the residential market potential, and about 1 percent of the small business market potential.

And so what I -- and Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 3, that gives you the specific numbers of how many participants you are planning to pick up in each of the next four years.

I would like to know how did Hydro One develop its participation targets.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, this is the OPA redesigned Peaksaver program that is in question; confirmed?

MR. GIBBONS:  Correct.  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay.  I would respond to the question.  As you said, I know this is your favourite program, so I will respond to the question.

We have implemented this program for four years and the projections that we have made are based on actual results that we achieved, subject to the best information we had at the time from OPA, about the potential new Peaksaver program.

So those are the basis of the estimate.  One is our own experience over the last four years; two, the best information we had from OPA regarding the new redesigned Peaksaver and we arrived at the participation rates for Hydro One Networks.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Well, it just seemed to me, I mean what the participation rates are going to be, going forward -- obviously history is a helpful guide -- but what the actual participation rates going forward are going to be would seem to me to be a function of how much of an effort you make to market it, how big your marketing budget is, how big a financial incentive you give to customers to sign up.

And so it would seem to me that, you know, you have some control by how much -- how many resources you devote to this program that can affect what your target is.  So it would seem to me it must be a conscious decision to select a certain target.

I am sort of -- I would like an indication of why you selected this target as opposed to a higher target or a lower target.

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, although our past experience was very helpful to help us to do the participation rate estimates, however, we had to rely on the best information available from OPA about this program that has been redesigned.

As you know, as to date, the final schedule for this particular program is not completed.

Our estimates are based on the best information we had at the time from OPA about this program.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Well, I just want to understand.  Like, I know it is an OPA program, which -- it was slightly ironic, since it was originally designed by Toronto Hydro and Hydro One.  But anyway, it is now an OPA program.

But I mean, am I hearing you saying that basically it is the OPA that makes the decision what your participation targets are?  Or do you actually have any discretion to determine, you know, how many resources to put into this program to market it?

I mean, do you have the discretion to achieve a higher participation rate?  Or is that -- are your hands totally tied?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, we are or we have been participating in OPA's Residential Demand Response Working Group for more than a year.

We have been very supportive of the effort.  We have been working closely as a member, as a part of the working group.  We have had contributions, certainly, but we are a member of the -- we have been a member of the working group.

The final design of this program, clearly, depends on the decisions regarding province-wide program, and that would be OPA's province-wide program.

MR. GIBBONS:  Well, let's -- Masoud, let's assume we get to the... Masoud, let's assume we get to the hearing, and maybe the Board reviews what you are doing, it looks at one of your residential programs and says:  We don't think this is a very good program.  We don't think you should be pursuing that.  We think the Peaksaver program is just fantastic and we would like you to shift the money you were putting into program X, and instead, put it into Peaksaver.  And in order to achieve an even -- like, a higher participation rate.

Now, if the Board determined that was in the public interest, would you be able to do that?


MR. ENGELBERG:  I think I am going to take the position that we just wouldn't be answering a hypothetical question like that, especially not at a technical conference.

MR. GIBBONS:  Even if it is my favourite program?

[Laughter]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Maybe because it is your favourite program.

[Laughter]

MR. GIBBONS:  Oh, it's personal now.

MR. ENGELBERG:  We wouldn't want to do anything to disparage the program.

MR. GIBBONS:  Can you tell us what your forecast is for the total resource cost-benefit cost ratio for this program?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid we don't have that information.

MR. GIBBONS:  Can I get an undertaking?

MR. ENGELBERG:  No.  That is an OPA program.  We won't be giving that undertaking.

MR. GIBBONS:  Can you tell us whether you believe it is positive?  That it has a positive -- it is actually a cost-effective program?

MR. ALMASSI:  We assume that every program that is put forward by OPA and ourselves are cost-effective.

MR. GIBBONS:  But you don't know?  You just hope the OPA has come forward with a cost-effective program, but you don't know whether this one is?

MR. ALMASSI:  We don't know.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, I am not trying to be unhelpful.  It is essentially, as I mentioned, even this schedule for this particular program is not complete.

We just don't have -- we don't know what --


MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, I know you are helpful, but I think your counsel just said he would never give it to me.

MR. ALMASSI:  Well, certainly if –- well, first of all, we don't know.

MR. GIBBONS:  Mm-hmm.

MR. ALMASSI:  And second, I believe it was agreed upon that this conference is focussed on Hydro One Networks' proposed initiatives.  So I would --


MR. GIBBONS:  I don't want to be argumentative.  I will just make the comment that this is your program.  You are going to be rolling it out.  My simple client thinks it is one of your programs, it is to meet your targets.  We think it is relevant.

But we will deal with that -- let lawyers deal with that.

MS. LEA:  Mr. Gibbons, it is approaching 3:30.  Is now a good time for a break for you?  Or do you have not many more?  I don't want to break --


MR. GIBBONS:  Well, I can't guarantee how long I will be with these people.

[Laughter]

MS. LEA:  Why don't we take our afternoon break now, then, please?  Let's try for 15 minutes.  20 to 4:00, please.

--- Recess taken at 3:26 p.m.


--- On resuming at 3:42 p.m.

MS. LEA:  Welcome back.

We will recommence, please.  Mr. Gibbons.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you, Jennifer.  Panel, could you please turn to your response to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 10?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Gibbons, I just wanted to tell you, we can do it now or we can do it later, but we discussed over the break and I believe the witness is in a position to answer undertaking number 2, at your convenience, whenever you choose.

MR. GIBBONS:  Oh, let's go for it right now.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, we were discussing the results broken down for the Board-approved programs, the proposed six programs, as part of the question that you asked and breaking down the results by year.

And those are represented already in the evidence.  That is Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, on page 13.  So the results are broken down by year for the six proposed programs.  As to --


MR. GIBBONS:  Can I just stop you there?

MR. ALMASSI:  Sure.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  I am looking at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 13, figure 5.  I am looking at the year 2014.  I am looking at annual savings in megawatt-hours, and for 2014 it is 64,000 megawatt-hours.

So does that 64,000 number represent the total amount that energy consumption is reduced in your franchise area in 2014 as a result of four years of Hydro One CDM programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  Those are the savings that occur in year 2014 by December 31st.

That row -- once again, the middle row in the table, those are annual figures.  They add up to 179,000 megawatt-hours of results for the six programs that has been resulted in over the course of four years.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Well, fine.  But I don't think that answers the undertaking you gave to me, so I am hoping that you can still give that undertaking.

MR. ALMASSI:  May I address the second part of that undertaking?

MR. GIBBONS:  Oh, sure.  Sorry.

MR. ALMASSI:  You also asked for OPA-approved programs broken down by year.

We cannot provide that information.  We do not have that information to provide it.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Well, I asked for a number of undertakings and they're on the transcript, and I don't believe they have just been answered by what you have just told me.  So if we if you could still answer those undertakings as originally recorded, that would be great.

MR. ENGELBERG:  We will certainly take a look at them.  We think we answered undertaking number 2.  We know we did not answer undertaking number 3.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  My memory is not nearly as good as yours, sir, and I don't remember exactly what question was 2 and 3, but I definitely know that some of my key questions that I laboured with the most persistence to try to get I still don't believe would be answered.  So if you could look at the transcript tonight and -- anyway, if you could answer them, that would be much appreciated.

MS. FRASER:  Could I interject something here in terms that might be helpful, in terms of this discussion?

I think the issue that you are really asking is the net impact of the CDM programs, which is essentially a load forecasting question.

If I remember correctly, the former Ontario Hydro did a study after five years of the net impact of whatever, and I believe that I gave you a copy of it about four years ago.

MR. GIBBONS:  That's not going to help for this panel.

MS. FRASER:  I know, but what I am saying is that is not a standard practice for a CDM process in terms of energy savings.

Now, if we go back again to the Ontario Hydro programs, we only ever talked about things in terms of megawatts as a shorthand, because we knew that those megawatts had to be 16 megawatt-hours because of the coal.

We've got a different world here now.  And I think -- you know, matter of fact, I think the author of the net impact of -- on the load forecast is now working for the OEB.

So, like, I don't think we should be asking for things that aren't possible to do on a prospective basis.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  This is a technical conference.

MS. FRASER:  Yes, it is technical.

MR. GIBBONS:  You are entitled to your opinions, Marion.  I happen to disagree with you on that one, and I am not preparing to argue it now and debate it now.

MS. FRASER:  All I was saying is that the practice that was used, based on California standard practice and all of the rest of it, is reflected in this.

The fact that -- the way in which the targets were set reflect that approach, as well.

Now, you know, God help us if all of those energy savings disappear in 2015.  I mean, that ticks me off big time.

MR. POCH:  Let's not have that discussion now.  Let's save everyone time and hear some evidence.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.

MS. FRASER:  It's just coming back...

MR. GIBBONS:  Panel, I had asked you to turn to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 10.

And this is, again, about the municipal and hospital energy efficiency program, and if you look at your response to question (c), this program is going to give customers a financial incentive of 7-1/2 cents per kilowatt-hour of savings.

I believe that is for -- based on the first year of savings.

MR. ALMASSI:  It's based on annual savings.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes, annual savings in one year, for one year.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct, incremental.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  And in order for a customer to get that incentive of 7-1/2 cents a kilowatt-hour, is there a minimum number of years that the savings must persist?  I mean, would you give this an incentive for 7-1/2 cents kilowatt-hour for savings that would only last for one year, or would you insist the savings would last for at least five years or ten years?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, savings in terms of energy or peak demand?

MR. GIBBONS:  Energy.

MR. ALMASSI:  Savings for energy are going to be incented on an annual basis to the end of 2014, and no more.

And, once again, kilowatt-hours saved, in our view, they are saved.  The persistency issue does not apply.  It does apply to peak demand results.  The peak demand results that are achieved, persistency is an issue, and we have addressed it for every of the six programs.

MR. GIBBONS:  So, okay.  If a hospital comes to you and says, I've got this measure, it's going to save a kilowatt hour for one year, then, as I understand it, you will give them the 7-1/2 cents, even if for some reason it is not going to -- it won't continue next year, because the hospital closes down, for example?

MR. ALMASSI:  The way the program is designed, notwithstanding closing down any establishments, but once the customer participates in a program, once they achieve kilowatt savings, on an annual basis they will they will be entitled to the 7-1/2 cents for every kilowatt hour they save --


MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- in that particular year.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  So I think what I am hearing is a hospital can get the 7-1/2 cents even if it is measurable -- only actually saved kilowatt-hours for one year.

I just juxtapose that to the OPA's industrial accelerator program, which also gives financial incentives to industrial customers to save energy.  There, if my memory is correct, there is an explicit requirement by the OPA that the measure must save energy for at least five years.

So what we have here is different terms and conditions of doing business.

MR. ALMASSI:  We are requiring in our programs for municipalities and hospitals for the customer to commit to continuous improvements and comprehensive improvements based on performance.

But what that means is, and one of the key elements in that program is for the customer to sign an MOU and commit in many ways to continuous improvement, energy efficiency improvements, to the end of 2014 and beyond.

But we are -- right now, I am addressing the issue of incentives, how the incentives are paid to the customers.  It's based on performance; once they have saved kilowatt-hours in a given year, based on that performance, they will be entitled to incentives.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you.

MS. FRASER:  Just to be clear, the industrial program --


MR. POCH:  Marian, don't give evidence.

MS. FRASER:  Well, it is.  It is based on engineering estimates.  It is not based on performance.  Big difference.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Panel, you will recall that we were looking at your response to Board Staff Interrogatory No. 39 on this -- this same program.

When we did that, we saw that on average, you are expecting the measures to last for 16 years.

So if you give an incentive, according to my calculations, of 7.5 cents per kilowatt-hour based on one year's savings, for a measure that actually lasts for 16 years, then if you look at that incentive over all of the kilowatt-hours that are saved over this 16 years, that comes to an incentive of about one-half of a penny per kilowatt-hour.

So I would just ask you to accept that my calculations are approximately correct.

To me, that seems like a pretty low incentive.  And I am just wondering:  Do you believe that if you were to give a higher financial incentive per kilowatt-hour, that would lead to higher participation rates and/or greater savings per customer?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, what we have tried to do in these proposed programs is to ensure that we address all customer classes and offer conservation offerings to all of them.

At the same time, it is striking a balance between the concerns for environment and conservation, and the rate impact and prudency.


We believe the programs that we have put forward are based on the best information available at the time, and that we have made our best effort to make them cost-effective as much as possible.

MR. GIBBONS:  Masoud, you didn't answer my question.

My question was just this:  Do you believe that a higher financial incentive per kilowatt-hour would lead to either a higher participation rate and/or greater savings per customer?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Gibbons, I think what you are moving into now is the strategic makeup of the programs, rather than technical matters.

And it is Hydro One's belief that strategic matters concerning development of the programs is something to be dealt with at the oral hearing, not at the technical conference.

MR. GIBBONS:  Fine.  Okay.  If we could now turn to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 11?

So this figure 4 gives the total resource cost test benefit-cost ratio for Hydro One's proposed Board-approved programs.

And if we look at the double-return-plus program, its benefit-cost ratio is 11.3, whereas the next-best one is only 1.7.  So double-returns is like six times more cost-effective than any of your other programs.

Now, if you could now turn to your response to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 13?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  And so in that interrogatory, we quote from your evidence, and this is about the double-returns program.

And it gives customers incentives for achieving savings of between 5 and 10 percent peak reduction.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. GIBBONS:  My question to you is:  Why is Hydro One not proposing to pay incentives for peak demand reductions in excess of 10 percent?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have tried double-return program in this phase 1 and phase 2 for two years in the past, in the recent past.  And we have been very successful.

There is no -- we saw -- based on the past experience and the information we had, we did not see a need for offering higher incentives to achieve the targetted results.

MR. GIBBONS:  But I mean wouldn't you -- everything else being equal, wouldn't you like to achieve greater reductions?  I mean, we have reviewed this as by far your most cost-effective program, so I just don't see why you wouldn't be sort of pushing to achieve even more savings from what is by far your most cost-effective CDM program.

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, I have to repeat that in our effort, we have tried in the six proposed programs to make sure that all customer classes are receiving conservation offerings and their needs are addressed.  And that is the purpose for -- one of the main purposes behind the six proposed programs.

However, we have to strike a balance between our concerns for conservation versus rate impact and prudency.

We did not see a need for higher incentives to achieve the results.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  I want to explore this rate impact constraint you're referring to.

I will tell you what my simple-minded vision of the world is.

It seems to me these CDM programs can all deliver savings at a much lower cost than you supply.

My perception is new supply for the Province of Ontario is very expensive, and that very expensive new supply is causing rate impacts now, politically very serious rate impacts right now.

And if you were -- my understanding of the basic logic here is if we were to spend more money on CDM, on cost-effective CDM programs, that would mean though the CDM programs would have a rate impact, it would lead to less supply-side rate impact for a net overall smaller rate impact for your customers.

And so, I mean, is my logic correct?  Am I missing something?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Gibbons, once again I understand your position on these.  It is a strategic matter.  It is a matter for argument at the oral hearing.

I don't think it will be helpful at this technical conference to debate philosophies with the representative.

MR. GIBBONS:  Sir, I will move on.  I don't -- my perception was I wasn't asking a philosophical question, but just a logical or factual one, but I will move on.

If you can turn to Pollution Probe Interrogatory No. 14, in this interrogatory -- now, the double returns program, this is restricted to which customer classes?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is restricted to customer classes with 200-kilowatt load and higher, and customers that are operating under their interval meter.

MR. GIBBONS:  So in this interrogatory, we asked you why you weren't proposing to offer a double return-type program to residential and small volume customers.

And in your response, you did say that you were continuing to explore opportunities for extending the double returns programs to other demand-billed customers, which doesn't include residential and small commercial.

So I am glad to hear you are considering it for other demand-billed customers, and I am wondering if you can -- you say you may be becoming forward with, you know, new initiatives for these demand-billed customers.

Can you give us any idea of your time line for that?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Gibbons, we do not have a date in mind.

MR. GIBBONS:  Not even, like, a ballpark, like, within one year or two years or three years?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid at this point in time I cannot make that comment.  We do not have a date in mind.

MR. GIBBONS:  Okay.  Then with respect to the double return program for residential and small volume customers, you said that would require some significant program redesign.

But other utilities have done it for the small volume customers, you know, the savings, in terms of energy savings as opposed to megawatt savings.

You put in evidence, I think in response to an AMPCO interrogatory, the Summit Blue Report, talked about California's great 20/20 programs that were directed to residential customers and I believe were very successful.

And if my memory is not playing tricks on me, Toronto Hydro also had something like a 20/20 program or double returns program for their residential customers, didn't they?

MR. ALMASSI:  They had a 10/10 program, I believe.

MR. GIBBONS:  Yes.  So, I mean, are you considering some type of double returns-like program for your residential and small volume customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  Well, as indicated in the response to the question number 14, this is a major significant redesign of Double Return Plus program.  Double Return Plus program is based on demand, demand charges, et cetera.

So on that score alone, it will require major redesign.  Once again, as to when, we have no date in mind.

MR. GIBBONS:  But you do plan to do it?

MR. ALMASSI:  I cannot confirm at this point in time.

MR. GIBBONS:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. LEA:  Thank you, Jack.  Jack Hughes.
Questions by Mr. Hughes:

MR. HUGHES:  Thank you, a pair of Jacks.  Sorry, thank you.

My questions are going to be more directed to Hydro One Brampton, and I would ask if you could turn up CME Interrogatory No. 2, which is Exhibit H, tab 4, schedule 2, page 1.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Could you repeat that, please?

MR. HUGHES:  Yes.  It's Exhibit H, tab 4, schedule 2, page 1.

MS. LEA:  Microphone, please.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, sir.

MR. HUGHES:  Do you have it there?

MR. WILLIAMS:  My apologies.  Yes, I do.

MR. HUGHES:  Just for some background context, in the prefiled evidence, you had indicated - and the question repeats it - that the consultant's analysis indicated that approximately 83 percent of your target can be achieved through the OPA programs.  Is that still the case?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is still the case.

MR. HUGHES:  And we had asked you to identify in the interrogatory who your consultants were, and you indicated they were Seeline Group and GreenSaver; is that correct?


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.  I can clarify that.

It was -- we entered into a working charrette with GreenSavers and Seeline, and that was our approach as opposed to retaining a consultant.  It was mutually beneficial arrangement for ourselves.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  And I confess I had not -- I wasn't familiar with the term "working charrette" before, but I understand it is more in the nature of an oral, for lack of a better term, brainstorming session.  That is my understanding.  Is that a fair characterization?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It is both -- it is a brainstorming session, and Seeline brought the analysis side to that for us.  So there was a -- there was more than just a hypothetical discussion.

MR. HUGHES:  And I appreciate, from CME Interrogatory 1, you don't customarily do customer surveys, or you didn't in the same way that Hydro One Networks did; is that correct?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We do an annual survey, but it does not go on to the same detail.  It covers off -- we do not do a specific energy focus or CDM focus.  All we can do is benchmark the knowledge of our customers.

MR. HUGHES:  And in terms of the working charrette, then, I guess the group was convened and they were given just -- was it a generic customer demographic profile of your customers to discuss?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.  What we did for this was, to come up with the programs, we utilized the expertise of GreenSavers, who have implemented a number of programs, ourselves --


MR. HUGHES:  I apologize.  Just to clarify, when you say "when we came up with the programs", which programs --


MR. WILLIAMS:  When we were analyzing the OPA programs to see what the penetration rate could be.

MR. HUGHES:  Oh, thank you.

MR. WILLIAMS:  It was the best knowledge that we had available.

We took industry expertise, plus our knowledge of our customer base, and that, along with some analysis by Seeline, that is how we derived the values.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  In question part (d) of that interrogatory, it asked you to provide a full copy of the consultant's analysis.

Am I correct in thinking that pages 2, 3 and 4 of that interrogatory of schedule 2 constitute the full report?

MR. WILLIAMS:  As this was -- there was no retainer and there was no fees associated, we expected that we would have very specific results, not elaborate writeups.

We have had discussions with them and some validation of numbers, but this was -- what we wanted was a bare bones -- that we could get right down to the numbers.

MR. HUGHES:  Fair enough.  But, again, so this would be the only documentation of that process?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  Was that -- if you don't mind me asking, was that generated by you or was that generated by the consultants?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That was generated by the consultants.

MR. HUGHES:  Together, or one or the other or...

MR. WILLIAMS:  I believe primarily Seeline.

MR. HUGHES:  In terms of the 83 percent, if you go to page 3 of 4 of that interrogatory, there is a table at the bottom, "Hydro One Brampton Networks Summary Results Versus Targets".

And the percentage differences on the gigawatt-hour target is minus 5 percent, and on the megawatt target is minus 16 percent.

Is it the aggregate of those two that results in the 17 percent shortfall?

MR. WILLIAMS:  The shortfall is based on the megawatts that are -- we expect that we will be short on the megawatts by 17 percent, or -- yes, 17 percent.

MR. HUGHES:  Seventeen percent.  So the 16 here is not...

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is a rounding.  When we extrapolated out, it was closer to 17.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  And that actually takes me to my next question, which was the 83 percent has been given as an approximate number; do you have a sense of the margin of error one way or the other on that?

Was it within 5 percent?  Within 2 percent?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We worked on assuming a 5 to 10 percent error range on that.

MR. HUGHES:  Five to 10 percent error range?  Okay.

I note that, again, in your prefiled evidence -- and I can take you to it, but I don't think it is a contentious statement -- it said:

"The results of the consultant's study supported the company's analysis."

Was there an independent company analysis done?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Well, what we did was we went through the planning tools from the OPA, and when we did that analysis, the individual results were different, but the aggregate was very similar to what we came up with from the consultant's report.

MR. HUGHES:  Has that been filed into evidence?  I apologize.

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, it hasn't.

MR. HUGHES:  Can you undertake to file that preliminary work with us?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I'm not sure...

MR. ENGELBERG:  One moment, please.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. WILLIAMS:  When we did the planning, we used it as a very quick sanity check.

MR. HUGHES:  I'm sorry?

MR. WILLIAMS:  When we used the planning tool, we used it as a sanity check, to make sure the numbers looked approximate.  And we did not -- once we saw that we were in the ballpark, we just did not save those results.

MR. HUGHES:  And I apologize.  Was that done after the consultant's, or was that done before the consultant's?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That was done after the consultant's.

MR. HUGHES:  So -- okay.  And I apologize, because it said it confirmed –-"The results of the consultant's study supported the company's analysis."

And again, maybe it is semantics, but the wording suggests that the analysis, company's analysis was done first.

MR. WILLIAMS:  The analysis was done by another gentleman, independently of -- another member of my team did that, and it was purely done as a quick check to see if it was -- our numbers were accurate.

We were quite -- we had quite a comfort level.  We work bottom-up for the charrette, and we were quite comfortable that we just wanted a sanity check.

MR. HUGHES:  So then would it be more accurate for your application to say that your internal analysis confirmed the consultant's report?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I think that would be correct.

MR. HUGHES:  And there is no written record -- I appreciate what you are saying -- but there is no written record?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  In terms, then -- you mentioned this to Dr. Higgin, and it is also in your prefiled evidence, and maybe it is worth going to it.  This would be Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2.

If you have that, it is page 7 of 16.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, sir.

MR. HUGHES:  This is, of course, a table representing the approximate or the estimated savings of the Board-approved programs.  So this would constitute the 17 percent; is that a fair --


MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  I note just under the table, the first line, it said that these estimates are based on Hydro One Networks' past programs and data from third-party consultants.

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  Now, my understanding is -- please correct me if I am wrong -- that the data from third-party consultants is not your consultants.  It wasn't Seeline or GreenSaver?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, it is not.  The programs were designed by Hydro One Networks, and they had third-party consultants assist them.

MR. HUGHES:  Yes.

MR. WILLIAMS:  And it is not intended to misrepresent that we --


MR. HUGHES:  No, No.  No, and I am not suggesting that.

I just want a bit concerned, because -- or confused, because -- are we referring to the Navigant report when you refer to the third-party consultants?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, we are.

MR. HUGHES:  And when you look at the Navigant report -– and I don't know that I need to take you there, but we can -- it is very clear to say that Hydro One Networks is in a very unique situation, and it sets out a number of factors, one of which is there is a different service territory, there's a different customer base, there is a different geographic size, lower customer density, it is more rural, less urban, and there is a greater prevalence of electric and water heating.

And would those be fair?  Would you agree with those differences?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Hydro One Networks does have a different customer base than what we have.

However, the programs, we looked at them on an individual basis, to see if they would be applicable to ourselves.

MR. HUGHES:  And is that analysis, either the analysis comparing the programs and whether they would be applicable or viable for you, has that been documented, that analysis?  Is it on the record?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It is part of our filing.  It's --


MR. HUGHES:  Could you direct -- and perhaps your counsel can at a later point direct me to where that is on the record?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We can look for it right now.  We can look for it right now in the prefiled evidence of Hydro One Brampton.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. WILLIAMS:  Okay.  You will find it in our filed evidence -- and I can certainly refer you to it -- is that we have our own TRC calculation, and that is -- that is how we evaluated the program, making sure -- it was two components to it.

One is making sure that the TRC and PAC were adequate.

The other was the appropriateness of the programs, making sure that they could be extended to our customer base.

Yes, there is a difference, but the programs, we could see how we could use them.  There's definite advantages to using an existing program, to help us reach our targets.

These programs were designed, and we trusted that the evaluation had been done.  We performed our own TRC tests on them, and the other test that we did was to evaluate, looking at our customer base to see if we could apply it.

MR. HUGHES:  And that analysis, you say, is on the record?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It is on the record.  I can --


MR. HUGHES:  You will undertake to -- thank you.

In terms, then -- at no point did you, after the fact, go back to the consultants you had worked with to discuss the efficacy of those programs to your customer base, of the proposed Hydro One Board-approved --


MR. WILLIAMS:  Not in a formal manner.  We did not formally sit down and do that.

We did discuss -- there were numerous discussions on them and the appropriateness of them.

And we were still satisfied that those numbers were appropriate.

MR. HUGHES:  And was there any correspondence or written documentation reflecting those deliberations?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Most of them were meetings and telephone calls.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  Just to kind of close that off, circling back to the working charrette, can you give us a sense of how -- what was the duration of that?  Was it over a couple of days?  Was it a single-day discussion with some inputs?

MR. WILLIAMS:  There was a series of input requirements that we got together.

So there was a listing of -- so we could break down our customer base, and the working -- the actual workshop itself was effectively a day of concentrated discussion, plus I guess there was input by the consultants.

I can't give you the specific amount of hours that they put in on it, but there was a number of clarifications back and forth over a two-week period.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  So I think I have a sense of this, but I don't want to mischaracterize it.

There was an input process.  There was no formal documented retainer?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, sir.

MR. HUGHES:  There was no documentation setting out the input requirements or what you were providing to the consultants for their analysis prior to the written -- prior to the working charrette; is that --


MR. WILLIAMS:  The working charrette was designed.  Certain things came up that we needed.  We got the results right then and there.  We have access to our billing system, which gives us quite a bit of statistics.  Where we needed inputs, we did have a lot of them.

Yes, it sounds like very quick, easy process, but we relied on the expertise of the people in the room that could deliver.

MR. HUGHES:  And the end result, the 83 percent, you said that there is a potential for a margin of error, you have assumed, between 5 and 10 percent.  So the OPA programs could, on that basis, be up to as much as 93 percent of your target?

I realize it could be as little as 73 percent, but that is the margin we're talking about?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Everything depends on the uptake of the program, when the programs were rolled out and the delay of getting the programs out.  That is why we went with the -- assumed there is a wider margin.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay, just a moment, please.  At no point -- am I correct in assuming at no point were either the Seeline or GreenSaver asked to provide comment on potential CDM program designs?

MR. WILLIAMS:  When we discussed future initiatives, we had already had discussions with Networks, and we had entered into an agreement that we were allowed to offer those programs.

We explained that position to the consultants, that we were not in a position to ask them for program design.  And it was clear to them that if we did go into any additional program design, it would be through -- like, if we retain anybody to design it, it would be through an RFP process.

So there was no preconceived notions of future work for them.

MR. HUGHES:  So, sorry, before the working charrette, you advised them that --


MR. WILLIAMS:  We advised them that we would --


MR. HUGHES:  Would not be asking them for any CDM program design?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  That if you ever wanted some, that it would go out to a competitive tender?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  Am I correct in the sequence here that what you ultimately did just use what Hydro One Networks proposed?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes.

MR. HUGHES:  So you did not go out to competitive tender?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We saw the results, and we assumed that we are going to meet our targets with the OPA programs and the six Board-approved programs.

MR. HUGHES:  But you did not have your consultants consider the Board-approved programs that Hydro One Networks had suggested?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, we didn't.

MR. HUGHES:  And, again, I don't want to mischaracterize this, but you had a day of concentrated discussion.  There was obviously a lot of advanced work presumably that went into it.

And there was no -- these were people looking at your specific customer base, based on your specific customer information, and you did not ask them -- in fact, you told them you did not want from them any CDM design, program design?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. HUGHES:  And you ultimately adopted the Hydro One Networks one, which had been developed for Hydro One Networks, based on its data, by its consultant?

MR. WILLIAMS:  After evaluation to make sure that it was effective and we had a TRC test for ourselves.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay.  Just again, other than the three pages of documents that are appended or included as your response to CME Interrogatory No. 2, there is no documentation whatsoever related to your work with the consultants?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, sir.

MR. HUGHES:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.

Who is next?  Anybody next?

MR. POCH:  I was going to go first thing in the morning.

MS. LEA:  All right.  I've got a volunteer in David Poch.

MR. POCH:  How late are we going?

MS. LEA:  I was thinking until 5:00, unless anybody else has a problem with that.  Might as well get done what we can get done.

MR. POCH:  I don't think I'll finish, so if there is someone who wants to get in and out, I am happy to cede.

MS. LEA:  No other volunteers appear to be saying anything, David, so why don't you go ahead?

MR. POCH:  Okay.
Questions by Mr. Poch:


MR. POCH:  Not assuming I was going to get reached today, I may be scattered and I may beg people's indulgence to come back with a few more questions tomorrow, if I manage to blow it here.

I just want to revisit this discussion you had with Mr. Gibbons about how you are expressing your megawatt-hour achievements in your plan.

I think it will be helpful if we look at an example.  Let's start with the neighbourhood benchmarking program.  First of all, in B, tab 1, schedule 2, at page 11, I see it accounts for 61 of your 179 gigawatt-hours that come from proposing -- you are proposing come from OEB-approved programs; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  If we turn to I-1-18, I think that is where we will see -- the best place to see details of that program, page 2 of that interrogatory response.

MR. ALMASSI:  Right.

MR. POCH:  It says 5,000 participants each year -- or 50,000 participants each year will be mailed out these home energy reports.  It is a paper-based audit, in effect; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  It's a paper-based report, as well as web access.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  It says 50,000 consumers each year.

So will you have 50,000 new consumers each year?  In other words, you will have 50,000 consumers in 2012, let's say, and then a different 50,000 in 2013, or will these same participants recur in each year?  How does that work?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  It is the same 50,000-customer group in each year.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So over the course of the period ending 2014, you will have had 50,000 unique participants, not four times 50,000?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And then I just want to get some of this math cleared away.  On the next page, we see that -- I am going to focus on energy savings here for now.  It says 114 kilowatt-hours in year 1, and then 368 kilowatt-hours in each of years 2, 3 and 4.

I assume the difference is simply because you are only going to get going part way through 2011, if you are lucky; right?  Correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is partly the reason.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So I just did some multiplication.  Let's do it in megawatt-hours.  0.114 megawatt-hours times the 50,000 will give you 5,700 megawatt-hours of energy conservation from the year 1 of that program; correct?  Because these numbers are kilowatt-hours, I have just done 0.114, instead of 114, to get them into megawatt-hours.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch, I would say that is correct, subject to check.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  But that is the math?  We can check the math, the multiplication, later, but you'd multiply those two figures together?

MR. ALMASSI:  Check the math.

MR. POCH:  So year 2, it would be 50,000 times 0.368, and I get 18,400 megawatt-hours.  And similarly for years 3 and 4.

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, subject to check, that seems correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  So then what I did is I added the 5,700, plus three times the 18,400, and I got 60,900, which is roughly the 61 gigawatt-hours that you showed earlier, that we took you to earlier in Exhibit B-1-2, at page 11; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Correct.

MR. POCH:  So have we not just made clear, then, that the 61 gigawatt-hours and all of the numbers in that table and the 179 are the sum of the megawatt-hours that have been saved in each of the four years, not the megawatt-hours being saved in the final year?

Think about it in terms of what generation the system has to provide every year.  At the end of that four-year period, there will be 1,800 -- in the last year, there will be 18,400 megawatt-hours saved.  The 61 gigawatt-hours is how much you will have saved, summing all of the megawatt-hours in all of the years; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch, it would help me a great deal to answer the question if you could kindly separate megawatts and megawatt-hours.

MR. POCH:  I am only talking megawatt-hours here.  We're only talking energy.  If I've said megawatts, I misspoke.  It's megawatt-hours in every instance, or gigawatt-hours.

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you.  As far as megawatt-hours are concerned, those are the savings, annual savings that occur in each year.  And our practice is that we will add the megawatt-hour savings in each year.

And the total that we show at the end of 2014 is the sum of all megawatt-hours achieved in each year.

MR. POCH:  Regardless of what year they were achieved in and regardless of whether they're still around at the end of the period; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct, but as I mentioned earlier, maybe I should ask you about the purpose of the question.  Is this about persistency?

MR. POCH:  Well, I don't think we need to put labels on it.  I just want an answer to my factual question.

The way you have done it in each instance, when you give us the number of megawatt-hours or gigawatt-hours you are attributing to each program to demonstrate you have met your obligations, it is megawatt-hours saved in any of the years, regardless of whether those megawatt-hours are occurring -- still occur in the final year of the program, or will occur in the next year, for that matter; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  The results that we show are megawatt-hours saved in each year, and the total is the sum of megawatt-hours saved in each year.

MR. POCH:  Could you answer my question?  I will put it for a third time.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  The answer is yes.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Yes, they don't have to be extant in the final year of the program?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am sorry, Mr. Poch, but that -- when we talk about megawatt-hours, megawatt-hours only are saved at a given point in time.

It is megawatts that the issue is whether they persist or not.

MR. POCH:  I understand you like to tie this word "persistence" only to megawatts.  I am not going to debate nomenclature with you.  My question is very simple.

If you have one of your programs, if it saves 5,700 megawatt-hours in year 1, and in year 2, 18,400, and it doesn't save any in year 3 and it doesn't save any in year 4, when you report the megawatt-hours, it is going to be the sum of those savings in the first two years that you are going to report?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  All right.  Now, if we return to I-1-18, at page 2 of that answer, at the top, we see the participant cost test, and under participant cost under the "Cost" column, there is a zero.

By which I infer participants don't have to -- aren't expected to spend anything on measures in response to this program?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And at page 4 of your answer, you say, under "Equipment life" it's behavioural, so you label it one-year, reflecting that fact; is that correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  So when this program inspires someone to save energy -- again, we are only talking energy here -- your assumption is after a year, that savings is no longer there unless some other step is taken.  It doesn't persist, in my language, the energy saving?

MR. ALMASSI:  The behavioural changes in all our proposed programs are, by and large, assumed to persist one year for the megawatt results that are achieved.

MR. POCH:  For the megawatt results that are achieved?

And the megawatt-hours are -- fall when they may within that year, but you don't expect there will be continuing savings of megawatt-hours either; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Megawatt-hours, the way our treatment of megawatt-hours is, savings are counted at the point in time when they happen.

MR. POCH:  Of course that is true in every case.  But what I am saying -- you are assuming that this is a behavioural change which isn't going to last, and result in -- you are not taking any credit.  You are not assuming, for purposes of taking credit, that that behaviour will persist such that you will get both megawatt and megawatt-hour savings two years later?

MR. ALMASSI:  We achieve results, in terms of peak reduction.

Unless, let's say, in 2013, if we achieve one-megawatt results in a given initiative, if that one-megawatt reduction in peak demand does not persist to the next year, we do not count that result.

MR. POCH:  Right.  I am just asking in this specific example, where you've said it is behavioural and you are attributing it –- you're calling it a one-year life, the energy savings, megawatt-hours, you are assuming for a participant where -- that once the program ends, there is no continuing energy savings in subsequent periods?

That is what you are assuming?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Perhaps we could have a couple of minutes, Mr. Poch?

MR. POCH:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  I will try to address the question insofar as, if you are asking if a kilowatt-hour savings happens in one year and it does not happen in the following year, does not persist, we will not count it again.

MR. POCH:  Obviously.  I am asking, for this particular program, am I reading this correctly that you, in fact -- for this particular program, you are expecting there to be energy savings in each of the four years, but by 2015 there is not going to be any energy savings, or at least none that you are seeking to take credit for, attributable to this effort?

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not make any assumptions for what would happen after December 31st, 2014.

MR. POCH:  Well, you must have made an assumption for running the TRC of what the energy savings were in each calendar year.

MR. ALMASSI:  Only regarding equipment life.  For behaviour, we always assume one-year impact.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And so you are telling me, then, that you are assuming no impact on the energy side, whatever, 12 months after this ends or maybe at the end of it.  You tell me which it is.

MR. ALMASSI:  For savings generated through behavioural changes, we assume one year persistency, and that's the standard practice.

MR. POCH:  In this program, there is no equipment, so there is no other --


MR. ALMASSI:  There is no other.

MR. POCH:  Right, okay.

So for this program -- oh, all right, let's look at -- let's take another example, and that might be sufficient.

Let's look at Double Return Plus.  I think this one you can see at I, sub 1, 48.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And if I understand this correctly, you've got 130 customers involved in this, and you've assumed 60 will be in the first two-year period and 70 in the second two-year period; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  And in this instance, looking at the energy savings, which is at page 4 of 5, I read this as 220 megawatt-hours for each participant, and I assume it's for the length of their -- for the duration of their involvement in the program, or is that for each year of their involvement?

MR. ALMASSI:  This is for the length of the program for the four-year period.

MR. POCH:  Two-hundred-twenty megawatt-hours will be achieved through behavioural.  I took it from our conversation a minute ago you assumed that those are -- let's not disparage it, but they're transient.  It is not a durable savings, a repeating savings, but that 55 megawatt-hours per participant will be achieved through load management and that will have a ten-year equipment life associated with it and an assumed ten-year continuing contribution; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  One second, please.

[Witness panel confer]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch, you have to forgive me.  I may come across as argumentative on this issue, but, once again, the comments that you -- the question that you asked, it is correct if you are talking about megawatts.  It is not correct if you are talking about megawatt-hours.

MR. POCH:  I am just trying to get clarity.

The 55 megawatt-hours that you are going to achieve through load management, in what years does that occur?

MR. ALMASSI:  Those are a spread over the four years.  That is the total of the four-year megawatt-hour savings.

MR. POCH:  Exactly.  So on average in each year, if it was spread evenly, you might expect, whatever it is, 11-and-change megawatt-hours in each year; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Correct.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Almost 14.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  A quarter of 55, whatever it is.  It's getting late in the day.

In fact, though, there will be megawatt-hours saved in subsequent years, past 2014, correct, because that equipment will be around saving energy?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And when you did your TRC, did you count that?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, we did.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And so in the final -- at the end of the period of 2014, just near the end of that, we are going to have the 70 customers that are in the last half of the program, and in terms of -- well, let me ask this.

Will there be -- all right, I am going to stop there.  I am just going to confuse the record more.

Here is what I would like, then.  I think you can see what I am getting at.  I am concerned about this question of whether the energy savings that your various programs are getting are here today and gone tomorrow, and if we could have a better selection or a better design, if there is opportunities for better design, to have programs which get -- put durable measures in place which continuously generate energy savings in subsequent years for some period of time, obviously limited by the equipment life.

So to get a sense of where we are, I am going to ask to expand on Mr. Gibbons' undertaking, but just before I do that, I take it, from the exercise we have just gone through, that when you are looking at whether you have satisfied the directive and the allocation of the energy portion of the target in the directive to Hydro One and to Brampton Hydro, you are reading the phrase "cumulative energy savings" as -- the same way you have calculated your numbers here; that is, it is megawatt-hours.  Whether or not there is any megawatt-hours saved when we get to 2014 or 2015, in that particular period, it is at any time.

MR. ALMASSI:  And the question is?

MR. POCH:  It is not recurring annual megawatt-hour savings.  It is megawatt-hour savings that have occurred at any time during the life of this -- the span of this program?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch --


MR. POCH:  That is how you explained to me you added these things up.

MR. ALMASSI:  Maybe I will try to explain, and then we come back to the question.

Maybe we can go to the previous page, page 3 of Exhibit 1, tab 1, schedule 48, page 3.

Now, in the electricity kilowatt and kilowatt-hour section, titled, we are indicating between 2011 and 2014, we have an average of 240 kilowatt -- not kilowatt-hours, kilowatt, per participant is achieved through behaviour, with only one-year persistency.

We took that into account.

MR. POCH:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  And the next line indicates that we have an average of 60 kilowatts per participant, through load management multi-year.  And that is where equipment is involved.  And therefore, the 60 kilowatts per participant is the one assumed to have persistency beyond one year.

But when we go to the next section regarding kilowatt-hours, that is the -- as I mentioned before -- standard practice.  Kilowatt-hours, conceptually, they happen at a point in time and they're counted.  They cannot be undone.  Once the kilowatt-hour is saved, it cannot be undone.  So therefore it is counted.

I don't know if that is helpful.

MR. POCH:  All right.  You explained that already to me, and I am just saying and that's -- that count is what you are using.  That is how you're interpreting the directive.  It is that count; correct?

It's not --


MR. ALMASSI:  I believe so.  I believe we are following the count.

MR. POCH:  It is not megawatt-hours that the participants harvested in each -- over the four-year period are delivering to the system in 2014; it is megawatt-hours that they have delivered at any time during the period 2011 to 2014?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  Right.

Okay.  And I am interested in that question, which is:  How much is not only being delivered to the system in 2014 -- the question I think Mr. Gibbons asked, and I am still not sure he has gotten an answer to -- but what I am interested in what would be delivered to the system in energy savings in the year 2015 as a result of this portfolio of six programs -– actually, not just this portfolio of six programs, of your entire portfolio in the 2011 to 2014 period.

So that is the undertaking that I am going to seek from you, which is to -- let's do it for megawatts and megawatt-hours, so it is all -- I am going to suggest we do this -- if you could do this in a chart, I think it would be helpful to the Board and would shorten things up considerably when we get to the hearing.  It would certainly be helpful to me.

So I think what we want know is for each program -- and I am talking about the six programs that you're seeking Board approval for, and the however-many programs that I see you did provide four-year information for in your filing from OPA -- I want just how many megawatt-hours will be delivered to the system in 2014 from those programs, and how many megawatt-hours you would expect will be delivered to the system in 2015; in other words, that will survive your programs.

And that is megawatt-hours.  And if you could break that out by program, I think that would be very helpful.

And similarly for megawatts, I think, actually, at the risk of pushing this too far, I'm going to say 2016 too, so we can see the pattern of decay, of we have -- because presumably, we have a pattern of decay as equipment drops off or participants' one-year behaviour is assumed to end, and so on.  So I think that would be most helpful.

Can we do that as well for megawatts?  I think you have probably already reported what megawatts at the ends of the period are.

MR. ALMASSI:  We have projected the megawatts according to the life of the equipment.

MR. POCH:  Right.  Can we get a chart which, then, shows -- perhaps we could go out five years and show what persistence you would expect of those megawatt savings in each subsequent year for five years after your -- after 2014.  Because I think it will be important to -- it is important to us and I think it would be important to the Board to understand how these savings are going to last or aren't going to last.  That obviously impacts the cost-effectiveness, something you picked up.  It is buried inside the test and we can't see.

But I think this laying it out that way would make it a little clearer for everyone.  Is that possible?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We will not give that undertaking, Mr. Poch.

My understanding is that Hydro One has already provided megawatts and megawatt-hours for 2014.

It is our belief that the scope of this hearing does not go beyond the length of the Hydro One programs for which it is seeking funding, and we will not be doing it for any year subsequent to 2014.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Can you give me a minute?

[Mr. Poch and Mr. Shepherd confer]

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Then I am going to ask for something different.  I am going to ask you to produce -– well, I may come back to that request in front of the Board, and we can revisit that and have an argument then.  I won't engage you in argument now.

But I would also ask, then, for the TRC spreadsheet for each and every of your programs, so we can see how the TRC has been generated and the inputs to the TRC and so on in each year you are taking TRC credit for.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Would you give me a moment?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, since it is past 5:00 o'clock, we would like to discuss this in the evening and get back to you tomorrow as to whether we are willing to give that undertaking.

MR. POCH:  Certainly.  We can pick it up at 9:30 in the morning.  I understand from Ms. Lea that is an appropriate time to break for the day now, in any event.

MS. LEA:  I just have a couple of things before we do that.

First of all, Hydro One and Hydro One Brampton have provided the updated filings that they were talking about earlier, the blue-page updates.  I handed them out.  If you don't have them, we have extra copies here.

Secondly, I just wanted to do a very quick round-the-room as to who still has questions.  If you have any idea of how long you will be, that would help.

Mr. Crocker, you have questions for tomorrow?

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Do you have a sense of how long you might be?

MR. CROCKER:  Between half an hour and an hour, probably.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  David MacIntosh, I think you are still hiding behind the pillar?  Any questions?  No questions.  Okay.

Next over, Julie.  Is there anyone between David and Julie?  I can't see.  No?

Okay.  And the gentleman, I think you are from Horizon?  No?  Okay.  Dana, do you have questions?

MR. SILK:  Yes, I do.

MS. LEA:  Any idea as to how long you might be with that?

MR. SILK:  My questions, 15 minutes.  I can't vouch for the answers.

MS. LEA:  I understand.  Well, we will give you a little leeway to get some answers.

Marian, does Tom have questions for tomorrow?

MS. FRASER:  Yes, he does, and I would guess an hour, including the answers.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  And David has more questions to go.  I know Jay has more.

Any sense of how much longer you might be, Mr. Poch?

MR. POCH:  I am guessing a half hour, 40 minutes.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  And Jay, you have?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have, I would guess, two hours.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Anyone I have missed?

Thank you very much.  We will reconvene at 9:30 tomorrow morning, here in this room.  I think we will stay here, now we are here.

--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:02 p.m.
PAGE  

