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--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.
Preliminary Matters:


MS. LEA:  Good morning.  Welcome back.

One matter before we begin.  Last night, Patrick, the gentleman who manages the court reporting transcripts, he sent out an electronic transcript last evening to everyone.

If you did not receive it, there are two possible problems.  One is that you may not be on the official intervenor list, not as an intervenor - all of you are listed - but the particular person who is looking to receive something may not be on that intervenor list.

So you may want to have yourself as a person added to that list.  Those people who have told us yesterday that they were not receiving correspondence, we have added your names to the official Board Secretary list.  So that should be fine.

The other possibility is occasionally the transcripts will be rejected by your e-mail system in case they're spam, so they may be filtered out.  If you are having that problem, then I think you will need to speak to Patrick, and he is located through these doors and a little bit of a right turn.  He is on your left.

So if you are having problems receiving the transcript for any reason, let me know if you are not on the intervenor list and let Patrick know if that doesn't seem to solve your problem.

All right.  Any other --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Are you suggesting that Bill Gates knows better than we do the value of this evidence?

MS. LEA:  I wouldn't venture to suggest anything Bill Gates does or doesn't know.  If we're so smart, why ain't we rich, is usually the joke; right?

So any other preliminary things before we begin again?

If not, then, Mr. Poch, away you go.  Thank you.  And we are on the record now, Teresa, are we?  Yes.  Thank you.
HYDRO ONE NETWORKS INC./HYDRO ONE BRAMPTON NETWORKS INC. - PANEL 1, RESUMED


Ian Malpass


Masoud Almassi


Stan But


Ralph Williams

Continued Questions by Mr. Poch:

MR. POCH:  Gentlemen, when we will left off last night, you were contemplating whether or not you wanted to release the TRC spreadsheet.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.  We considered that overnight.  We looked into what you were asking for.

The following is the undertaking that Hydro One is prepared to give; that is, to provide savings for the six Hydro One programs associated with the life of the equipment beyond 2014.

You were also asking about TRC --


MR. POCH:  Let me just stop there, first of all.  Do you want to deal with them one at a time?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Let's deal with them all together.

MR. POCH:  Okay, go ahead.  Sorry.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Regarding the question about TRC assumptions, I am advised that Hydro One has already provided inputs to the TRC assumptions as answers to interrogatories at Exhibit I, tab 1, schedules 7, 18, 25, 39 and 48.

MR. POCH:  And 33, by the way, is missing from that list just as a reference.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Thirty-three, sorry.

MR. POCH:  Yes.  Yes.  Well, as I indicated in my questions yesterday, I was interested in understanding the annual megawatt-hour savings.  So your proposed response doesn't really satisfy my question.

I think the lifetime is indeed in your materials already.  You tell how many -- and the savings over the four-year period is in your materials already, but we can calculate the lifetime from the equipment life and the number you have.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I probably wasn't clear.  The undertaking that we are giving is to provide the savings for the six programs associated with the life of the equipment, annually, beyond 2014.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  That would be most helpful.  And --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just interrupt, David?  Sorry.

MR. POCH:  Go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if you could just put on the record the rationale for not providing the TRC calculation.  I mean, you know, you have a menu of reasons why you can refuse to give something, materiality, relevance, et cetera.

Can you tell us which of the allowed refusal reasons is the one that you are relying on, so that when we make our motion, we can refer to it?

MR. ALMASSI:  The reason for not submitting the model, the spreadsheet, is the same reason as we have redacted information in our submission.  It includes the redacted information in the spreadsheet.  And without that information, there is no additional information provided by providing the spreadsheet.

All of the assumptions and all of the key inputs in the spreadsheet, in the TRC analysis, has already been provided in the evidence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So confidentiality is not an allowed reason to refuse something, it is only a reason to file something in confidence.  So what is the reason, one of the allowed reasons, why you are refusing to provide it altogether?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We don't believe that providing the additional information would be of further assistance.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it is materiality?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Well, hopefully the response you give me will satisfy us and we won't have to spend a lot of time in front of the Board next month digging out numbers.  Thank you.

I had a few other questions.

In a number of the -- in a number of the interrogatory responses, you cite -- and I noticed on page 81 of the Navigant report, as well, there is a quote about participation.  It says, "Expected Participation Rate", and the quote is, "Impact model across all applicable measures for industrial sector as a whole", in the example I gave from -- let me get you the actual exhibit reference.

This is from the Navigant -- this is the monitoring and targetting program summary in the Navigant materials at page 81 of their report, which I believe is an attachment to Exhibit I-6-3.

Can you explain what that means, "impact" -- what the participation rate -- how we can glean the participation rate from that?

MR. BUT:  Can you provide a page reference?

MR. POCH:  Yes.  It is page 81 of the Navigant report, which is the attachment to, I believe, if my reference is correct, I-6-3.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch, could you repeat exactly what part on page 81?

MR. POCH:  You will see there is two columns there.  The column in the first column, the fourth box down "Expected Participation Rate", do you have that?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  I am just trying to understand what this "impact model across all applicable measures" says about the participation rate and what we can understand about that.

MR. BUT:  My interpretation of this "impact model across all applicable measures for industrial sector as a whole", basically they did the impact analysis for all the applicable measures for the industrial sector.

MR. POCH:  I understand.  I just want to -- can you tell me what Navigant found is an expected participation rate, though, in terms of numbers of participants?  I am trying to just compare it to what you have reported, for example, in I-1-25, where you say you are going to have ten participants per year.

So is that what -- you know, did Navigant find that you can only get ten participants per year?  That is what I am trying to get to the bottom of.

MR. ALMASSI:  The participation rate in the submission for monitoring and targetting program is Hydro One Networks' estimates.

MR. POCH:  I am wondering what Navigant found.  I couldn't find it in the report, and obviously they have done some -- done it in a different fashion, as they indicate there.  I am not quite sure what it means, but it would appear to be that they have added up participation for each measure as opposed to just companies participating.

But I wanted to get that information so we could compare it with what you have chosen to do.

Can you undertake -- I can imagine you can't answer this for Navigant off the top of your head -- can you undertake to find out what Navigant estimated the achievable participation rate is?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Would you give us a moment, please?

[Witness panel confers]

MS. LEA:  Sorry.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One will give that undertaking.  I believe that is Undertaking No. 5.

MS. LEA:  Yes, thanks.

MR. POCH:  I think just for numbering, I think the convention is to call it Technical Conference –- J, "T"  for Technical Conference, and then it is the second day and it will be the second undertaking.  So shall we do that?

MS. LEA:  We can certainly do that numbering that way if it helps people, because it is a fairly short thing.  I was just going to keep going sequentially, but it doesn't matter.

Well, why don't we say that the one this morning, then, that you agreed to, that would be No. 4, according to your lights, Mr. Engelberg?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  Thank you.

Then let's call this Undertaking No. 5 to the Technical Conference.

Can you just repeat that for my benefit?  I'm sorry, Mr. Poch.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5:  to PROVIDE AVAILABLE NAVIGANT ADVICE ON ACHIEVABLE PARTICIPATION RATES FOR THE SIX PROGRAMS.

MR. POCH:  In fact, what I would like is to understand -- for Hydro One to provide the Navigant Consulting advice on what are achievable participation rates for each of the six programs.  Full stop.

MS. LEA:  Yes.  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I thought it was only for monitoring and targetting.

MR. POCH:  Well, that was my first question, and now - in fairness, I should put it to you:  Can we get that for all of them?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I just want to confer with them to see if we can get that.

MR. POCH:  Mm-hmm.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  All right.  We will undertake to provide the additional information for monitoring and targetting program, and for the hospitals and municipalities program.

I am advised that Navigant did not provide the information regarding the other four programs.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Perhaps you could just note that in the response so it will be clear to the Board why we have it for two and not the others.  I think that would be helpful.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  Great.  Thank you.

Could you turn up I-5-8, which is actually the ninth GEC interrogatory?

In this interrogatory, we asked for a mapping of all of the CDM opportunities that have been identified, that is particular end-use measures, and the extent to which different programs that you are going to be offering -- either OPA or HONI programs -- are expected to address each of those opportunities, both in scope and degree.

And we added some additional information about the potential, the number of customers.

In your answer, you simply refer us to the schedule --


MR. ALMASSI:  Excuse me, Mr. Poch.  Could you repeat the reference?

MR. POCH:  It is I-5-8.  I will give you a minute to pull that up.

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you.

MR. POCH:  Do you have that now?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I do.  Thank you.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  You can see what we have asked for there.  And your response simply directs us to these, the list of interrogatories your counsel referred to earlier as -- where some of the TRC input information is available, and the consultant study, which is, again, the Navigant study.

That is not responsive to our question.

My apologies.  The list of interrogatories you referred to, it does provide us with the number of customers you are proposing to address on the six programs.  It doesn't tell us anything about the number on the other programs that you are delivering for OPA.

It certainly doesn't tell us -- answer for this mapping we asked for.  We are trying to understand the extent of the potential versus what you are choosing to pursue.

So I am going to ask that you answer the interrogatory.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One will give that undertaking, Mr. Poch.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Thank you.  That would be Undertaking No. 7?

MS. LEA:  Thank you, yes.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Isn't it No. 6?

MR. POCH:  Six?

MS. LEA:  Oh, sorry.  Pardon me.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6:  TO PROVIDE RESPONSE TO GEC INTERROGATORY NO. 8, WITHOUT CUSTOMER NUMBER INFORMATION ALREADY PROVIDED.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, it would be helpful if you would repeat for us exactly what you would like us to do.

MR. POCH:  I think the interrogatory would be to provide an answer to I-5-8, apart from number of customers in the six Hydro One programs which has, as the answer indicates, has already been provided.

MR. ENGELBERG:  All right.

MR. POCH:  Excuse me.  Let me just get this right -- the right reference for you for the next question.  My apologies.  One second.

The reference I was looking for that you might want to turn up is I-5-2, and we were asking about budgets here in part (f), and your response indicates -- this is how you divided up the provincial OPA budget to come up with OPA's -- Hydro One's share, and presumably a similar methodology for Brampton Hydro.

What I am interested in is:  Where does the OPA program budget come from for these various initiatives that you are going to be delivering?  You were on that working committee.  Was it top-down, bottom-up?  How was that budget arrived at?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are a member of the funding working group for province-wide programs.  And at the time of the submission, the best available information to us was the total budget, by programs, being defined as consumer, commercial, institutional and industrial.

And in the evidence, we described the process, how we worked that number in order to arrive at a preliminary estimate of the funding that potentially will be allocated to us.

MR. POCH:  No, I understood that, but that's a starting point.  The provincial budget -- it is the second column in the chart on that answer.  The provincial budget for those three sectors -- consumer, commercial, industrial, institutional and industrial, where did that budget come from?

Did you work with OPA to develop a suitable budget to ensure you can meet your target?  How was it developed?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, are you referring to the OPA budget or to the Hydro One budget for the Hydro One programs?

MR. POCH:  I am referring to the OPA budget, which then you have explained how it was allocated to Hydro One.  I think you have made that clear.

What isn't clear is the starting point.  How was that budget set?  You were part of that working group.  Was the working group involved in setting that budget?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I am going to say here that the workings of the OPA in developing their programs and their budget are, in our view, beyond the scope of this hearing.

MR. POCH:  So I just want to understand and I want to get your position clearly on the record so we don't have to argue this in front of the Board at length.

Your position is that this Board in this proceeding should not be concerned about Hydro One's ability to achieve 80 percent of its target that is funded through the OPA mechanism?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I don't think that is exactly what we're saying.

I think Hydro One is saying and has filed evidence that it will be using the OPA programs, has evaluated what it believes that it can get from the OPA programs and has fairly described the OPA programs, and that in this proceeding we move on from there to do an examination of the proposed Hydro One programs to see whether they are incremental to and complementary to the OPA programs.

But we are not here in this proceeding, in our understanding, to do an in-depth analysis of the OPA programs themselves and how they were arrived at.

MR. POCH:  I wasn't talking about doing an in-depth analysis of the OPA programs.  I am just looking at this overall budget you have been given to deliver this 80 percent of your portfolio, and I wondered:  Were you involved in setting that budget, and on what basis was it set?  Was it built up program by program?  Was it by fiat?  I want to get some insight into where does that number come from.

MR. ENGELBERG:  That is the part that Hydro One believes is beyond the scope of this hearing.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  In the Navigant study -- I apologize I don't have the page reference, but it does refer to -- in looking at what potential is available for you to chase with your programs, it refers to anticipated changes in the baseline performance of efficiency of the economy, as it were, because of forthcoming codes and standards.

Then it indicates that it had information provided to it in confidence in that regard, and it doesn't disclose that information, obviously.

I am not sure today is the day to answer the question, unless you have an easy response, why forthcoming codes and standards are secret information.  Do you know, gentlemen?  It may be better for your other panel, but...

MR. BUT:  Perhaps I can answer that.  The codes and standard information that Navigant used based on OPA information, that information has not been released by the OPA.  That is the reason why Navigant, our consultant, does not have the authority to release that information in this document.

MR. POCH:  Can I ask for an undertaking that you obtain permission from OPA to put on the record in this proceeding the information on expected savings from codes and standards and other OPA initiatives, other provincial initiatives?  The undertaking I am requesting is simply that you ask.  Obviously you can't commit to necessarily be able to deliver, because OPA may simply refuse, but I am just asking for an undertaking that you will ask, make best efforts, to obtain that information and file it in this proceeding.  Can we have that undertaking?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We will undertake, as undertaking number 7, to ask the OPA.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7:  TO ASK OPA WHETHER IT WILL CONSENT TO PUT ON THE RECORD IN THIS PROCEEDING INFORMATION ON EXPECTED SAVINGS FROM CODES AND STANDARDS AND OTHER OPA INITIATIVES, OTHER PROVINCIAL INITIATIVES; to provide aggregated information by year

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Can I just -- you may be able to answer right now.  Perhaps it is an addendum to that undertaking.  Perhaps it is a separate undertaking.

If OPA is unprepared to provide details of that, could we at least get from you the expected savings annuals in any given year going forward, through your plan here, for codes and standards, for new codes and standards, in the aggregate?

I assume that that may not be a problem for them, even if they feel that giving away individual measures, code and standard information would somehow be a problem.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, are you talking about new codes and standards that have not been issued?

MR. POCH:  Well, I am talking about whatever it is that Navigant is referring to there about -- that they changed your -- that they took the potential for further conservation that could be delivered, and then they made a deduction from what is available for what they indicated were these codes and standards they saw coming down the pipe.

From that, I obviously can't tell you the vintage of when they're expected or if they're already promulgated, or what, but we wanted to gain some insight into that. 

So I guess my second -- the next undertaking request would be if OPA is not prepared to provide to the Board, through you, detailed information, then at least can we get aggregated information by year?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One will undertake to ask the OPA for that information.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Do you want to just treat that as an addition to the previous undertaking, since I think it's --


MS. LEA:  Keep that as part of No. 7.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Thank you.  You have indicated you don't propose to seek either SSM or LRAM, and that -- I gather your rationale is you already have in your load forecast, and therefore baked into rates, an estimate for CDM; is that correct?

That is Mr. But, I imagine.

MR. BUT:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  What value was, in fact, baked into rates for CDM?  Is it exactly equal to the -– well, it won't be equal to the -- you tell me.  What value was baked into rates, as compared to the current expectation of these programs and the programs you are delivering for OPA, and so on?

MR. BUT:  The CDM impacts that we use for Hydro One transmission and distribution rate cases, they have always been based on the OPA CDM information. 

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Can you just put that in numbers for me?  Is it the same as the values directed in the minister's directive? 

MR. BUT:  Well, we need to clarify this a little bit.

Which minister directive are you talking about?  Which number?

MR. POCH:  Well, I am referring to the CDM directive as allocated to -- by this Board to Hydro One.

MS. LEA:  Are you talking about the targets that were set by the Board decision following the CDM directive?

MR. POCH:  That's correct.

MS. LEA:  Yes, the Board decision of December 12th, 2010, setting the targets for individual distributors. 

MR. BUT:  The LDC CDM impact number is included in the IPSP information released by the OPA earlier. 

So I would assume -- I can say that that is consistent with that directive.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  I think we might be ships crossing, because my understanding is that the value that the Board, in its decision, allocated to the utilities came from a directive dated March 31st, 2010, as opposed to the presumption at the time of the IPSP back in 2007.

So this may be one that is best --


MR. BUT:  The IPSP CDM contained the IPSP -- contains both the impact resulting from OPA programs, LDC programs, as well as other impacts such as codes and standards, other inferences from the federal and provincial governments.

So that is the reason why earlier I said they are inclusive. 

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So I guess I am somewhat concerned - and maybe this is for the hearing - that your load forecast is based on assumptions about CDM that are now quite dated.

Have you done any analysis of how expected conservation induced from -- by programs from various players has changed since then? 

MR. BUT:  May I have a moment, please? 

[Witness panel confers]

MR. BUT:  Mr. Poch, there are different scenarios and versions of information Hydro One is using.  Hydro One is always using the most current information in our rate submissions.

MR. POCH:  All right.  I am getting kind of -- kind of feel like I am getting a conflicting answer here.

I think the cleanest way to deal with this would simply ask you to provide a filing, an undertaking response, where you break out for the Board the gigawatt and gigawatt-hour assumptions that were built into your current rates, into the load forecasts underlying your current rates for program-driven conservation.  And compare that to what the filing in this case anticipates.

And it may be simple for you to do that.  But I think it would be a lot more --


MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One is not willing to give that undertaking, on the basis that that is not --


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Then let me restate the question, Mr. But.

Are the numbers in your load forecast exactly the same as the numbers in this filing? 

MR. BUT:  The information used by Navigant is consistent with the last –- the DX rate filing Hydro One submitted.

MR. POCH:  With the last -- sorry, what filing? 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Distribution.

MR. POCH:  DX.  Okay.  Thank you. 

Well, I guess I am a bit puzzled, because in the Navigant report, it refers to things like the ecoENERGY program and it deducted that.  My understanding -- am I correct -- is my understanding correct that the Navigant report deducted things such as the ecoENERGY program - and it mentions that one specifically - from the potential going forward?

And my understanding now is that program is effectively dead, about a month from now. 

MR. BUT:  Perhaps I can provide a further clarification.

When I say the information is consistent, what I meant was the customer base information used by Navigant is consistent with our last distribution rate load forecast.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  What I am asking about is whether it is -- whether the assumptions in your load forecast about conservation from programs such as the ones you are seeking approval for before this Board, if the assumption for the various years in your rate -- that you have approval for rates, is the same -- well, for 2011 through 2014 -- is the same as the numbers that we see in your filing in this particular case.

MR. BUT:  The filing pertains to this case.  It is for the period 2011 to 2014.  In our last distribution rate case, our test year was only 2011.

So there is a period of time that was not covered by this filing. 

MR. POCH:  Right.  So clearly to the extent that your -– now, when you made that rate application, I take it you didn't have this information about what programs you can actually be delivered and what your actual precise expectations were; correct? 

MR. BUT:  That was correct.

MR. POCH:  So we can expect there is some mismatch in 2011, simply because the information wasn't available; is that fair? 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, I think you are getting into another proceeding here.

MR. POCH:  What I am getting into, sir, is the fact that, in this proceeding, your company, your client has indicated it is not going to pursue a LRAM, which means if its CDM performance differs from that in the load forecast, it is either taking money from ratepayers for no value, or is short-changing itself.

And I think that is squarely a matter that is before this Board.  I think, if Mr. But can answer the question, I think he was about to agree with me -- which is really you are stating what we just heard -- that in 2011, at least, there is going to be some slight mismatch between what was built into rates, the assumption in your load forecast for CDM, and what you now understand will be the likely achievements from your programs.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, I am going to suggest that we leave this, if there is any more to be gained from it, to the oral hearing, and not proceed with this line of questioning any further at the technical conference.

MR. POCH:  Okay, that's fine.  Now, gentlemen, in terms of the cost-effectiveness of your programs -- I will leave this to others to delve into in greater detail, but I think I understood from earlier in the record that you are using avoided costs -- Mr. Gibbons discussed this with you.  You are using avoided costs that were published by the OPA roughly at the time of their IPSP application.  I think the vintage is about 2007.

Do you recall that conversation?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I do.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And I think we can agree, without getting into a debate about the fine points, that the world has changed rather dramatically since then in terms of what the expectation is on the supply side for both the makeup of the supply side, with the advent of the Green Energy Act, and for the costs of supply we now have a feed-in tariff fixing some of those costs and we have at least some information about the results of the government's now suspended RFP for nuclear, all of which indicated that -- my understanding is, at least, that the supply costs are significantly different.

Would you agree?  Without putting numbers on it, would you agree with that summation?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Poch, I responded to a similar question yesterday.  We have used the best available information regarding avoided cost.  It is the same avoided cost that is used for OPA-approved programs, for consistency.

And once the avoided cost is updated through a subsequent study undertaken by OPA, we will be updating our cost-effective analysis, as well.

At this point in time, we are using the best available avoided cost to us.

MR. POCH:  I understand it is OPA that publishes those figures and it would be quite an undertaking to expect you to try to replicate that.  I wasn't suggesting that.

I just wanted to see if we can agree, though, that the circumstances you find yourself in are that OPA is providing you with numbers which we all can understand are outdated.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Poch, please don't ask the witness to characterize the evidence.  We understand your position, but I am not going to have him characterize anything beyond saying that he is using the best available information.

MR. POCH:  All right.  We will leave that for the hearing, too.

Related to that, would you agree that the assumption about avoided costs is something that underlies the potential study - that is, if avoided costs, for example, were twice as high as has been the ones -- the published ones, your consultant is going to find a lot more cost-effective potential for CDM?

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, if you recall, I answered a similar question from Mr. Gibbons.  The TRC and PAC analysis is dependent on the avoided cost estimates.

And, clearly, once the avoided cost estimates are updated, the TRC and PAC analysis will be different.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  I just have one final question and a couple of points in the interrogatory responses in response to questions yesterday.  I took it - and I want to know if my assumption is right - that you saw your challenge in designing your portfolio as to come up with a set of programs and measures and targetted participation, such that, in combination with the program results expected from the province-wide programs, you would hit your allocated targets?

You are nodding.  You have to speak for the record.

MR. ALMASSI:  I am not quite sure about the question, as yet.

MR. POCH:  Oh, the question is:  That is what you took as your mission, was to design a set of programs and a program approach that would get you to those targets?  Is that what your marching order was?

There were a number of points, for example, where Mr. Gibbons said, Well, why didn't you try a different incentive level or try to chase more participants, whatever?

And your answer was you were balancing various objectives.  You wanted to make sure you covered your various customer groups.  You wanted to balance rate impacts with the benefits from the CDM, and you wanted to hit your targets.

In the end, I take it, in the choice of how much CDM to seek, as opposed to these other choices about what sector to get it in and so on, the determinative factor was that target.  That is what you aimed at?

MR. ALMASSI:  We aimed to meet the -- meet and exceed target cost effectively, Mr. Poch.

MR. POCH:  That is what I wanted to ask about, "and exceed it cost effectively".  It appears to us, from what you filed, you are pretty well meeting it, not exceeding it in any significant way.

You don't have to accept my adjective.  I am wondering, is there any analysis of what other -- of alternative plans where you exceed it significantly, and what the expectation would be and the cost would be of that?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Our plan is to meet the provincial target as a condition of our licence, and we have not done the analysis for exceeding or planning on exceeding the targets.

However, in meeting the targets, if we can exceed the targets cost effectively within the current budget, that would be a desirable outcome.

MR. POCH:  We certainly agree with that.  I guess the question is whether you looked at alternative budgets, and I think I took your answer is -- correct me if I am wrong.  Your answer is, no, you did not?

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is no.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much, Mr. Poch.  I think Dr. Silk was asking to go next.
Questions by Dr. Silk:

DR. SILK:  Thank you.  Good morning, everyone.  My first question deals with your neighbourhood benchmarking program, which is the most innovative and one of your most ambitious, 61 gigawatt-hours, page 24.

The numbers that you have provided in your evidence indicate that you are counting on this to deliver about 1,200 kilowatt-hours of savings and working out to about 550 kilowatt-hours of savings per year, per client, which coincidentally is pretty darn close to the 3 percent projected savings or actual savings that have been shown in US utilities.

Can you confirm that you are basing this on the results of utilities in the US?  That 3 percent number, that is my number, not yours.

MR. ALMASSI:  We have -- in our evidence, we have indicated that we took into consideration the experience of 20 utilities.  We provided a list of those utilities.

Certainly we have taken the experience in other jurisdictions into account in our estimates.

DR. SILK:  Just to be clear, there has been no pilot project in Ontario with neighbourhood benchmarking?

MR. ALMASSI:  There has been no pilot in Ontario; that's correct.

DR. SILK:  Second question, I believe yesterday you referred to a control group of, I think you said, 50,000 people or households?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

DR. SILK:  Your plan over the next three, four years is to deal with 50,000 actual households; right?  So are we talking about 100,000 households receiving a home energy report through this program?

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  50,000 would be the test group, and they are the ones who are going to receive the energy reports, access to the web and the other services offered through the program.

The other 50 percent is a control group, and the difference in presumption between the two groups, estimated, would be the basis of the savings achieved in the program.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  Given the fact that this program appears to be perhaps better suited to an urban territory, has the OPA expressed any interest in this program?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  The OPA has provided us with a letter, as discussed yesterday.  And they have indicated that any of the six programs -- including benchmarking -- could be a candidate for provincial programs.

So certainly they're aware of the neighbourhood benchmarking, and our program would be a lead-in to what might become a provincial program at some point.

DR. SILK:  Good.  Your small commercial program struck me as being a little -- almost out of whack, because you are projecting equal demand savings with electricity savings.

I think we're the only intervenor representing a small commercial interest here.  And as you perhaps know, it is a very tough market.  Many small commercial operators and owners are very busy; they don't own the buildings; there are very little incentives for them to invest.

Could you assign some confidence levels to being able to meet these targets?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have done sensitivity analysis for --for all of the six programs, including this one.

DR. SILK:  Mm-hmm.

MR. ALMASSI:  And we believe that we can deliver this program cost-effectively, with a degree of freedom in the sensitivity analysis.

However, we -- you are right.  The small commercial market is a difficult market to reach, and that is why -- one of the reasons we are interested in offering the conservation program to this customer class.

And after the first year of the implementation, as I indicated yesterday, we will carry out an EM&V, a study, and if our assumptions are -- deviate from the actual numbers, we will fine-tune the program accordingly.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  Fair enough.

We are, of course, very interested in your programs that will help them to conserve electricity.  My concern is that you appear to be -- because your demand savings are equal to the electricity savings, which is quite unusual -- it appears to be as if you are projecting very little activity in the small commercial sector during hot summer days.

Is that the case?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are expecting to do demand response, according to IESO's protocol, in the summer.  And as far as the energy efficiency savings are concerned, that is 12 months throughout the year.

DR. SILK:  Yes, I understand that.  But it is really the demand response, because it seems to be a little bit out of whack for this sector.

So can you provide any more details that this program would not put an undue burden on this sector to reduce their activity during periods of peak demand?

MR. ALMASSI:  First of all, I am not -- I do not agree that the projected demand reductions are out of whack.

Second, this program is voluntary, and we will take every care that the interest and the needs of different businesses within commercial sectors are taken into account in any demand response events that we might initiate.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  Fair enough.  But if we go down just one thing below, the municipal and hospital Energy Efficiency Performance program, similar projected electricity savings, 26, but the demand savings are only 1.  So that sort of tells me that you are not going to get the hospitals and city halls to reduce their levels of activity during peak periods, but small commercial, hmm, it looks as if you are --


MR. ALMASSI:  The two programs are entirely different in design.

DR. SILK:  Mm-hmm.

MR. ALMASSI:  They are applied to different customer bases.  I would personally not venture comparing those two programs.

DR. SILK:  Fair enough.  Okay.

The Navigant report that has been tabled, that you commissioned, appears to have not looked at any CDM programs in Europe or even Quebec; totally appears to have focussed almost entirely on the United States.

Was that intentional?  Is there a reason why it didn't go beyond those jurisdictions?

MR. BUT:  I believe this is the consultant's decision to decide which area would be most appropriate for them to -- which area in the study they would take into consideration.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  So Hydro did not provide any terms of reference regarding to which jurisdictions would be analyzed in the study?

MR. BUT:  We did not specifically ask them to look into Europe, as you mentioned.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  But there were no terms of reference regarding other geographic or other jurisdictions to be analyzed?

MR. BUT:  In our terms of reference, we asked them to look into appropriate programs that they can, in terms of best practices, that they can --


DR. SILK:  So then we might conclude it was Navigant who decided that CDM programs in Europe, or Quebec for that matter, weren't appropriate for the consideration of this matter?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think the witness has answered the question.

DR. SILK:  Fair enough.  In your submission, you used the words "energy and electricity" –- well, actually you used the word "energy" a little bit more than "electricity".

Can you advise us, are you doing that advisedly?  Or is it a little haphazard?

For example, home energy reports; when you talk about home energy reports, are you talking about all energy types, or just electricity?

And when you say "energy" do you really mean all forms of energy?  Or does that sometimes mean -- include electricity?

MR. ALMASSI:  The neighbourhood benchmarking in different jurisdictions have done a variety of options in different pilots.

We need to develop the final details of the neighbourhood benchmarking, once we have procured the third party who are going to define the details, based on what is possible, what data can be acquired, et cetera.

So at this point in time, we don't have all of the details for those reports.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  Let me be a little more precise in my question.

Is it possible that in your application, when you use the word "energy", you really meant to say electricity?  Is that possible, or you pay a lot of attention to the distinction between the two?

MR. ALMASSI:  In our submission, "energy" refers to kilowatt-hours, unless it is specified.

DR. SILK:  Thank you.  Do you plan to do any cross-marketing of programs?  For example, the neighbourhood benchmarking, we are now talking about at least 50,000 people.

Would there be an opportunity to do cross-marketing or collaboration, say, with the gas utilities or the OPA to help identify, say, electrically-heated homes?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have mentioned in our -- it is in our evidence that we have every intention to collaborate with other LDCs and the gas companies in a number of the six proposed programs.

DR. SILK:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  However, there are no details at this point in time until the deployment plans are completed.

DR. SILK:  Fair enough.  Your application -- I believe your application refers to electric thermal storage heaters.  The Navigant report certainly identifies a significant potential for low-income households.

Would it be reasonable to conclude -- could a person reasonably conclude that the summer peak and urban buyers, that appears to be in the directives and the code under which you operate, influenced your decision not to include ETS as one of the programs?  Save this for the oral hearing?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think so.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  The master agreement that has been tabled between the OPA and the LDC requires the LDCs to dispose of any fridges, and any materials that might be generated by these programs, in an environmentally responsible manner.  That is for all of the province-wide programs.

Will Hydro One meet or exceed that requirement for its own programs?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Can we leave that for the hearing, as well?

DR. SILK:  Okay.  Under your EM&V protocols, I am just wondering, do you have any evidence that attendance at community events is a reliable indicator of CDM behaviour?

MR. ALMASSI:  Attendance is clearly one of the indicators and one of the data sets that we track.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  But is there any evidence that shows that just because 50 people showed up for a workshop, when they go home they are going to do something?  Has there been any research or pilot projects done that show the link between coming to a workshop and actually doing something when they get home?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Generally speaking, based on our past experience, it is definitely a desirable thing to have as high an attendance as possible.

But directly associating results with the attendance requires further analysis in every given initiative.

DR. SILK:  Fair enough.

You have told the Board that you expect your programs to cost your clients/customers, about 36 cents a year.  As most of your clients/customers, are households, I think we could probably conclude that we're talking about less than a dime per person per year.

If we conflated the 80 percent OPA programs, we might get up to, say, 50 cents per person per year, okay - still with me - or else, say, two dollars a year for your programs, the total programs.

Can you confirm that sister utilities in the US, with similar demographics and similar climates, have CDM fees that range from five dollars to $50 per month?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, I cannot.

DR. SILK:  You cannot.  Could we -- would you undertake to provide the Board with evidence indicating what sister utilities with similar demographics and climates are doing in this field?

MR. ENGELBERG:  No, we won't give that undertaking.

DR. SILK:  Okay.  That's it.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much.  I am going to propose we take our morning break shortly.  I do have a request of Hydro One that I would ask you to consider over the morning break, because you may not be able to answer this immediately.

I was interested in a question raised by Dr. Silk, and the answer you gave indicated that sensitivity analyses have been done for each of the programs.

I was particularly interested in the sensitivity of the programs to your participation rate assumptions, because when we were discussing this yesterday, it appeared clear that the participation rate is a Hydro One assumption.

I am leaving aside the OPA assumptions.  I am not interested in the sensitivity to those, in the cost-effectiveness test, but I am interested in the sensitivity of these programs to your assumed participation rate.

I wonder if Hydro One would consider -- I don't think the sensitivity analyses are on the record.  Would you undertake to provide the sensitivity analysis for each program?  My primary interest is in the participation rate, because that is your main assumption.

So if you can take some time to think about that or give me an answer now, as you please?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We can do that.

MS. LEA:  Okay, thank you.  Are we at number 8?  Thank you. Undertaking number 8 to the technical conference, sensitivity analysis showing sensitivity of each program to Hydro One's assumption of the participation rate.  Thanks.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8:  TO PROVIDE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS SHOWING SENSITIVITY OF EACH PROGRAM TO HYDRO ONE'S ASSUMPTION OF THE PARTICIPATION RATE.

MS. LEA:  Let's take our morning break, five to 11:00, please, if we reconvene then.  Thanks.

--- Recess at 10:40 a.m.

--- On resuming at 10:57 a.m.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.  Welcome back.  Who has questions now?  I know Jay wants to go last.

MR. CROCKER:  We can go next. 

MS. LEA:  Great.  Mr. Crocker, please.  Thanks. 

MR. POCH:  Jennifer, just before -- on a procedural matter, just so other people have notice of this, I just had confirmed by Hydro's counsel that it is currently not Hydro One's intention to have a representative of Navigant on the witness panel.

I was frankly surprised we didn't have one at this technical conference, since I would have thought that is the ideal place for someone like that.

And that concerns us greatly, because it seems to me that so much of Hydro choices are basically relying on that study, and so our position is that that study must be proven in evidence and that is going to require a witness. 

So I wanted to put that on the record to my friends, and give them fair notice that that is our position. 

MS. LEA:  Okay.  So, Mr. Poch, you are asking Mr. Engelberg to consider that in his choice of witness panel, and also indicating that a failure to do that might lead to an argument from you that Hydro One has failed to prove its case? 

MR. POCH:  Well, not only that.  We may be in front of the Board at the time of hearing arguing that the evidence should be excluded. 

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

Any other preliminary matters?  Thank you.

Mr. Crocker?

Oh, and I am going to step out, folks, but I will leave you in the good hands of Josh Wasylyk.  I'll be back.

MR. POCH:  I am not taking this personally, Jennifer.

MS. LEA:  No, no, don't do that.

[Laughter]
Questions by Mr. Crocker:

MR. CROCKER:  Thank you.  I want to talk initially with you first on the double return plus program, and then I am just going to go through a series of interrogatories and responses and ask you to explain some of your answers and perhaps fill in some of the gaps.

On the double return plus program, I am correct, I think, in assuming that it is projected to impact peak demand more than any of your other programs.  And peak demand is of interest to AMPCO.

You have listed your programs with minor descriptions on Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 11, if you want to refer to that. 

So my question was, just to repeat it:  That is the program which is pointed more than any of the others toward peak demand, isn't it? 

MR. ALMASSI:  It is the highest peak demand targetted, yes. 

MR. CROCKER:  Right.  And also the highest TRC ratio, by far?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I want to pick up something that Mr. Gibbons began yesterday. 

In an AMPCO interrogatory, which is Exhibit I, tab 9 schedule 41, page 1 of 1 -- you let me know when you are there.

MR. ALMASSI:  Certainly. 

MR. BUT:  Can you repeat the reference, again?

MR. CROCKER:  Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 41.  So it is AMPCO Interrogatory No. 41. 

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, please. 

MR. CROCKER:  In (a), we asked you:

"Has Hydro One considered increasing the funding for this program in order to achieve greater savings in energy and peak reduction?" 

Mr. Gibbons asked you basically the same question yesterday.  And you answered, in the interrogatory, as well as to Mr. Gibbons yesterday:

"HONI estimated expected participation in this program to determine the funding required for this program."

I don't understand how that comment answers the question, and maybe you can explain that to me. 

MR. ALMASSI:  We have proposed the six programs in order to be able to meet our targets.  And monitoring and targetting, as one initiative in the portfolio, is designed to contribute, as you mentioned, the highest demand reduction target.

And I believe in the response, we have said that we estimated that the participation rate in order to determine the funding required for the program, and the participation rate in this particular case is based on our experience in the past, over the five years. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  That still doesn't answer the question.  Let me see if I can get around it another way.  It doesn't seem to me to answer the question, in any event.

In light of what we all know about surplus base load generation at the moment and what is estimated to be the case in 2012, it would seem to me that for these programs to be real, as opposed to simply meeting a target, that you would want to concentrate on peak load where there -- it seems would be advantages to moving demand off-peak to take advantage of some of that base load generation.

This program does that, and is designed to do that, in any event.  And what I am asking you is whether you believe if more resources were applied to this program, you might get better results, and whether you have thought of that. 

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, I believe I can refer to my previous answer yesterday, that in designing and proposing these programs, our intention is to meet our provincial targets.

And at the same time, when we speak about particular initiatives such as monitoring and targetting, we have to strike a balance between meeting our concerns about conservation and environment and the rate impact and the prudency that we have to take into account.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  So is your answer, then, to my question:  No, you haven't thought of boosting the funding for this program, in terms of -- in order to achieve better results?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think the answer just now and the answer yesterday has been consistent, that with respect to all of these programs -- not individual programs necessarily -- Hydro One, of course, considered the possibility of putting more money into it, charging the ratepayers more money, and there are programs obviously where, if you put more money into them, possibly better results could be achieved.

And the witness has talked consistently throughout about the balance between the need to meet targets and the effect on ratepayers.  I don't think we can be more helpful beyond that.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I have just one more question in this area, and then I will move on.  I just want to understand the written answer you gave and the answer you gave Mr. Gibbons yesterday.  When you say HONI estimated expected participation in this program to determine the funding required for this program, do you mean that we think we have -- we are not -- this is as good as it is going to get?  Is that what you are saying?

MR. ALMASSI:  Based on the design of the program, this is our best estimate for participation in this program.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  But does that mean -- this is really simple stuff, guys.

Does that mean this is as good as you think it is going to get?

MR. ALMASSI:  Once again, based on the best information available to us and our past experience, this is our best estimate, given the design of the program.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I will accept that for now and we will pursue it further later.

Go back an interrogatory to interrogatory -- AMPCO Interrogatory No. 40.  We asked you to fill out tables, and you did, and it deals with the participation in the program.  And in your fourth column, you say you expect 52 commercial participants, 78 industrial participants, for a total of 130.  Is that what you are saying?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  How did you determine that?

MR. ALMASSI:  Based on our past experience, on average, the participation in this target market is expected to be 40 percent commercial and 60 percent industrial customers.

MR. CROCKER:  What experience that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have implemented double return program for two years.  And over the last four years, we have a great deal of experience with this particular program.

MR. CROCKER:  So you are saying, based on that participation, you expect this participation?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is one of the main inputs that we have put in order to arrive at the best estimate for participation and a split between commercial and industrial, yes.  That is one of the main inputs into our estimate.

MR. CROCKER:  Are there other calculations and assumptions that you made, when you say "one of the"?

MR. ALMASSI:  Such as?

MR. CROCKER:   No.  I am asking you whether there are others.  You say this is one of the best means of determining participation.  Are there other means other calculations you've done?

MR. ALMASSI:  The other consideration that needed to be taken into account is the change in design of the program from the previous programs that we implemented; namely, in this program, we have a load management system and the offering of the financial incentives towards that, which was not included in the previous programs.

So there are considerations, both based on past experience, as well as taking into account the change in design, in order to arrive at the participation rate.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  You talk about the changes in design at Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 2 on page 59.  That was going to be my next area of questioning, in any event.  You say at the very bottom of the page in the last couple of lines:
"The proposed double return plus is a new generation of the origin initiative with enhanced features for the 2011-2014 period."


Are the enhanced features the ones you just described?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  And they are, again?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are offering to provide financial assistance towards a load management system that would help the customers to not only change behaviour and operations to achieve savings, but also be assisted by a load management system and build permanency into the results that we expect from this program.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  You know, I would assume - if not, I am sure you will tell me - that large industrial participants in this program, in any event, have staff, have personnel who are in the business of managing their electricity load.  You understand that, don't you?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I do.

MR. CROCKER:  Did you work with any of those people in terms of developing your load management system that you have just described?  Did you work with industry?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have extensive experience, yes, with our customers and this customer class, yes.

MR. CROCKER:  Would you be able to tell me which individuals, which firms you particularly worked with?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I don't think we can do that.

MR. CROCKER:  And why is that?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We would need the consent of all of the customers.  That's confidential customer information.

MR. CROCKER:  I am not asking you what you did, but just with whom you consulted.  I don't know whether that is --


MR. ENGELBERG:  I think even the discussions may be confidential.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Those are my questions on the double return.  I will just then go through some of the interrogatories, then, and see whether we can expand on some of them.

If we go to AMPCO interrogatory that is Exhibit I, tab 9, interrogatory 3, so schedule 3, we recite what you say at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 3.  You say the evidence indicates Hydro One has a number of potential Board-approved programs that are currently under development.

MR. ALMASSI:  Excuse me.  Sorry.  We are not on the page as yet.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay.  So this is Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 3, page 1.

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you.

MR. CROCKER:  As I said, you indicate that you have a number of potential Board-approved programs that are currently under development, and you describe them.

And we ask you for a description, and you answer:
"The development of these programs is currently under consultation and therefore this information is not available."

What does "under consultation" mean?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is under consideration.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  You are not consulting with anybody specifically?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we are not at this point in time.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can you tell me which of the programs that are under consideration industrials would be eligible for?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Crocker, I think the development of future programs, if indeed it is within the scope of this hearing, would be something for the oral hearing and not for the technical conference.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I will assume on the basis of that, Mr. Engelberg, that the following questions that I have on the same program you are going to respond the same way.  So I will move on.

Could you please go to AMPCO Interrogatory No. 7, please?  That is Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 7.

MR. ALMASSI:  Seven, what page, sir?

MR. CROCKER:  Page 1.

MR. ALMASSI:  Page 1.

MR. CROCKER:  Page 1 of 1.  You say that -- we recite what you say in your evidence, that Hydro One has extensive experience in developing CDM programs.

Then we ask you to provide results, and your response is to refer to the following attachments, which are, I believe, extensive reports; that's correct, isn't it?

MR. ALMASSI:  Those are -- as mentioned in the response to the interrogatory, those are the annual reports submitted to OEB about our -– the 25 programs that we have referred to in the question. 

MR. CROCKER:  We were actually looking for something in terms of the results of these programs.

Is there some kind of summary that you could provide as to the success ratios, or anything with respect to the programs that would be more helpful in terms of assessing the experience you have picked up from these programs, as opposed to simply your just referring to those programs?

[Witness panel confers]^


MR. CROCKER:  For instance, if...

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  I believe this question has already been addressed yesterday.

The question was asked regarding our 25 CDM MARR programs, the targets versus the results.  And we have already taken an undertaking to provide that information.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  My eager-beaver colleagues have suggested a -- drafted a chart which suggests the kind of information which you might want to consider in responding to that, in fulfilling your undertaking. 

I will show you that at the noon break, and if it is of help, we would appreciate your attempting to fill that chart out.

MR. ENGELBERG:  We will be glad to take a look at it. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Could you go, please, to AMPCO Interrogatory No. 8, so Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 8?

You are talking about -- we refer to the evidence at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 4, and we talk about your comments about you want to maximize administrative efficiency, synergies, et cetera.  And then you say:

"All current Board-approved CDM programs in this application have the flexibility built in to allow uptake by distributors and other agencies."

When you say "flexibility" what do you mean?  What are you talking about?

MR. ALMASSI:  I beg your pardon?  I need to make sure that we are looking at the same page.  Could you please provide the reference, again?

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.  Exhibit I, tab 9 schedule 8, page 1 of 1.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay? 

MR. ALMASSI:  And the question was? 

MR. CROCKER:  In the evidence that we have recited, you say -- the last line of the evidence that we have recited:

"...programs in this application have the flexibility built in to allow uptake by distributors and other agencies."

Do you see the reference?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. CROCKER:  The question we asked was -- the question I am asking is:  How do you build in flexibility?  What do you mean when you say:  We built in flexibility?

MR. ALMASSI:  The flexibility that we are referring to is primarily related to the deployment plans.

And within the deployment plans, we have built flexibility so that we have -- we can have opportunities for joint RFPs, joint efforts, where there are efficiency gains and increasing cost-effectiveness.

We have taken that into account, and that is what the "flexibility" is referring to.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Well, I don't understand what that means, I guess, probably because I am not sure what you mean when you say "program deployment".

MR. ALMASSI:  Program deployment, at this point in time, the six proposed programs to the Board are designed and developed at this point in time. 

However, the deployment plan for these programs will commence once we have secured approval from the Board for these programs.

As I mentioned yesterday, these deployment plans are yet to be done.  Once we have approval and within those deployment plans, there will be -- any opportunity that there might be for working with other LDCs, gas companies, in terms of joint efforts, we will take that into consideration.

MR. CROCKER:  All right, then.  Simply put, what do you mean by "deployment"?  How they're going to roll out?  How they're going to be implemented? 

MR. ALMASSI:  The deployment essentially refers to preparation for the program prior to launch of the program, procurement of third-party vendors and service providers, development of promotional collateral material for the campaign related to the program.

All of those and more, I am referring to as the "deployment plan" prior to launch of the program. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  And will none of those deployment issues be finalized until after you know what is approved and what isn't? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct. 

MR. CROCKER:  Well, maybe I will ask you one further question. 

Will the tracking and reporting issues also be developed after you know what is approved? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct. 

MR. CROCKER:  All right.  Can we go to AMPCO Interrogatory No. 20, so Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 20?

Okay?  This was a series of issues dealing with FTEs, and Board counsel confirmed a number of things with respect to this.

I just have a few further questions with respect to the issue.  Has there been any thought by Ontario Hydro to utilizing existing FTEs to do this work? 

MR. ALMASSI:  Sorry, could you repeat the question?  I am not clear what the question is.

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.  Ms. Lea asked you about the same area, and she confirmed to you that there would be six new positions established.  I think that is what your answer was to her question?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  We are asking whether these have to be new positions, or whether they could be filled by existing staff, basically.


MR. ALMASSI:  The six positions will be new positions.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Could you turn to the next AMPCO interrogatory, please, 21?  We continue a discussion of the same issue.

Once again, Ms. Lea determined that these are the salaries.  In the middle column were costs averaged -- four-year costs; correct?

Some of these are significant positions, I would assume, on the basis of what people are going to be paid.  Can you describe, to some extent, the expertise you are looking for, the kind of levels that these people fit into?

For instance, the double return plus^ program looks like a salary of about $215,000 a year.  I mean, I may know some people that want to apply to that job.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Well, to be fair, Mr. Crocker, it says it is salary including benefits.  So that would be all of the burdens on top of it.  The salary would not be the number that you stated.

MR. CROCKER:  I was being facetious.  I understand that.

These are still fairly senior positions, I would guess?

MR. ALMASSI:  These are senior program manager positions, and primarily the qualifications include experience in managing CDM programs.

MR. CROCKER:  Even though -- just to take the double return plus program, for instance, there has been a program in place for two years; correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  The program has been implemented in two different years; correct.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  There is somebody managing that program now, I would assume?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, that is not correct.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Is the program doing well without a manager?

MR. ALMASSI:  The program is not in effect at this point in time.  Allow me to explain.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  The double return program was designed initially by Hydro One Networks in 2006-2007.  It was implemented for one year, and, based on the success of the program, the program was adopted as a custom program by the OPA.

And as a custom program, double return was implemented subsequently in year 2008.  And it was -- once again, was a success, and there has not been -- the program was only implemented for one year.

At the moment, it is not in effect.

MR. CROCKER:  So there is nobody there managing it, is what you are telling me?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Crocker, I would also like to point out that on the blue page that was filed as Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 20, page 1 of 1, which is regarding AMPCO's Interrogatory No. 20, the FTE number for the $858,000 amount that you questioned over the four years is for 1.5 FTEs, not for one.

So that takes the number much lower.  The dollar amount is much lower.

MR. CROCKER:  Yes, I understand.  I may not recommend it, then.

MR. ENGELBERG:  It is looking worse all the time.

MR. CROCKER:  All the time.  Could we turn, please, to AMPCO interrogatory 24?  That is Exhibit I, tab 9, schedule 24.

It is talking about a different program, but one of the other programs.  We want to understand a bit about the implementation of your social marketing concepts.

Has Hydro One retained expert assistance in this area, or do you have staff people to do this, to advise you, because there are lots of experts who deal in this area?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is "no".

MR. CROCKER:  No third-party expertise?  That was the question that you are answering?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  You once again talk about -- well, if you could turn to Interrogatory 29, you once again -- or we once again reference your comments about social marketing concepts.

You talk about the blue box program.  Did you get expert advice on how you were going to handle that social marketing exercise?  Do you recall?

MR. ALMASSI:  As we mentioned earlier, we took the experience of 20 other jurisdictions into account for social benchmarking.  So the answer is:  Consultation regarding experience of other jurisdictions -- the experience of other jurisdictions was taken into account.

Your question, could you -- does that answer your question?

MR. CROCKER:  Well, I was asking whether you used third-party expertise in that social marketing exercise.

MR. ALMASSI:  We did not use third-party consult.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Could you turn, please, to interrogatory 26?  Turn back to interrogatory 26.

MR. ALMASSI:  Excuse me?  Sorry?

MR. CROCKER:  AMPCO 26.  We are talking about distribution of conservation brochures in this interrogatory, and you say in the last line of your answer:
"In future, HONI plans to update and expand this list to include new and evolving technologies."


And my question is:  What do you mean when you say "update and expand", and are you proposing that you are developing new brochures for the -- for this period?

MR. ALMASSI:  As indicated in our response, we will be updating and, if necessary, expanding any of the existing brochures that has been referred to, yes.  The answer is yes.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Are those, the potential costs of that, included in the programs, the costs that we have in front of us? 

MR. ALMASSI:  To the extent that they will be used in specific programs, yes. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can you go to -- turn back again, please, to AMPCO 25, Interrogatory 25?  We are at page 1 of 2.

You are talking about -- we are talking about community events, and we ask you for a summary of the community events you have participated in.

You provided that summary.  Have you tabulated or do you have any sense as to what -- what the results of participating in these community affairs is all about? 

Let me put it another way.  Do you quantify the value of participating in these community events?  What are the results to you? 

MR. ALMASSI:  As you know, we have been implementing 25 programs over the last five years, as indicated in the evidence. 

And our participation in events, in general, is to promote those programs as appropriate, depending on the event. 

MR. CROCKER:  Do you estimate energy savings that result from these -- from this participation?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we do not.

MR. CROCKER:  Can you -- you may not have to turn this up, but in one of the Board interrogatories, their third interrogatory -- so it is Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 3 -- and as I say, you may not have to turn it up.

You talk about community events, and you say you have an existing events partner under contract.

I wondered who that might be, or what firm that might be.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  I do not know the name of the vendor at this point.

MR. CROCKER:  Can you undertake to let us know? 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Well, before we do, I would like to know what the relevance of the name of the vendor is.

MR. CROCKER:  Just for information purposes; no other reason. 

MR. ENGELBERG:  No, we won't give the undertaking, then, because we don't believe it is relevant.

MR. CROCKER:  We will pursue it further, if we feel it appropriate.

Let me go back to the question.  And I don't expect you to change your answer to my request for an undertaking to provide the information, but it is of some importance, to assess the potential success of these programs, to know who is helping and who is advising you.

And for you to say that there is an events partner without being prepared to identify that, prevents us from assessing -- if we need to, if we want to -- the experience of the person, the qualifications of the person, et cetera, et cetera.  That is the context of the question. 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Well, Hydro One believed it was being helpful by providing an answer in the interrogatory to say that the partner was chosen as a basis of a competitive bid process.

And I think you can assume that when Hydro One does something like that - when any company does something like that - the input is not only low price, but qualification and experience of the bidders in making the determination. 

MR. CROCKER:  I don't think that is unfair of you, but I still think that it helps us identify the quality of the assistance you are getting to know who is providing it.

But we can pursue it later. 

If you could turn, please, to Exhibit I, tab 3, schedule 2, page 1, this is a question asked by the Canadian Energy Efficiency Alliance. 

They're asking you the process that Hydro One has gone through in developing certain programs, and you answer the question.

And my question of you is -- we understand that you have access to all of this information, the information that you describe, but you don't give any indication of how that information is used and how it informs you in building your Board-approved programs.

And that is my question:  Can you help me with that?  Can you describe how the information is used?

MR. ALMASSI:  We spoke of monitoring and targetting as an example, and we already discussed to the extent on how we used the past experience in developing our double return plus^ program.

That would be an example of how we use the information.  Does that answer your question? 

MR. CROCKER:  Well, you are talking about different information here, but I think I understand.  I think I understand what your answer is.

Can you particularly tell me how you specifically use market research reports in terms of developing your programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  We indicated in our evidence how we used the consultant study, Navigant Consulting study, and also the CME study, in general.  I believe the evidence is clear about that.

Any specific information -- question as to over and above what we have presented in the evidence?

MR. CROCKER:  No.  If you are comfortable in saying it is described as a result of or in connection with the Navigant report and the other report, I am comfortable with that, if that is what your answer is.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's fine.

MR. CROCKER:  Can you go to, please, Exhibit I, tab 3, schedule 25?  It is also a question, an interrogatory, posed by the Canadian Energy Efficiency Alliance.  There is a discussion of the Industrial/Commercial Program Change Management Committee and the establishment of that committee.

How do you propose that that committee will influence the program -- your CDM program development, the development of your CDM programs?  I shouldn't presume.  Let me take it back and ask you two questions.

The first question is:  Is that committee going to influence the development of your CDM programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  That committee is designed for fine tuning over time -- over the course of the next four years, fine tuning the OPA-approved programs.

At this point in time, I cannot predict how it might contribute to the further development of our Board-approved programs.

MR. CROCKER:  Or if it will?

MR. ALMASSI:  Or if it will.

MR. CROCKER:  Can you go, please, to Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 37?  It is an interrogatory from Board Staff.

The question concerns what happens if a participant in a program fails to live up to that participant's responsibilities, and you say in your response at line 27:
"In the event the barriers are not surmountable, then the customer will be ineligible for incentives..." 

And my questions are in relationship to that comment.  Did you anticipate in building, or in developing your participation rates, a failure rate?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we have not.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  And have you determined how, if at all, the sunk costs will be recovered if one of these relationships fails?

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is "no".

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  In Exhibit I, tab 4, schedule 5, that's a Pollution Probe interrogatory.  Page 1 of 1, you are asked about marketing budgets, and you say that the details of the marketing plan - and this is in relationship to the residential and small commercial demand response program - have not been finalized.

And I understand that, and I understand your answer to an earlier question I asked in the same area.

Have you, at this point, anticipated what percentage of these programs is going to be dedicated to marketing?  Have you gone that far?

This program in particular and the other programs in general, the other five programs in general?

MR. ALMASSI:  As you know, in our submission we have redacted information about the cost of marketing, and accordingly the percentage.

MR. CROCKER:  So it is redacted?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is redacted.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I am a little sensitive at the moment to confidential information and I am not going to ask you anything further about it.

Can we go, please, to Pollution Probe Interrogatory 10?  So that is Exhibit I, tab 4, schedule 10.  This was discussed -- you discussed this with Mr. Gibbons yesterday.

In part (c) of this question and answer - and it deals with the municipal hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Program - I want to see whether I can understand a little bit more clearly the proposed customer financial incentive of 0.075 per kilowatt-hour of savings.

Can you remind me what you answered or how you answered the question to Mr. Gibbons about how it is calculated, how is that number calculated?

MR. ALMASSI:  The kilowatt-hours saved in any given year, the annual kilowatt-hours^, incremental relative to a baseline that is set in this particular case, those are the kilowatt-hours that will be incented at 75 cents per kilowatt-hour.

MR. CROCKER:  And is it -- how long -- for what period of time is that incentive paid?

MR. ALMASSI:  From the time that the participant enrolls in the program, achieving savings to December 31st, 2014.

MR. CROCKER:  As long as the savings continue or regardless?

MR. ALMASSI:  Incremental savings in each year will be incented.  New incremental kilowatt-hours saved will be incented. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can I go, please, to Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 2?  It is a Consumers Council of Canada interrogatory, their second interrogatory.

MR. ALMASSI:  Number? 

MR. CROCKER:  This is schedule 2, so it is their second interrogatory, page 1.

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you.

MR. CROCKER:  I am going back to a theme.  You answer the question, and this is the last paragraph on the page.  You say:

“Hydro One's estimate of the Board-approved initiative budget is determined by the expected participation rate for each initiative."

MR. ALMASSI:  I'm sorry, I don't see that.  Is this page 1 of 2, schedule 2, tab 10? 

MR. CROCKER:  No, this is tab 6. 

MR. ALMASSI:  Tab 6?

MR. CROCKER:  Sorry.  Page 1 of 1. 

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank you. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  And you answer the question at –- and I am interested in your comments at line 27 and 28 in the page.  You say:

“Hydro One's estimate of the Board-approved initiative budget is determined by the expected participation rate for each initiative."

I understand how you get that with respect to the double return plus program; you described that.  You have experience from which to draw.  But how do you do that with respect to other programs where you don't have that experience?

MR. ALMASSI:  Past experience is one of the sources for determining the assumptions in the programs. 

As indicated in our evidence, we have done a consultant study and we rely on different sources of information, and past experience is one of them. 

In the case of double return program, I overemphasized the past experience because of the recent experience we have had.

So that has been one of the primary inputs, but nonetheless, not the only one. 

MR. CROCKER:  But in the other programs that we're talking about -- and the question doesn't deal particularly with double return, it just uses it as an example -- you don't have that kind of experience.

How do you determine participation without that kind of experience?

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned, past experience is one of the inputs that goes into the estimation of the program assumptions. 

There are consultant studies and other sources of information to use, as well as the past experience. 

MR. CROCKER:  And if we were to parse the question and go through it program by program, would you be able to describe the -- the ways in which you determined participation per program?

MR. ALMASSI:  Perhaps maybe I could expand on my previous answer.

A consultant study, numerous surveys that we have submitted in our responses to the IRs, those are the sources, other sources of information that I am referring to.

And in addition to that, we have extensive past experience in designing and implementing CDM programs, which we take into account.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  CCC Interrogatory 20, so Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 20, you are being asked about measuring results of community education programs, in this case, the community education program.  And you say at line 32:

“The savings targets are based on the anticipated number of promotional products expected to be distributed at these events."

Correct?  That's what you say?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  Is this Hydro One's accepted practice, past practice, in making this kind of estimate, this kind of determination?

Shouldn't -- you go ahead.  You can answer the question, and I will have some follow-up questions.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  As indicated in our evidence, the assumptions that we have used for programs, for the savings and our cost-effectiveness of the program and determination of the results are based on the OPA measures and assumptions list.

That is how we have -- we determined the results of the program.  That is the source, the OPA measures and assumptions list. 

And the results related to the products that we use in this program are the basis for the estimated savings that we have presented. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  So if we want to determine the value of the OPA's list, we talk to the OPA, I suppose? 

MR. ALMASSI:  We are, by CDM Code, required to use the measures and assumptions list prepared by OPA. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  You don't follow up, I assume, to determine whether somebody who takes a -- for want of -- as an example, a compact fluorescent light bulb home from one of these events, whether they use it?  You don't follow that up to determine that?

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  In the community events involved in this particular initiative, we do not register individual customers, so we do not know exactly the customers that receive the products.

And therefore we cannot follow up as to how they use those products. 

However, in the program and the assumptions for the cost-effectiveness, the free ridership estimates that we have used is to address this, the possibility of those products not being used, or, as the definition of free ridership implies, they already are using the products that we distribute.

MR. CROCKER:  But you could register, you could ask people to sign in and you could follow up on some of these things to get a more detailed estimate as to whether your programs are working, couldn't you?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Crocker, are you suggesting that when Hydro One, for example, gives out free CFL bulbs, that Hydro One should be saying to the person with this handout, Give me your name?

MR. CROCKER:  Well, no.  I am just following up on the answer to the previous question.

MR. ENGELBERG:  But I understood it to be that you could get their names and you could follow up.

MR. CROCKER:  That was my question.

MR. ENGELBERG:  So I am asking if you are suggesting that every time these products are given out, that Hydro One should ask the people for their names as a condition of giving them the item?

MR. CROCKER:  There is no value judgment in what -- in my question.  It is a simple factual question.  Could you, if you wanted to?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I don't think it is for this witness to speculate on whether people would give their names and their addresses for follow-up.

MR. CROCKER:  Well, we can follow that up, too, further.

MS. LEA:  Sorry to interrupt.  Mr. Crocker, I know we have three other cross-examiners today and we are shutting down at 5:00.  Do you have any revised estimate as to how much longer you might be?

MR. CROCKER:  How long have I been?

MS. LEA:  About an hour and ten -- well, about an hour and five minutes.  I just don't want to squeeze other -- you know, other people.  You know how it is with these things.

MR. CROCKER:  Mm-hm.  Twenty minutes.

MS. LEA:  Okay.  Just noting the concern; that's all.

MR. CROCKER:  Yes, okay.  I will be judicious in the questions I ask in the next piece of this.

Can you go, please, to Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 13, so once again to the Board interrogatories, their 13.

And the question deals with the Home Energy Report.  You indicated that the program is based on a paper-based report which is mailed to residential customers.  Then you say HONI:
"...expects that there will be inquiries, which the Company will receive through its call centre..."


Have you made any estimates as to the forecast, the rate of inquiry?  I suppose you must have in order to determine the budget for the program.

MR. ALMASSI:  I do not have that information at the moment to offer you.

MR. CROCKER:  Would you be prepared to provide it?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes, we would, Mr. Crocker.

MS. LEA:  Number 9, undertaking number 9 to the technical conference.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT9:  TO PROVIDE ESTIMATES OF RATE OF INQUIRY THROUGH CALL CENTRE REGARDING HOME ENERGY REPORT.

MR. CROCKER:  Do you propose to track and record the inquiries?

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned earlier, the deployment plans for this program and the other six programs will be determined -- the details will be determined after we have secured approval from the Board.

At this point in time, the detailed information you are asking is not available.

MR. CROCKER:  But you have bottom line -- you have included bottom-line costs, and you would think, in order to establish those bottom-line costs, some of these issues would have been considered.  You would know whether you were going to do this or not.

MR. ALMASSI:  This program will be implemented primarily by a third party vendor, which is subject to procurement.

Once we have procured the third party vendor, all the details will be determined.

MR. CROCKER:  But you know what it is going to cost the third party vendor to produce the program?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are procuring, through a competitive process, to secure the vendor.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can we go, please, to the Board Staff interrogatory 25.  So it is Exhibit I, tab 25, page 1 of 5.

You are talking about the neighbourhood benchmarking initiative, and you have two costs:  Total resource cost of 3.855 million, et cetera, and program administration costs of 4.286 million, et cetera.  And I am interested in where the differences in those two costs come from.

Are they reflective of allocated regulatory costs?

MR. ALMASSI:  Could you repeat the question?  I have to be sure which initiative we are looking at.  Is this in...

MR. CROCKER:  Well, the question is in relationship to the neighbourhood benchmarking initiative, because that is -- the interrogatory deals with it.

But my understanding is that these two assumptions, these are generic to all of the programs.  So my question, I think, the numbers I guess are different, but the -- I think my question relates to all of the program, doesn't it?

MR. ALMASSI:  And the question is? 

MR. CROCKER:  Why the different -- how are the difference in costs reflected?  And my specific --


MR. ALMASSI:  In TRC versus PAC?

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.  My specific question is:  Are they reflective of regulatory costs?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, they are not. 

MR. CROCKER:  What are they reflective of, then? 

MR. ALMASSI:  The costs in TRC analysis include program administration, program management costs, marketing, incremental equipment cost and EM&V. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  And the costs for PAC -- that was TRC.

For PAC, it is the same cost, but we take the incremental equipment cost out and we put in the incentive dollars that are offered to the customer.

And that is where the differences between the two cost figures are accounted for.

MR. CROCKER:  Where, then, are regulatory costs factored in?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  I am not clear what regulatory costs we are referring to.  Could you explain, please?

MR. CROCKER:  The cost of these proceedings, for instance.

MR. ALMASSI:  The costs of these proceedings are not included in the TRC and PAC analysis. 

MR. CROCKER:  They are costs that are dealt with in general rates cases, then?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  If you could go over the page with the same interrogatory, and you say you are limiting the program to industrial customers whose consumption is no more than 15 gigawatt-hours?

MR. ALMASSI:  May I ask you to please repeat the reference?

MR. CROCKER:  Yes.  Over the page.  We are still on Board Staff Interrogatory 25.  Your heading is:  "Efficient Technology and Equipment Description"?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes. 

MR. CROCKER:  And you say that the proposed M&T initiative is offered to industrial commercial customers, and you specifically say to industrial customers with no more than 15 gigawatt-hours? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can you tell me how you measure that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have made our best effort to offer this program to the customer bases that are not offered the same monitoring and targetting offered in other programs. 

One of the OPA programs, industrial accelerator, is offered -- the offering of that program is up to this limit.  And we have made sure that we offer monitoring and targetting programs to the customers up to this, which is the minimum for the OPA industrial accelerator program.

MR. CROCKER:  Maybe I should have been more specific in my question.

Do you determine the 15 gigawatt-hours on the basis of the previous year's consumption?  Or on what do you base it?  How do you determine that number? 

MR. ALMASSI:  It will be determined on the basis of the most recent information about the customer. 

MR. CROCKER:  And is this a per-customer number?  Or if a customer has a number of different sites, for instance, would it be based on consumption at each site?  Or do you --


MR. ALMASSI:  It is at each site. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Can we go to Board Staff Interrogatory 8, please?  We are on page 1.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. CROCKER:  Are you with me?

You are being asked to comment on the proposed community events initiative, and in your response number (d) at the bottom of the page, you say:

“We will combine our EM&V efforts where appropriate, and where it results in reduced costs..."

Et cetera.

What do you mean when you say "where appropriate"?  Who determines what that means? 

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  "Where appropriate" is referring to individual initiatives.  In some initiatives, we can initiate a joint RFP to secure an EM&V vendor; a joint project in that respect. 

In some other programs, such as, for example, Communities, we are looking at two entirely different customer bases.  We may do the EM&V study separately.

That is the reference to "where appropriate." 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  I will pursue that further at the hearing. 

Can I ask you to go to the Board Staff Interrogatory 43, please?  So it is I-1-43.

I am going back to the double return plus program for my last question. 

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes. 

MR. CROCKER:  In response to the questions, you say in the middle of the response to question (a):

“The OPA custom application process will be discontinued during the 2011-2014 period."

Are you with me?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I am. 

MR. CROCKER:  Why?  Why are you discontinuing the program?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have stated it is discontinued by the OPA.

MR. CROCKER:  Why is it discontinued, then?  I am sorry to suggest -- I didn't mean to suggest why are you.  Why is it being discontinued? 

MR. ALMASSI:  We don't know. 

MR. CROCKER:  Okay.  Thank you.  I have nothing further.

MS. LEA:  Thanks very much, Mr. Crocker. 

I think, Julie Girvan, you just had a brief set of questions.
Questions by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Good afternoon.  I am Julie Girvan, representing the Consumers Council of Canada.  Just a quick couple of questions, maybe three.

If you turn to CCC No. 2.  Mr. Crocker was referring you to that earlier.  It is Exhibit I, tab 6, schedule 2, please.

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So we were looking for an explanation as to how you determined that $32 million was the appropriate budget for your programs, and at the bottom of that it states:
"...the estimated budget is what Hydro One requires to cost-effectively meet its OEB-allocated targets."


Then what I heard earlier was a comment that your budget reflects an appropriate balance between what it takes to meet your target and what is an acceptable impact on rates.

And I just wondered, in that context, did you perform any written analysis on that issue saying, you know, What if we spend $100 million; is that too much in terms of impact on rates?  What if we spend less?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we have not.

MS. GIRVAN:  So how did you decide that the $32 million was the appropriate level, based on that balancing act that you referred to earlier?

MR. ALMASSI:  The balancing act I was referring to is our intention is to meet our provincial targets, and we have proposed the six programs cost effectively to satisfy that objective.

In that respect, we are striking a balance between -- the question earlier was why we have not exceeded the targets extensively in certain initiatives, and I responded that we have a target to meet.  So we have proposed the six programs to meet our targets and we have designed them cost effectively to do so, to take prudency into account and minimize the impact on the rates.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you didn't undertake any kind of written analysis?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we have not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Just to clarify, some people have gone over this.  It is still a little bit unclear to me.

You have indicated earlier that you are adding staff to facilitate the rollout of these programs.  You said that the cost of some of these employees - and maybe you can clarify this for me - are currently included in rates as a result of your last distribution case.  Is that correct?  I thought I heard that yesterday.

MS. LEA:  If you are looking -- I asked those questions, and the ones that were already included in rates are the ones that were in 2010, the hires of 2010, as I understood the evidence.

There was a chart in the evidence provided.  Then the -- all of the incremental hires were as part of the cost in these programs.  That is how I understood it.

MS. GIRVAN:  We have rates in places now that are 2010 and 2011; right?  Yes, 2010 and 2011; correct?

So there are employees that are going to be facilitating the rollout of these programs whose costs are currently included in rates, is that correct, not the incremental ones, but the ones that you have already hired?  And they're included in rates, the costs of those employees; is that correct?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, it is correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  So what I am looking for some help with is:  How will you fully allocate the costs of those employees consistent with the Board's code?

In effect, how will you ensure that the costs of these employees are funded through the global adjustment and not through rates?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  I don't know the answer at this point.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Could you undertake to find out, please?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes.  We will give that undertaking.

MS. LEA:  It is probably best that we state the undertaking again on the record.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, let me try.  With respect to the employees that have been added to facilitate the rollout of these programs, whose costs are currently included in your distribution rates, how do you intend to fully allocate the costs of these employees consistent with the Board's code?

In effect, how will you ensure these additions are funded through the global adjustment and not through distribution rates?

MS. LEA:  Undertaking number 10, technical conference.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT10:  TO ADVISE HOW HONI/HOBNI WILL ENSURE THE ADDITION OF EMPLOYEES TO FACILITATE ROLLOUT OF PROGRAMS ARE FUNDED THROUGH THE GLOBAL ADJUSTMENT AND NOT THROUGH DISTRIBUTION RATES.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  Just one further question, and this may have been answered.  Again, I apologize.

Are you waiting for Board approval arising out of this process before you spend any money on either the OPA programs or your six CDM programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is "yes" regarding our six Board-approved programs.  The answer is "no" regarding OPA programs.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you are already starting to roll out those programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  We will be rolling out the OPA programs as soon as all the agreements are in place.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much.  I propose that we take lunch now.  Are the only people remaining to ask questions Tom Brett and Jay Shepherd?  Okay.  So you guys can arm wrestle over the lunch break as to who goes first and second.  Okay, all right.

MS. GIRVAN:  I would like to see that arm wrestle.

MS. LEA:  In any event, because of our tight timelines, I do suggest we return at 1:30.  Any big problems with that?  Good.  We will resume at 1:30.  Thank you very much.

--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:35 p.m.


--- On resuming at 1:32 p.m.

MS. LEA:  Good afternoon and welcome back. 

Okay.  I think Tom Brett.  Are you up, Mr. Brett?

MR. BRETT:  I am.

MS. LEA:  Thank you.
Questions by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  Good afternoon, gentlemen.  Just a clarification from the last examination or two from this morning.

Mr. Almassi, you -- I think you said there is an incentive of zero -- 7-1/2 cents per kilowatt-hour for -- under the municipal and hospital program; right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  And you mentioned it is the savings in reference to a baseline.  I just wanted to check:  What is the baseline for that program? 

MR. ALMASSI:  The baseline will be determined from participant to participant, as a part of the design of the program.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So effectively their most recent situation, as and when they join, is that the idea?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Then I think I've got the answer to this, but just to be sure, the way it works, then, is that -- so if the baseline, if the participant's baseline is 100 units and in the first year, after the first year you measure and it is now down to 98 units, the savings is -- for that year is two units in kilowatt-hours.

And then in the second year the actual, let's say -- the measured amount is down to 97 units, the savings in the second year is -- again, is three kilowatt-hours.

So it is each year is a separate chunk?

MR. ALMASSI:  Each year is a separate chunk.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, okay. 

Then just a clarification on something that you discussed this morning with Mr. Crocker.

Your double recovery program -- or double return, double recovery, it does not apply to the transmission-connected industrial customers; right?  Those are the subject of the OPA's program?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And then finally -- or the third question, I believe the double return program is the program -- one of the programs that Hydro One pioneered back in 2006, and has been adopted or it has been adapted by other utilities in North America; is that right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  No.  That is not right. 

MR. BRETT:  Oh, okay.  So as far as you know, it's not -- it hasn't been picked up by others at this moment? 

MR. ALMASSI:  Not exactly as this program is.

There have been a lot of enquiries, a lot of interest and it has influenced some other programs, possibly, but the program as we know it here has not been adapted.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  The next question has to do with -– generally, with ground-source heat pumps.

The question really is, I'm sure –- well, the question really is:  Are ground-source heat pumps, as a conservation measure, are they eligible for support under your -- under certain of your programs?  For example, the municipal and hospital program and the -- perhaps the double recovery -- return program?  I don't know about the Monitoring and Target program, but I think that is more to do with energy management systems, but -- energy measuring and management systems.

But are ground-source heat pumps eligible for -- are they eligible items under those first two programs I mentioned?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WILLIAMS:  In consideration of ground-source heat pumps, as for the programs, the best assumption would be they would have to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, this is another similar general question, but let me give you a word of background. 

You are all familiar with the energy services industry, I think, the ESCos whose business -- for the benefit of anybody who is not familiar with it in the room -- is -- I think could be summarized as offering customers best practices, design-build construction services for energy efficiency improvements of different types. 

My question to you is:  I know you would be aware of the ESCos and have probably talked to them from time to time and perhaps worked with them; are your programs -- there is nothing in your programs that would -- eligibility criteria that would disqualify a potential participant from being in your program if they were also an ESCo customer, is there?

MR. ALMASSI:  There is no criteria. 

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I am going to do a little editing as I go through here, because some of these questions you answered very clearly today or yesterday. 

Now, just on the question of the master agreement and the schedules to it, I gather this was discussed briefly yesterday, but we do have, of course, the master agreement between the OPA and distributors.

And I understand that you don't have and we don't have at the moment the schedules that go to those master agreements, go under the master agreement for the particular program initiatives that -- I guess these are the OPA program initiatives. 

But I understand that they're sort of -- there is an effort underway to see if those can be obtained from the OPA; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Regarding the first part of the question, yes, there are some schedules out, but not all, and we do have access to those that are completed. 

MR. BRETT:  And are those available on a website or anything like that?  Or are they available publicly, beyond you?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, they are not available publicly. 

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And I suppose the decision to make them available publicly is the OPA's decision, is it?  I mean, at least in part, I guess? 

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct. 

MR. BRETT:  They're their schedules for their programs that you would be administering on their behalf on a cross-province basis?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Now, going to the hospital and municipal program for a moment, I understand at the moment -- well, the question really is, in a nutshell, you said, I think in your evidence - and I don't think you need to turn it up or I need to turn it up - that it may be possible to extend this program to other public-sector institutions over the term of the -- in the future, and perhaps over this -- some point during this four-year term.

Is that a fair paraphrase?  I can't remember whether you said in the future or in the future over this four-year term, but there was a comment made about extending it to -- potentially extending it to other public sector institutions, I think.

MR. ALMASSI:  Potentially, yes.

MR. BRETT:  And can you explain -- can you explain why, in the first instance, you have confined it to -- you have selected I guess, not "confined" - it's not the right word - why you selected municipalities and hospitals as the first targets of the program, among the various public sector institutions?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have one of the largest number of municipalities in the province, in our territory, as indicated in the evidence, as a primary driver, and a number of key hospitals.  This is a comprehensive approach to energy efficiency, and these two customer segments are the most important, in terms of size, and it would be a good start for us.

MR. BRETT:  And is there a size criteria on those, on a per site basis, for eligibility either for a hospital or municipal facility?

MR. ALMASSI:  All hospitals and municipalities are eligible to participate.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So that, for example, a municipality could effectively put into the program all of its municipal facilities?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  And you have -- I know this program, it appears to me to be quite innovative in the sense that you're -- as I understand it, you are sort of combining the best practices, operational improvements, training, commissioning, stream of activity on the one hand, with equipment acquisition on the other hand.

You are melding both together under this program, and that's distinctive and new, I think; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.  It is a program based on overall performance as opposed to specific equipment.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  So that when you measure the results of the program, you will be measuring the overall performance in terms of both capacity and kilowatts and kilowatt-hours from participation in the program as a whole; is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  And am I right in thinking -- now, there is some -- I think in the -- this was discussed in -- I don't know that I need to have you turn this up, but it was discussed in Board Staff IR 39.  I think people have talked about that quite a bit.

But the aspect I wanted to highlight there or ask you about, really, was I think that if my memory serves, when they talked about how you were going to -- what the incentive would be based on, it seemed to me the approach was that you would base the incentive on the greater of the improved performance on the one hand, or I think the phrase was "deemed savings from equipment".

And my question was to you:  How would that work?  I mean, are you -- how would that sort of -- how would you do that?

MR. ALMASSI:  We will set a baseline --


MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- for every participant at the beginning of the participation.  And we measure the incremental kilowatt-hour savings relative to that baseline.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, my question is:  When you speak of the deemed savings part of it, are these -- the deemed savings would be from installing a particular piece of equipment.

Would those -- what would be the deemed savings be based on?  Is that based on an OPA assumption or measure assumption of some sort, or is there deemed savings in all in this?

Maybe it is the case that either I misread it or it was misstated.  It sounds like you are saying it is all a matter of measurement of actual performance, even though you are using the contributions of both equipment and best practices.

I guess so my question is, to restate it, is:  Is there any instance in which savings would be deemed as opposed to measured?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  In this particular initiative, the incentives are based on performance, actual performance, the kilowatt-hour savings.  That's the primary driver for the incentive.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, and I may have confused the matter a little bit in my question.

In the double recovery, is there --


MR. ALMASSI:  Double return?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  Double return, there is an option of using deemed -- is it the greater of deemed savings and measured performance there?

MR. ALMASSI:  In double return program, once again, all incentives are based on actual reduction in peak demand; not kilowatt-hours, but an actual reduction in peak demand.

And the incentives will be based on the actual reduction in peak demand.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Just give me a moment.  I want to see if I can identify which one I am thinking of here, because I have obviously copied down the wrong reference.

I had thought there was one of the programs -- one of the six where the savings -- sorry, the incentives are paid out.

Yes, all right.  Maybe I misstated.

I am looking here at Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 39.  I will go a little slowly on this, because I think I may have misled you.

This is Board Staff's IR No. 39, page 4 of 5.  This is when -- where they're discussing the "Measure and Input Assumption Sheet".  Okay.  Do you have that up?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I do.

MR. BRETT:  At the bottom of page 5 -- sorry, page of 4 of 5, it says here:
"Participating customers will be eligible to receive a financial incentive for incremental energy performance improvements.  Incentives will be paid out annually on the higher of overall verified performance savings or the deemed energy savings from the equipment retrofits." 


I'm sorry.  It is, it is the incentives that are paid out on the basis of the higher of the two?

MR. ALMASSI:  Incentives, yes.

MR. BRETT:  And the savings are measured in the way you have described to me?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So then the question is -- let me then ask an ancillary question is:  What was your thinking in making the incentive payable based on the higher of the verified performance savings or the deemed energy savings?

Let's assume for the moment that the deemed energy savings, however they are calculated, are higher than your verified performance savings.

Why would you give an incentive –- well, just what would your thinking be on that?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  In this particular initiative, the savings can be attributed to equipment or behaviour.

And what we want to make sure is when equipment replacement is taking place, the deemed savings are taken into account, but if behaviour change -- which is the overall performance -- is also included, we will take -- the incentive is paid out to the higher of the two. 

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So effectively, it is sort of a way, if I am hearing it right, of accentuating the positive, encouraging the participant to do its best in both areas?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Would that be an example of a program where you would have an opportunity to -- this is the municipal and hospital, to partner with gas, the gas utility?

MR. ALMASSI:  My answer is similar to similar questions earlier today.

We will -- in developing our deployment plan, we will take into account or look at all opportunities for collaboration with other LDCs and the gas companies.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.

This may have been asked today, but -- and maybe it is obvious -- but just given the fact that you don't wish to and I guess you can't properly spend money on your own programs by way of expending money to develop a deployment plan until you have OEB approval, what are you -– what do you think you are looking at realistically as a start date in 2011 for your programs?

Now, they may vary, but, like, if we took this municipal and hospital one as an example, you have to get approval from the Board.  You then have to develop your deployment plan, which is sort of your operational plan, as I understand it.  And you would have a number of discussions.

What do you think would be a likely –- you know, not optimistic, not pessimistic -- realistic estimate of when you might actually have the program ready for business, for a participant to come in and start talking?

MR. ALMASSI:  Well, as you mentioned, of course, there are a lot of uncertainties regarding the timing of the launching of the initiatives.

Among other things, it depends on the timing of the Board approval.  And as you mentioned, it varies from initiative to initiative, the time that would be required to develop the deployment plans for each -- for each one. 

Venturing a guess, looking at the timing, the third and the fourth quarter are the most likely time for launching the programs. 

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  As I say, a lot of this material has now been covered, and so I am going to be a little shorter than I thought I would have been.  I am sure no one will be disappointed by that.

Let me just confirm one item that you discussed yesterday at some length with Mr. Hughes, and this pertains to Brampton vis-à-vis Hydro One.

I took from reading the transcript yesterday of your discussion yesterday with Mr. Hughes, that in the case of Brampton you were going to take the six programs that Hydro One had developed and then you were going to accept those as the programs that you would use in Brampton as well, but that - reading between the lines a little bit - when you did your deployment plan for those programs, you may tweak the programs a bit to reflect some of the particular circumstances and conditions of your service area.

Is that a fair sort of high-level summary?

MR. WILLIAMS:  At a high level, yes, that is generally the case.

To give you a bit more background.  If we take the hospital and the municipality, we are dealing with one very large hospital, one municipality.  Completely different than what Networks have.

One of the criteria that we used is, the hospital and the municipalities have some very unique barriers to implementation of energy management strategies.

We saw this program as a golden opportunity to get commitment from senior management, via the MOU, that would help implement these systems.

Generally we find that a bottom-up approach from the municipalities is very hard to implement energy management and the -- getting commitment from senior people at both the hospital and the municipality would assist in getting rid of some of those barriers.

That is just one example of how we looked at the programs and saw how we could tweak it for Brampton.

MR. BRETT:  So this -- that is an interesting point.  So basically you are saying because a commitment is required over four years and because they have to sign a document with Brampton utilities, by its very nature that is going to invoke involvement by senior management, president and vice President and general counsel, and so on.  So you are going to be able to help focus -- or you are going to be able to sort of catalyze their involvement in the area?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  That is the example with the municipal and hospital program.  What about, for example, your benchmarking program or your community affairs program, community meetings programs?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think I did mention yesterday that Brampton, the population is very similar.  It's a young building stock.  And we are looking at a pilot group of 25,000 and a control group of 25,000, and that the results will then -- we could then apply to everybody.  I guess the concepts can be migrated right across the community.

The community education, I think I also touched on that one yesterday.  Yes, we do have one municipality.  It is a -- I would say it is a reasonable sized municipality, but we face some very unique challenges.

We are not spread out like Hydro One Networks.  However, we do have a very significant English-as-a-second-language population.

And from our past activities, we have found there is lot lots of preconceived ideas, a lot of false information out there not just about our programs, but about energy, in general, what people are obliged to do.

This group, because of their language difficulties, are often misled into doing things that may not be the most prudent or the energy-wise things to do.

And we saw this program as a way of getting out there and feeding them with general education to create this culture and climate of conservation.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  Well, I think you have given us a couple of examples there, and I am sure you probably could -- if I went through the others, you could, as well.  But I think it is -- that is helpful.

Perhaps one other question just summarizing, to try and summarize a bit of discussion that you had with a number of different counsel.

There is the -- as you know, there is in the code -- you know, this is the -- sorry, not in the code.  In the directive that the government gave -- the Minister of Energy gave to the OEB with respect to targets for utilities.  I am sure everybody has read it 100 times.

But there is a paragraph in there that is sort of interesting.  It is paragraph 6(c), at page 3.  I will read it out.  I will just read the preamble to section 6.  This is sort of some rules of thumb or guidelines that the Minister is giving to the Energy Board as advice when they consider -- sorry, let me be a little more precise.

These are things they would like the Board to have regard to, because they are objectives of the government.  So they want the Board to have regard to a number of factors, in addition to such other factors as the Board considers appropriate.

And if I look at section (c), it says that:
"The Board shall not preclude consideration of CDM programs or funding for CDM programs on the basis that a distributor of CDM targets have been or are expected to be exceeded." 

Now, I grant you that is not exactly a blank cheque, but it -- to me it says -- it says that the -- it certainly says at the very least that these targets that have been given to the utilities for their own programs are not maximums.  They're not ceilings.

And I am thinking that, really, I guess what flows from that is if you have an opportunity -- and I know in each of your programs you have matched your plans to the stated targets that you have been given and those are also matched to your resources.  And I don't fault you for a minute for doing that.  That is just good planning.

But within the process of developing and deploying your -- well, deploying and implementing your programs, you see opportunities to increase the number of takers on a cost effective basis.  Do you read this -- well, let me ask.  Let me put it this way to you.

Is that something that you would be open to doing?  In other words, you are not going to run up some huge bill, double your budget, because that doesn't wash and you have the issue of the ratepayer interest.

I am aware of your discussion with Ms. Girvan this morning where you said your compromise really was -- as I understood you to say, your compromise was your target.  You took into account all of these factors when you sort of established your budget for the target you had been given.

But -- and I am mixing up target and budget a little bit here, but would you be open, in the circumstances I have set out, to take on more participants, if you could do so in a cost-effective way?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid I have to repeat the answer I gave earlier that we -- at all times, we intend to meet our targets cost effectively, and this will be subject to considerations regarding a balance between conservation concerns and our rate impact, the impact on ratepayers, as well as prudency.

Should the situation arise, we will have to assess.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I think that you would say -- would you agree with me that, in addition to rate impact, you also would consider bill impacts of participating customers?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  I think those are my questions.  Thanks.

MS. LEA:  Thanks very much, Mr. Brett.  Mr. Shepherd.
Questions by Mr. Shepherd:

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Witnesses, I am going to start, I think, with a number of questions that flow out of yesterday's transcript.  If you have a copy of that, that would be very convenient.

A lot of these were ones I was going to ask, anyway, in the context of the IRs, but it happens to be a convenient way to get to them, is just to go through the transcript and pick up the stuff that hasn't been caught without duplicating things.

But, actually, my first question is sort of more basic than that.  The witnesses were introduced yesterday, but I didn't hear, and I still don't have, what the titles and positions are of the three witnesses.

I wonder if you could help us with that?

MR. ALMASSI:  Well, my name is Masoud Almassi.  My position is I am a manager of conservation and demand management and business integration at Hydro One Networks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Just before you go on, witnesses, Mr. Almassi, so you are in the CDM group.  You report to the director of strategy and conservation?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that is Ms. Rossini?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Go on, sorry.  Mr. But, I have seen you so many times I actually don't know what your title is.


MR. BUT:  My name is Stan But.  My title is manager economic and load forecasting, Hydro One Networks. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Sorry, and so you are not in the conservation group.  You are an advisor to that group on load forecasts or on load impacts; right?

MR. BUT:  In terms of customer information and load analysis information, load forecasting, CDM analysis, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You were not part of the design of the programs?


MR. BUT:  I would be providing support, information to the CDM team. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  Sorry, go on. 


MR. WILLIAMS:  I am Ralph Williams, Hydro One Brampton, energy services supervisor. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  And does "energy services" mean conservation or is that a broader thing?


MR. WILLIAMS:  It is conservation, plus much more broader.  We cover off some settlements, some operational issues, as in running our MV-90 power diversion.


So CDM is just part of our task. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  And your job includes all those things?


MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, it does.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are part of the finance department; is that right?  Or you are part of the operations?


MR. WILLIAMS:  Part of -- we report up through the finance.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Through finance?  Okay. 


All right.  I am looking at page 5 of yesterday's transcript.  You were asked about -- Mr. Almassi, you were asked by Ms. Lea about the difference between your old target of 210 megawatts and your new one of 213.66.  You were basically asked:  So how are you going to meet the higher target if you planned for 2010?


And you said:

"The revised decision will be met through a variance account."


Which variance account is that? 


MR. BUT:  The variance account Hydro One Networks is seeking is provided in evidence, Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 1.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So this is, in effect, the DSMVA that you are talking about, what we call on the gas side the DSMVA, the variance account for --


MR. BUT:  This is the CDM variance account.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  It's the one with the $5 million cap? 


MR. BUT:  That's correct. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  So your actual budget, then, of 32 million is really not 32 million.  It is more like 33, because you are going to have to spend another million or so to get this other three-and-a-half or four megawatts; is that right? 


Is that a fair conclusion for the Board to come to? 


MR. ALMASSI:  Hydro One Networks is seeking $32 million budget for the six proposed programs, and not more.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But that is to meet a 210-megawatt target; right?  That is what I understood you to be saying yesterday.


I am just trying to understand -- should the Board think of this in terms of you are only going to need 32 million and you are going to meet your target?  Or you are going to need a little bit more than 32 million to meet the revised target?  Which is the fairer conclusion? 


[Witness panel confers] 


MR. ALMASSI:  Well, Mr. Shepherd, in -- the point is six proposed programs.  We will be reviewing the actual results on an annual basis, and we will revise our targets accordingly, based on performance. 


The additional funding, if required, the revised targets will be addressed through a variance account. 


And as our evidence in Exhibit B-1, schedule 1, page 3, line 25:

"Hydro One may consider additional programs in the future, as required."


And we have proposed three program concepts for consideration in the future. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm sorry, I don't mean to belabour this.  I am just trying to actually simplify it.


Your statement yesterday sounded like you are expecting to use the variance account.  Currently, do you expect to need the variance account to meet your target?


It is actually a relatively simple question.  Either your plan is we're going to need the variance account, or it isn't.  I understand you may.  What is your current expectation?


MR. ALMASSI:  I am afraid my response would be that we may, but it is uncertain at this point in time. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I will pursue that in the oral hearing.


Now, Mr. Williams, with respect to Hydro One Brampton, is it your current expectation that you will need the variance account to meet your targets, or not? 


You have altered your plan; right?  A big change in the blue pages, but you are still planning to meet your target even with the big change; right? 


MR. WILLIAMS:  We are planning on meeting our target, yes, sir.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You are not anticipating you are going to need money from the variance account to do that, currently?


MR. WILLIAMS:  We are going to require what we have asked for.  We do not expect to require additional funds. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  In a number of places yesterday and today -- and the first one is on page 6 -- Mr. Almassi, you and others have talked about these OPA working groups. 


So I actually went to the OPA's website to find out more about the working groups, and of course they're not there.


These are working groups that are working groups between an EDA committee and the OPA; is that right?  An EDA committee called the CDM caucus?


[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer is yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  There are a number of these; right?  Some of them are program designs, some of them are for funding, some are -- various things; right? 


MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And Hydro One is on all of them, has a representative on all of them?


MR. ALMASSI:  That is correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So these are working -- well, let me ask you this question first.


Have the Hydro One representatives -- you are on some of them; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I am.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  As a representative of Hydro One, have you been required to sign some form of confidentiality undertaking in order to participate in the working groups?


MR. ALMASSI:  That has not been practice, no.  I have not.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you can talk to us about what these working groups are?


MR. ENGELBERG:  We are certainly not going to be providing information on that at the technical conference, Mr. Shepherd.


We will think about what type of evidence will be provided at the oral hearing. 


MR. SHEPHERD:  And what is the difference? 


MR. ENGELBERG:  Between the technical conference and the oral hearing?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One's position, as stated earlier this week and provided to all of the intervenors, is that we believe the technical conference is for technical matters and the oral hearing covers a broader range of matters.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you believe the scope of this proceeding is -- this technical conference is narrower than the scope of the oral hearing.  Yes?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And do you have a reference for that in the Board's order that you could help me with?

MR. ENGELBERG:  No, I do not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thanks.  All right.  So there is no point in me asking any questions about the OPA working groups?  You are not going to answer them?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You are going to refuse?

MR. ENGELBERG:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I will take that as a series of refusals.

Yesterday you were asked some questions by Ms. Lea, Mr. Almassi.  One of the questions - it is a relatively simple one - was she asked you whether you could confirm that you are planning to achieve 76 percent of your peak savings target and 83 percent of your energy savings target using OPA programs.

She asked you if you could, at some point in the day, confirm that, and I didn't hear you confirm that.  Can you confirm that now?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, can I ask you what page we are looking --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, page 7, just the next page from where I was before.  Maybe you confirmed it offline and just -- I just want to get it on the record to make sure we understand this.

MS. LEA:  No, we didn't confirm it off line and I neglected to give it an undertaking.  It may have been forgotten.  It was a mathematical calculation, merely.  I thought it was simple.

MR. ALMASSI:  I confirm.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Yesterday in quite a number of places, and again today, Mr. Almassi, you talked about the fact that in doing your estimates for your programs, the six programs you are proposing -- sorry, for the OPA-approved programs, rather, what you did is you looked at the best information available to you, and specifically you looked at your own customer base, to do an analysis of what you would end up with.

And that is where you got to the 80 percent, the total of 80 percent from OPA programs; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And I haven't heard how you actually did that.  I mean, you have some data from OPA as to what they expect, and presumably you actually did some math to get from the OPA numbers to the numbers you are relying on.  Did you?

MR. ALMASSI:  Let me rephrase.  Perhaps it would be the same as what you are describing, but let me rephrase.

Essentially, we relied on the program design, the OPA program design, at the time of the submission.  And we -- in addition to that, taking the program design at the time, we looked at our customer base and we estimated the potential for Hydro One Networks' market to achieve savings, given the design of the OPA programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand.  You have said that a number of times and I understand that completely.  But I am sure you didn't just pick numbers out of the air; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, what numbers are we referring to?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you moved from 71 percent, which is what your consultant said, to 80 percent.  And you moved from -- I don't remember what the OPA's number was, but it was like 84 or something down to 80.

And so you did that through doing some calculations, some analysis.  You didn't just say, Hey, let's use 80.  You actually did a calculation:  This is how -- what we expect from this program, this is what we expect from this one.  Right?

MR. ALMASSI:  The 71 percent was Navigant's estimate, which was earlier, prior to additional information, the best information we had about OPA's programs, the design of the OPA's programs, once again, initiative by initiative.  We took the programs one by one.

Once you have the design of the program, then you can apply that and set out to the province-wide customer base.  We applied that to our own specific customer base, and, on those bases, we estimated - the preliminary estimate mind you - to arrive at what the potential would be for our territory.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is the 80 percent?

MR. ALMASSI:  We added them up and we ended up with 80 percent.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Wonderful.

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I would like you to file that analysis.  Could you do that?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, in that regard, all of the information about the process is as found in our evidence.  We do not have any additional information or documents to offer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if the Board can't find in your evidence a way of going from 71 percent to 80 percent, or going from the OPA's estimates to your 80 percent, if they can't do that math from the evidence, then you haven't done it; is that right?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Hydro One may be able to provide at the hearing, if that is explored, evidence that is not in the way of documents, explanation as to how Hydro One did that, but I understand your question to be:  Is there any documentation that Hydro One has on which it is going to be relying that is not in the prefiled evidence or in the answers to the IRs?  And the answer is no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not asking about documentation on which you are going to be relying.  I am asking:  Is there any documentation that tells us -- that exists in the world that tells us how you got to 80 percent?

MR. ENGELBERG:  The answer to that, again, is no, unless you find something in the prefiled evidence or in the answers to the IRs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Wonderful.  I was taught years ago don't ask a question you don't think you know the answer to, but I am going to ask this question, anyway, because I am a fool.

Hydro One Brampton did a calculation and didn't save the spreadsheet.  Is this a similar situation where you did a spreadsheet calculation and you didn't save it, or is everything you did in the evidence?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, what we have not provided to you are the TRC spreadsheets with a great deal of information that has been redacted in our evidence.  And we are not providing that information precisely for the same reason.  The spreadsheets have not been deleted.  The spreadsheets are there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the things that you have that will get you to this 80 percent are actually your TRC spreadsheets?

MR. ALMASSI:  Initiative-by-initiative analysis for the TRC, the spreadsheets do exist and we have them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But of course I was asking about the OPA programs.  You have spreadsheets for the OPA programs, too; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not have the spreadsheets for OPA programs.  They can only be accessed online and they are no longer accessed -- can be accessed online by us.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So there is no way of the Board checking your 80 percent number?  I am just trying to find a way to check that number.  I am actually not trying to be combative.  I am just trying to find a way to -- the track to get to that number.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, they were estimated based on the best information available and what we had access to at the time.

And those are, as we have indicated, are preliminary estimates, not the final.  But the spreadsheets for those programs, we no longer have access to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me move on to another thing.  You were asked yesterday about School Energy Coalition Interrogatory No. 3, which is Exhibit I, tab 11, schedule 3, which was the one in which you were asked about the difference between the results for double return plus for Hydro One Networks and Hydro One Brampton.

Hydro One Brampton's answer was:  We made a mistake in the math.  We fixed it now.  They're the same.  But your answer was:  Well, no, the differences are about demographics.

So I understand the correct answer.  What I want to know is why was your answer there was a difference in demographics?  In the end, there was no difference, so what were you talking about?

MR. ALMASSI:  There are differences in demographics.  There are differences in the customer bases, in terms of size, in terms of composition.  And in that respect, not the every -- every parameter in the comparable programs are exactly the same.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You were asked specifically about double return plus and asked why was there a big difference between you and Brampton, and you said the difference is demographics.

That wasn't correct, was it?  The difference was not demographics; it was math?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  There are differences between the two programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay?

MR. ALMASSI:  Post-corrections that were made by Brampton.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  They are small, though; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  But there are differences.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Still on double return plus, and I want to ask a question from Brampton.  I hope you don't mind if I switch back and forth.  I am trying to make it easier by following the transcript.

You were asked, Mr. Williams, by Ms. Lea about double return plus.  And I am looking at page 13 of yesterday's transcript.  And one of the things you said was that you have interval metering down to a lower level than what Hydro One has; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so when Mr. Gibbons was asking about why double return plus wouldn't be expanded to smaller customers, you are in a different position than Hydro One; right?  Because you actually have more interval meters for smaller customers?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, we do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So did you look at expanding it to a broader customer base?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No, we didn't.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why not?

MR. WILLIAMS:  When we looked at the numbers, we were going to reach our targets, and we'd hit in both the demand and megawatts.

We just realized what was attainable, and so we could equally -- the approach -- similar to Networks' -- make sure that we applied the programs to all customer classes equally.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So is it fair for me to conclude from that, then, that Brampton, at least, could in fact expand that program and get significantly higher results on a cost-effective basis, but it would be over and above your target?  Is that a fair conclusion?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Shepherd, in answering that, yes, it would be possible, but there are additional costs.  And to be prudent to the impact per customer, we are not in a position that we want to entertain expanding that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It was your most -– double return plus is your most cost-effective program by a big margin; right?

If you look at your TRC ratio, for example, your cost/benefit ratio, it is way beyond everything else; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if you were going to expand a program, that would certainly be where you could get the biggest bang for your buck; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  At this point in time, we are confident that we are going to reach our targets.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What is the ratio of incentives to non--- to other costs in the double return plus program?

I just want the percentage ratio; I don't want the dollars.  Just the ratio.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Shepherd, that information is redacted.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, that is why I asked for the ratio instead of the dollars.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Providing you with the ratio, that would disclose the number.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Sorry, I was hoping to get some -- I was hoping -- because you don't need to go in camera for that.  I have that ratio already.

But I guess the reason I was asking it was the follow-up question, which is:  If you wanted to expand double return-plus, Mr. Williams, for Brampton, am I right in concluding that you wouldn't have an incremental cost that was equal per megawatt to the existing cost, because you are basically only going to have increase the incentive component?  Your staff are still going to be able to handle some additional customers; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think at this time, it is -- I would like to just reiterate that it is Brampton's intention of balancing the programs' availability across all sectors equally.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood, but the Board will also have something to say about it.  That is why we are asking these questions.

I understand your intention is -- this is your plan, this is this is what you want to do.

I'm trying to get enough information so that if the Board want to say:  Wait a second, we think you should be doing more here, that they will know that you actually can.

So my question is:  Is it fair for the Board to say that generally speaking, at least within some limits, increases in the incentives can be used as a proxy for increases in that program, expansion of that program.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  To expand that program, there would be additional time required to service the customers.  There would be equipment that is required.  So it is not strictly that it could be managed by existing staff.

So there would be additional costs involved.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let's come to the budgeting stuff for a second.  I am not at this point going to go into the confidential budget material, or the budget material that is proposed to be confidential.

But on page 21 of yesterday's transcript, and again in your discussion with Ms. Girvan today, you were asked, first - and this is Hydro One now - about the four people that you already have in revenue requirement.

Those four people in conservation that you hired in 2010, you are already recovering their cost in rates.  You said that; right?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We provided an undertaking in that regard.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I think you said it on the record.  In fact, page 21 yesterday you said:
"The staff resources that you referenced..."

That is the four people:
"...is already approved in our previous rate case."


So I don't think this part is controversial.  You said -- you provided an undertaking as to how that is going to be migrated to the global adjustment.  I am not going to ask about that.

MR. ENGELBERG:  What is it exactly that you are asking?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I was asking, first, the set-up question was:  They're already being charged to the ratepayers right now; right?  So you have admitted that; true?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We said that we would look into it, is my recollection.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I didn't think that was in doubt.  Anyway, those four people aren't the only four people that you have doing conservation; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, they are, or, no, they are not?

MR. ALMASSI:  They are not the only ones.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So how big is your conservation department?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Shepherd, we believe that is a matter to be addressed at the hearing and not at the technical conference.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is a technical question:  How many people do you have?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We don't believe that it is a technical question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You were asked an interrogatory about how many FTEs you are going to add.  I am entitled to ask:  What are you adding them to?

MR. ENGELBERG:  I understand that is your position, but we don't agree with your position.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  In addition -- so what you are planning to do is you are planning to add five people covered by your OPA program budgets; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you haven't added those people yet.  You are adding them this year; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have not added those people as yet.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They are not part of this $32 million budget in any way; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, they're not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They are completely different people from the ones that are in this budget?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Then you are adding another six people in this budget as part of your $32 million; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that we find in AMPCO Interrogatory No. 20, and that is I-9-20, which in the blue pages shows the additional six people.  You are assuming these six people are added January 1st, 2011; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We assumed these people will be added once we have approval from the Board for the six programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, see, I can't figure that out, because I am looking at AMPCO 21, which you have not changed and has engendered much discussion after people thought that one person was going to get $858,000 for four years, a discussion being spelled jealousy.

And I have a couple of questions about that.  These new numbers now tell me that -- and tell me whether this is right, that you have assumed that each FTE will cost you $143,000 per year.  Is that right?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, could you repeat the question, please?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  You have assumed in this budget, the one I am looking at at I-9-21, this budget assumes that each FTE will cost you $143,000 per year; isn't that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, subject to check, the $143,000 is for one-quarter of staff over four years.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Which would be one person for one year?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you do the math on $858,000 for 1.5 people, you get the same number; right?  In fact, if you add -- if you take 3,432,000 and you divide by six and divide by four, you also get $143,000; right?  So when you did your budgeting, you assumed 143 for each person; true?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So where did the 143 come from?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, are you asking for what type of position this is, or are you asking for a breakdown of where that number comes from?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am asking where the number came from.  The number doesn't relate to the positions, right, because you used the same number for every position?

You are not going to pay all six positions the same, are you?

MR. ALMASSI:  The positions are for program managers, senior programs managers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So they're all going to make the same salary?

MR. ALMASSI:  They are all going to manage programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That wasn't the question.  Sorry.  Where did the number come from?  Is it an average?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have assumed they all are making the same a month.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So let's break that down.  I thought that this was salary plus benefits, and we can look at your filings to see what benefits are as a percentage of salary.  But then you said earlier today that it was plus burdens.  Help me with that.

MR. ALMASSI:  It is salary, plus benefits and plus overhead, the standard overhead charges that apply.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So I am a little bit surprised at that, because you have overheads elsewhere in your budget, too; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  The overhead is applied to incremental costs of the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I don't understand.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Shepherd, perhaps what would be helpful here is if we gave an undertaking to find out whether the amounts in the chart include nothing other than salary plus benefits, or whether they also include other overhead items and burdens.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I think your witness just told us it includes overheads; is that not correct? 

MR. ENGELBERG:  I think what I am hearing is that we are not certain what is included.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  So I think the best thing would be if we gave an undertaking to obtain that information, so that we can be sure that what is being provided to you is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I appreciate your attempt to ensure that the information is correct, Mr. Engelberg, but I think that your witness said overheads were included.

And I am entitled to know whether that is true, if he knows.  If he says –-

MR. ENGELBERG:  You are entitled to know, and that is why we are going to give you an undertaking to get you the information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Please let me finish.  If he says to me on the record:  I don't know, end of problem.  So far he has said:  I know overheads are included.  He said it twice on the record today. 

So since you are not giving the evidence, Mr. Engelberg, I would like your witness to tell us whether he knows or not.

MR. ENGELBERG:  I am not trying to give evidence.  I am offering an undertaking. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  And I am asking the witness to answer my question. 

MR. ENGELBERG:  We can ask him if he knows. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Please.

[Witness panel congers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, my comment is subject to check, and supports an undertaking in this case. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are not sure now whether overheads are included or not?

MR. ALMASSI:  The salary plus benefits and my comment about overhead is subject to check.  And we have offered to take an undertaking. 

MS. LEA:  That will be No. 11 on the technical conference, Undertaking No. 11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT11:  to CONFIRM WHETHER AMOUNTS IN CHART INCLUDE ONLY SALARY PLUS BENEFITS, OR WHETHER THEY INCLUDE OTHER OVERHEAD ITEMS AND BURDENS.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And I just want to say for the record that, generally speaking -- I understand the witnesses are not under oath, but generally speaking, it is not normally the case that counsel has private discussions with its witnesses while they are giving evidence. 

And counsel had a private discussion prior to this answer, and I would have thought that that is normally not considered appropriate. 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Well, we believe –- we understand your position.  We believe that is normal at a technical conference.

The witnesses are not under oath.  We commonly have discussions with them, and other intervenors do, as well. 

But we understand that you think differently about that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Just on these six full-time -- I guess the 11 full-time staff that you are adding, it is true, isn't it, Mr. Almassi, that the -- most of the work on these programs is going to be contracted out; right?  Most of it?

MR. ALMASSI:  Could you please define what "most" means, exactly?

MR. SHEPHERD:  A large percentage.  More than half.  Tell me how much.

MR. ALMASSI:  We have a strategy to deploy our programs, implement our programs with a large percentage of the services to be delivered by external service providers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But you are hiring 11 more people to deal with these programs, the OPA programs and the OEB programs; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are adding six staff for the six proposed programs, the Board-approved programs. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  And five for the OPA programs?

MR. ALMASSI:  And five for the OPA. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Just on page -- the bottom of page 21, top of page 22 of yesterday's transcript, you were asked by Ms. Lea to show where the OPA budgets cover the costs of those five staff.

You said they're in the record somewhere.  And I looked for them.  You said they're in the record as part of a response to the interrogatories.

Can you tell us where that is?  I couldn't find it.  So I was -- maybe I just missed it.

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, we have to look into the IRs, and we will provide you with the information. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you. 

MS. LEA:  Is it appropriate time to take a break?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me just ask the final question on this one?

MS. LEA:  Sure, absolutely. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do we need an undertaking for that? 

MS. LEA:  Gentlemen, do you think you will be able to get back to us right after the break, or do you want an undertaking just to note it so nobody forgets?

MR. ENGELBERG:  An undertaking would be preferable.

MS. LEA:  No. 12 to the technical conference, to find the information requested in the IRs.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT12:  to SHOW WHERE BUDGETS COVER THE COSTS OF THE FIVE ADDITIONAL STAFF FOR OPA PROGRAMS.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The reason I am asking about these 11 full-time staff is this.

At the end of 2014, you've got to do something with these people; right? 

They're full-time employees.  You have obligations to them.  And I am wondering whether you have a plan for what to do at that time.

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  Because of the long-term energy plan, we have no reason to assume that all conservation activities will cease by the end of 2014.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Did you have to deal with a number of excess -- I don't mean this in a pejorative way, believe me -- some extra personnel at the end of the third tranche funding?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we did not. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  You had some people that didn't have programs to run anymore; right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  But we had additional programs continuing.

MR. SHEPHERD:  From the OPA? 

MR. ALMASSI:  OPA-funded programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Wonderful.  So my last question on this is:  These 11 positions, are they union positions or Society -- are they PWU or Society or non-union?  Do you know which they are?

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  They are all non-union staff. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  This would be a good time to take a break, if that is convenient.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much.  We will reconvene at 3:15, please. 

--- Recess taken at 3:02 p.m.

--- On resuming at 3:18 p.m.


MS. LEA:  Welcome back.  Mr. Shepherd.


MR. ENGELBERG:  Ms. Lea, I can deal with one of the undertakings now, if that is helpful, Mr. Shepherd.


MS. LEA:  Please go ahead.


MR. ENGELBERG:  Undertaking number 12, we didn't know which interrogatory answer to refer you to.  I am informed it is at Exhibit I, tab 5, schedule 17 -- excuse me, schedule 13.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you very much.


MR. ENGELBERG:  Also, I want to make one correction.  We are informed that the four proposed employees that you were asking about that Mr. Almassi said were management, in fact, it is proposed that they be Society.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, which ones are these?  We had a four existing.  We had a five for OPA programs, and we had a six for the new proposed programs.


Which are these four in?


MR. ENGELBERG:  These are the four that you were asking about that are the new proposed people that you said were going to cost an average of $143,000.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That was six.


MR. ALMASSI:  I want to speak.


MR. ENGELBERG:  All right.


MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  The six are full-time staff, as is in the evidence proposed -- for the six proposed programs, they are Society positions.


MR. SHEPHERD:  They are Society, okay.


MR. ALMASSI:  And the five positions, as was referenced right now, those will be contract staff.


MR. SHEPHERD:  This is the five that are in I-5-13?


MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the four existing ones are Society; right?


MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.


You were asked yesterday - I think it was you, Mr. Almassi - about where the assumptions are that are not OPA numbers.


Ms. Lea was asking you questions, and then I followed up.  This is on page 30 and 31 of the transcript.  And you said that the information was in IR No. 7; I-1-7.


And what I am trying to figure out is:  Is there some one place where the Board can look at and say, Here's all of the assumptions on which your numbers are based, your forecasts are based, here they all are in a table and what their sources are?  Is that in one place, or is the only way we can do it is to go through the various interrogatory responses or summaries of the individual programs?


MR. ALMASSI:  I believe the best place for a complete collection of our assumptions would be the following interrogatory numbers and this is Board interrogatory questions:  number 7, number 18, 25, 33, and 39.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And 48?


MR. ALMASSI:  And 48.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So this is the same list.  So we don't have a table in one place where they all are?


MR. ALMASSI:  We do not have one table.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.  One of the things you were asked about and Ms. Lea asked you about it yesterday, and this is on page 32 of the transcript, is the assumptions for equipment costs in the -- I think this is the community education program.


What the IR says -- this is IR I-1-7.  The IR says is, quote, "actual Hydro One purchase costs", and your response was:

"Those are based on Hydro One's estimates of our purchasing."


I didn't understand whether you actually were using actual costs that you have from the past data, which it looked like what your answer was saying, or whether you were making an estimate of future costs.  Which is it?


MR. ALMASSI:  Referring to the Board response number 7, once again.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.


MR. ALMASSI:  The set of prices that are offered on page 4 of 5, the first set of prices are the prices that, if the customer were to acquire those products, it would cost them.


The second set of prices are estimated costs for Hydro One Networks reflecting the volume purchase.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you got to help me here.  I only have one set of prices.  Where is the other set of prices you are talking about?


MR. ALMASSI:  Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 7, page 4 of 5.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's what I'm looking at.


MR. ALMASSI:  And the equipment in the incremental cost section --


MR. SHEPHERD:  These are the incremental costs and those are the numbers you used for the TRC calculation; right?


MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And so those are the customer costs.  So, for example, you have a negative cost for CFLs?


MR. ALMASSI:  Those that appear under the title "Incentives", I can explain the negative costs.


The incentive figures that are shown there, those are reflecting the volume purchase.  So, essentially, it is the difference between what it would cost the customer versus what it would cost us to provide the customer with the product.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That wasn't actually my question.  My question was this.  I wasn't actually looking at the ones you used for TRC.  I understand those costs and I understand why they are there.  The incentive costs, however, say incentives are based on actual 2008 to 2010 Hydro One purchase costs, so I thought you were using actual numbers.


And then your answer yesterday was that they were estimates, and so I am just asking:  Are they actuals or estimates?


MR. ALMASSI:  They are based on actual 2008 to 2010, which is the past.  But going forward it would be, by definition, an estimate.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you have escalated them, in effect, to take into account that you are going to have -- you have to buy them now, not in 2008?


MR. ALMASSI:  We have -- yes, we have no approval for these programs at this point in time.


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no.  Sorry.  You took the actuals for three years, and then you escalated those on the expectation that you would have new prices for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014; right?


MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  Well, those are the estimates what we plan to pay.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So they're not the same as the three-year averages?  The past three-year average is one number.  You then used a different number as your estimate; yes?


MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, it is based on.  It is not exactly the same.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you very much.  Now, the next series of questions -- actually, there are sort of several that relate to each other.  I am going to start with page 35 of yesterday's transcript.  You should probably turn that up, because I do want to refer to it specifically.


Ms. Lea asked you about section 3.1.4 (a) of the CDM Code and, in particular, about the status of your program evaluation plan.  You said it is not yet complete; right?


MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  What I am trying to understand is you appear to have a two-stage process here - and you talked about this again this morning - where you have your planning phase, which takes your programs and your EM&V as well to one stage, and then you have a deployment phase, which is more detailed planning in which you actually figure out what you are going to do in the real world; right?

Sorry, my wording wasn't intended to catch you out.

You described the difference?  That's better.

MR. ALMASSI:  The difference between?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Between where you are now and where you are at the time you start to deliver the program, what still has to be done.

MR. ALMASSI:  Certainly.  Where we are now, we have six proposed programs that have been designed and developed as proposals at this point in time. 

Once we secure approval from the Board, then we will need to develop a deployment plan.  A deployment plan will include an EM&V plan, as well. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that is the part I didn't understand, because I looked at the CDM Code.  Do you have that there?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, I do. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  I looked at 3.1.4 of the CDM Code, which is -- this is about your application for Board-approved CDM programs, and it says it must include a program evaluation plan based on the OPA's EM&V protocols. 

So you haven't included one; right?  Because you are not finished yet?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes, we have.  We have included a preliminary plan, but certain details that will have to be completed once we have commenced our detailed deployment plan, which will include EM&V, and we may require -- depending on the initiative -- we may require the help of EM&V experts to identify the specific details to complete the plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So what I don't understand is why didn't you do that before you filed the application.

That where I am driving at here. 

MR. ALMASSI:  As I have mentioned, the deployment plan -– we considered this item to be a component of the deployment plan.  The deployment plan is about initiating an RFP-tendering process.  And that would require prior approval for these programs, and certainty of funding. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  So some parts of your plan you can do before you have funding approved, but other parts of your plan have to wait until the funding is done? 

MR. ALMASSI:  Not other parts of the plan. 

We have designed a program and proposed it to the Board.  And once we get approval, then we will commence the deployment plan and the development of the components of the deployment plan. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Did you have -- this division between sort of your design phase and your deployment phase -- as you call it -- did you have some sort of reference from the Board's policy as to this division?  Or is that simply your practice? 

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  It is our interpretation of a logical way of doing this.  If we did not design the programs, we would not have been able to propose them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand that.  The question I am asking is really about what is the point at which you ask the Board to approve them.

And you are saying quite early on in the process when you have just got the sort of bare-bones design, you go to the Board and say:  This is what we're thinking about; is it okay?  And get their approval.

But you are not anticipating coming back with the details later; right?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  We do not agree with the characterization as "bare-bones" regarding the six proposed programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  The six programs are not completely -- the plans are not complete yet, are they?

MR. ALMASSI:  The programs are completely designed, but the deployment elements will have to be planned and developed, which is a normal practice process for us, to design and then deploy programs.  It is a part of a normal process for us.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So what are the things that still have to be done in these programs?

You gave us three of them earlier.  There is something you called "preparation prior to launch" -- which you could perhaps expand on -- then there is procurement, and development of collaterals.  I understand all of those things.  Then you also talked about designing the EM&V plan.  What else has to be done after approval and before these programs are launched?

MR. ALMASSI:  If I may, I will go through all those that I can think of.

Mr. SHEPHERD:  That's fine.

MR. ALMASSI:  But provided we're talking in generalities related to six different initiatives, so it will vary from initiative to initiative.

But essentially, what needs to be done is a tendering process for where the external third-party service providers are required in the program to procure those services.  It will include --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just stop you there?  I just want to understand each of these components.

So you don't have to go out to third parties to design details of the plan; right?  You have to go out to third parties to get -- to hire someone to actually deliver the plan?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The program?  And when you -- that person you hired to deliver the program will probably have some suggestions as to how the day-to-day work is done, how it should, in fact, be delivered; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Within the scope of the responsibilities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Go on, sorry. 

MR. ALMASSI:  And the tendering process, in addition to service providers –- or, I should say, the service providers may also include an EM&V expert to help us, not with the plan for EM&V -- as that has been, in broad terms and somewhat very detailed, defined based on OPA's EM&V protocol -- but the details, some details of the EM&V plan will be determined with the help of an EM&V expert.

And other components of the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Sorry, sorry.  Let's just deal with the EM&V, then.  I was waiting for you to finish that part.

You said that your plan is based on the OPA EM&V protocols?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought we didn't have those protocols yet.  What's the -- my understanding was that those have not been finalized yet; isn't that right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  These are in our evidence. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  In draft form?

MR. ALMASSI:  Those are in our -- the best information at the time we had about OPA's EM&V protocol is included in our evidence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But tell me whether I am right, that there is no actual EM&V protocols currently approved by the OPA for use.  Right?

They're still in draft.  They're still under discussion; isn't that right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  Shall we speak about at the time of the submission?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  I am asking now. 

MR. ALMASSI:  Now?  My comments would be subject to check.  And since yesterday, things might have changed. 

[Laughter]

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Since the last time you looked, what is the status of the OPA EM&V protocols?  Am I right that they're in draft, but they have not yet been approved? 

[Witness panel confers] 

MR. ALMASSI:  As far as I know, the OPA's EM&V protocol is not final. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you. 

And you don't have any information that can help us on when that will -- when they will be finalized? 

MR. ALMASSI:  No, I don't. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is one of the working groups dealing with that?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  There is a component of the OPA EM&V protocol that we are participating in in helping OPA to finalize the plan.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Which component is that?

MR. ALMASSI:  The determination of methodology used for determining peak demand, coincidence peak demand.  It is a methodology issue.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is all this CP, NCP stuff?

MR. ALMASSI:  I beg your pardon?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is this all of this -- when we were doing cost allocation, we had to do all of this CP, NCP and everything, stuff that confused everybody.  That is that same stuff; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  This is confusing enough for everybody.

MR. SHEPHERD:  True.  All right, I understand.

Okay, I want to move to another area of questions, which is with respect to this variance account.  I particularly want to ask you, Mr. Williams.

You are proposing the same variance account that is sort of the -- the Board standard, generic variance account for your costs in this project; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  The standard, yes, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, okay.

Hydro One Networks has said that they want to set sort of a $5 million threshold, at which time they have to come talk to the Board; whereas what you are saying is that you are not sure what your plan is for how to dispose of it.  You are not planning to have a threshold on it?

You said on page 40 yesterday -- you were asked by Ms. Lea:   What are the circumstances in which Hydro One Brampton would expect to dispose of the variance account? 

And your answer was:
"I can't answer that.  I don't know at this time."

MR. WILLIAMS:  And it has not changed.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the question I am asking you today is:  So Hydro One Brampton is not proposing that there be any threshold.

So, for example, where the gas utilities have a 20 percent or a 15 percent limit on their variance, you are not proposing any limits on the variance?  It could be whatever it is, and then you just have to deal with it at the time you ask for disposal; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think, through natural prudent business measures, we will be tracking it on an annual basis and making sure that we are close, to make sure that we are not going -- deviating substantially.

Do I have a number for you?  No, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is sort of judgment at the time.  You look and you say, Look, this ask getting out of hand; we better deal with it?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Best business practices, yes, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I understand.  That is sort of what Hydro One is talking about.  You're setting the 5 million.  It is intended to be the same type of number; right?  This is getting out of hand; we better deal with it.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think with ourselves, we will be keeping a very tight review on it.  Any variations I know will be looked at, scrutinized very quickly.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thanks.  I want to go and talk about budgets, and I am going to try not to raise the confidential stuff.  I will refer to the documents, but not the numbers in them.

But if I start to get too close to the line, jump up and down, wave a flag or something, so that I can -- so that we can deal with it.

What I am doing is I am following up on the discussion you had yesterday with Dr. Higgin.  You talked about the budgets of various types for the programs.  So we looked at...

See, when stuff is designated as confidential, you make sure that you are very careful to hide it somewhere so that nobody can get at it, but now I have to find it.  Oh, I know.

So in the various budgets that you have put in Exhibit C, you have detailed budgets for each of the initiatives; right?  Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 2 I am looking at, right, and you have detailed budgets for everything, but they are redacted; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So my first question is:  Do we have an overall budget somewhere of all of your $32 million all broken down?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have that all in aggregate, as you know, in the evidence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So we don't have a detailed, comprehensive budget of all of the programs together?

I understand that the CDM Code says, Give us the detailed budget for each program.  I understand.

Do we have an aggregate budget anywhere in the evidence that you know of?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we don't.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Here is why I am asking about you this.  There are a number of things in these detailed budgets - again, without talking about any of the numbers - a number of things in each of these detailed budgets that are similar from one to the other, allocations, for example, from other departments and stuff like that, things that are functionally similar, and things like administrative costs, fixed and variable administration costs, those sort of things that are similar in each of the budgets.

So I am wondering if it is possible to put all of that together into a budget for the $32 million that still has the same level of granularity as these budgets, but has it all in one place, so that we don't have to sort of figure out what matches with what.

Is that something you can do?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SHEPHERD:  Just while you are thinking about it, if it will entice you, I had a whole lot of questions on allocated costs and various types of allocated costs which I don't need to ask if I have the table.

[Laughter]

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am just saying...

MR. ENGELBERG:  That sounds very attractive.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought you might like that.

MR. ALMASSI:  The answer to your question, whether we can, yes, we certainly can, but...

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes, we will give that an undertaking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MS. LEA:  Yay.  Undertaking 13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT13: TO PROVIDE A TABLE TO CONSOLIDATE BUDGET AMOUNTS.

MR. ENGELBERG:  Can't turn down an offer like that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is "yay" like a technical term?

Now, here is the harder one, which I am thinking will be less copasetic, and that is this:  Can you give us a similar document which includes both the OEB and the OPA programs, same level of granularity, but all of it together.

The reason I am asking is that we want to get a sense of the size and scope of your conservation activities overall, because you are not going to run them in isolation, right - you are going to run them as one organization - and as a sense of what capacity you have to deliver.  Can you do that?  Can you give us the combined one, as well?

I understand that you will file these claiming confidentiality.  I get that.

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, I appreciate the question and I appreciate why you are interested in that, but we simply do not have the details for OPA programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I guess -- hmm...  You do have a budget for what you are planning to spend on the OPA programs this year; right?  Internally, you must have.  You hired people and stuff; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We have preliminary estimates for the purposes of the submission that we put together at the time, subject to the best information we had.

But the breakdown of the costs to this level is not available for OPA programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you don't know how much -- I mean, we are already in 2011.  That is the reason I am asking you, because you have -- your board of directors must be saying:  Where is our conservation budget?  Haven't you provided them with something?

Your senior management, haven't they asked for the same thing?

You know, we see the Hydro One budgets on a regular basis in distribution and transmission cases.  We know how detailed they are.  I am just wondering, like, what do you have right now.

MR. ALMASSI:  We have the -- our estimates of the high-level of the budget for the OPA programs.

The budget, however, for the OPA programs is structured quite differently than what the code asks for the submission in front of us.

So it would be very hard to combine.  And at this point in time, we do not have detailed information about OPA programs.  We have estimated the high-level, the aggregate, for the purpose of the submission, to help us, but those are preliminary estimates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Maybe I can approach this a different way.  You have a conservation division; right?  Or is it division or department or -- like, department, I guess?

MR. ENGELBERG:  Department.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You have a current budget for that department.  Can we see that?

MR. ENGELBERG:  We won't agree to produce the budget for the CDM department.  I don't believe that is materially relevant to this.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  As I said, I thought this one would be a little harder.

MS. FRASER:  Can I make a suggestion?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no.  Sorry.

MS. FRASER:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me follow up on some questions you answered yesterday with respect to the Community Education Events initiative.  And I am finding this at page 60 of yesterday's transcript.

I have to admit that when I first read the material, I didn't appreciate this factor, that you are intending to target hard-to-reach communities; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are not going to be going to Smiths Falls with this.  This is going to be in places that don't normally get this sort of stuff; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct, hard-to-reach communities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And that sounded to me -- and you were asked some questions by Dr. Higgin that raised this -- that sounded to me like it would have to include First Nations communities; right?  Because they're the hardest to reach, some of them.

Is that true?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, as I indicated yesterday, the communities -- the Community Education events, educational events, is not targetted at First Nations.

But I also added that we do not exclude First Nations customers, which is different than saying that the initiative is targetted at First Nations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, and I understand that.

But what I am trying to get at is if what you are targetting is hard-to-reach communities, I would have assumed that a relatively disproportionate number of those would, in fact, be First Nations communities, knowing the demographics of Ontario; isn't that right?

It wouldn't be a majority of them, but it would be more than the normal percentage of communities around the province?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, we have not finalized the events for communities program at this point in time, so we simply do not know at this point.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do not know...

MR. ALMASSI:  As I mentioned again yesterday, the communities initiative is not targetted at First Nations.  However, First Nations' customers can participate and take advantage of the program.

And in terms of the specific events, which is a major component of the program, we have not finalized those events.

So I cannot provide you with that information at this point.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So those events may include First Nations communities?

MR. ALMASSI:  They may.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, am I right in understanding that the OPA either has proposed or is going to propose or is proposing a number of programs specifically targetted at First Nations?  Is that right?

MR. ALMASSI:  It is our understanding that First Nations is the responsibility of the OPA, and they are in the process of developing a program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So what I am trying to understand here is -- it is one thing for Hydro One to say:  We are going to go into hard-to-reach communities, and we frankly don't care whether they're First Nations or not.  They're just hard-to-reach communities, which I understand is what you're saying; right?  Where you are not thinking about it that way; they're just communities?

MR. ALMASSI:  I am not saying that the way you have characterized it, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not saying it in a bad way.  I am saying that what you are thinking about is:  Is this a hard-to-reach community?  If so, we should think about whether we should put an event there; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Certainly in coordination with any OPA programs for the First Nations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that is what I am going to, is:  Are you planning to exclude First Nations communities - not First Nations individuals and people who come to an event in Kapuskasing, say, or Hearst, but First Nations communities - because that is OPA's responsibility?  Is that what you are planning to do?

MR. ALMASSI:  What we intend to do, not to offer the same services to the same communities, and that would apply to First Nations, as well.  That is why we will make sure that we coordinate our activities with the OPA programs for the First Nations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not sure that was 100 percent responsive to my question, so let me ask it a different way.

Are you waiting to see what the OPA programs do before you decide whether First Nations communities are included in this program, or have you currently determined that you are not including First Nations communities in this program because that is the responsibility of the OPA, or neither of the two?

[Mr. Almassi with confers Mr. Engelberg]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Perhaps you could give us a minute.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If you want to undertake on that, I am happy to...  It is up to you.

MR. ENGELBERG:  No, I think we just need a minute.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

[Witness panel confers with Mr. Engelberg]

MR. ALMASSI:  So, Mr. Shepherd, once again, we are not excluding First Nations from the program, but repeating that the program is not targetted at First Nations.

The best we can say at this point in time, we will ensure that the services that are offered through this program will not duplicate any programs that OPA will be offering to the First Nations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.  Okay, thank you.

The next area I want to ask you a little bit about arises out of page 69 of yesterday's transcript.  And on page 69, you were asked by Dr. Higgin about program administration funding for OPA programs.

And I am not going to get into this in a lot of detail.  I have a simple question -- two simple questions.  The program administration funding is the funding other than direct incentive and equipment costs for those programs; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  The program administration costs for the OPA programs is best characterized as the fixed component of the budget.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So but it is to cover your people and office space and computers, and all of that sort of stuff, and the consultants you hire to deliver stuff; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  It does include all of the typical fixed costs associated with the program, as you mentioned.

However, the vendor - you mentioned third party vendors - that would depend on the nature of the service provided.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sometimes that would be a flow-through and sometimes that would be part of your fixed costs?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if you were to hire -- never mind.  An example doesn't matter.  I have the idea.

So the two questions that flow from that is this.  The first is:  I understood you to say, Mr. Almassi, that because you are a member of the funding working group, you actually know what your program administration fund for Hydro One is, because you are on the committee; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  At the time of the submission, the program administration funding had not been finalized.

We proceeded with the best estimate based on the best information available at the time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I appreciate that.  But I am looking at the transcript, and Dr. Higgin's asked:  Hydro One has a number?

I will get to the other part in a second.  And your answer was, "we have that information".

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  Well, we are a participant.  As I mentioned yesterday, we are a participant in the OPA's funding working group.  And as I mentioned, the best information available to us, which includes the information that we had as members of the working group, we -- at the time of the submission, it had not been finalized, so we estimated the program administration costs at the time based on that information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Today, you know your number.  Yes?

MR. ALMASSI:  Today, as reflected in, I believe, the master agreement, which you have a copy of, the program administration cost today has been confirmed.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But what this appears to be saying is -- and I'm going to come back to that in a second, but what this appears to be saying is that you have the number, but Brampton doesn't have their number yet; is that right?

Brampton doesn't know what their program administration figure is at this point in time; is that true?  That is what you said yesterday.  That is why I am asking.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  At this time, we have not signed the master agreement and we have not -- we do not have those numbers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But Hydro One has that number for Brampton, too, because you are on the committee; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That is what you said yesterday.

MR. ALMASSI:  Sorry?

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is what you said yesterday, you have it, but they don't because they're not on the committee.

MR. ALMASSI:  They have not signed the master agreement, as was mentioned.

You will have that number at this point in time if you have signed the master agreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you have their number; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  I did not say that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you have the list.  You are on the committee.

MR. ALMASSI:  I have not seen the list.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, okay.  So then I turn to you, Mr. Williams.  I don't know how you are doing your budgeting if you don't know what your program administration number is.  How are you doing your budgeting for the OPA programs?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Shepherd, what we did was proportion our megawatts as to the provincial totals and proportioned it down.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you sort of estimated a program administration budget based on what your pro rata share would be if it was all pro rata?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am going to turn to you, Mr. Almassi.  Does that produce a reasonable result for Hydro One, for example?  If you did that, if you prorated it, would you get to the same number that you actually have?  I am just trying to get a sense of whether the Brampton number is reliable or not.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  I believe it is reasonable.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.  Thank you.  I want to turn to the discussion you had with Mr. Gibbons yesterday about cumulative energy savings.  And trust me, I am not going to go through it again in detail.  You have had that discussion again with Mr. Poch this morning.

And I think we understand that the difference was that some people thought that the fourth-year number would be the cumulative number, whereas it is not.  It is actually the number over four years is the cumulative number; right?  And that is your target?

MR. ALMASSI:  We are referring to kilowatt-hours?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Kilowatt-hours, absolutely.

MR. ALMASSI:  Kilowatt-hours?  Those are, as shown in the evidence, those are annual numbers that are aggregated as a total to show our results by December 31st, 2014.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I have two questions about that.

The first is about persistence.  I understand that persistence is generally a capacity issue.  It is a megawatts issue; right?

But it is true, isn't it, that if you incent a certain behaviour, for example, that reduces kilowatt-hours, that there is some effect to continue; right?  Usually?

MR. ALMASSI:  Usually.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  And it could be small or large, depending on the nature of the behaviour you are incenting; right?  And how thoroughly you incent it?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.  If I may make a comment to put it in context, the way I think about it is energy savings that are generated through behavioural changes, in the TRC context –- as is the practice by the OPA as well -- we assume that persistency is one year, but that is not to say that we don't hope that it will not continue to some extent.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  So there is a possibility.  There is a possibility, and hopefully that would be a real possibility that the energy savings will continue.

But within the TRC analysis context, we have no reason to believe that for sure it will continue.  Therefore, we assume one year persistency.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So for example, if you have, like, a school -- just picking that example out of the air -- that that develops a new set of practices, turning off lights and things like that, and because of incentives, you know as a practical matter that once the incentives stop, sometimes people will still keep doing it; right?

And in fact, there is some research on how much that persistence actually happens; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But for TRC purposes and for PAC purposes and for all of the planning that you do in these programs, you don't assume any of that; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we don't, except for one program, and that is hospitals and municipalities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am going to come to the hospitals and municipalities one in a second, but generally speaking, the principle is that even though you know there probably will be some persistence in energy savings, nonetheless you don't include it in your calculations; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  We don't know.  We hope there is.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, here is the other part of that that I don't understand.  That first part, I did understand and we agree.

The other part that I don't understand is that when you are reducing megawatts, peak megawatts, you reduce peak megawatts two ways.  And tell me whether this is right.

One is that you get people to move their load around, demand response sometimes, or just, you know, changing their practices.  Individuals running their dryer in the middle of the night, that sort of thing; right?

But the other way you do it is that you get people to implement equipment or things like that that will reduce the peak, because that equipment would normally be used on-peak; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So lighting programs, for example, or that sort of thing.  Okay?

Aren't there necessarily persistent energy savings in those?  Not just persistent demand savings, or capacity savings?

MR. ALMASSI:  Okay.  In the second case, where you mentioned equipment is involved --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- that is correct.  When equipment is involved, the demand reductions are -- now can persist to some extent over the years.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  For the duration of the life of the equipment in question.

And every time there is a reduction in a peak demand, depending on the number of hours of operation that the customer is engaged in, there will be an associated kilowatt-hour savings, so far as the reduction in a peak demand is concerned.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so -– and I understand that is built into your TRC calculations --


MR. ALMASSI:  That's right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- and it is built into your PAC calculations, which are integrated anyway; right?

But here, what I am going at here is when you are being looking at how you are achieving your energy goal, your target, you seem to be saying that every kilowatt-hour that you saved stops at that point in time, and you are not assuming that you are going to get that same kilowatt-hour again next year, but --


MR. ALMASSI:  No.  Correction.  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But for equipment, that is not true; right?  If you are getting a demand saving, you are going to assume you are also going to get the energy saving; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  May I clarify?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. ALMASSI:  If I may?  The point about -- the first point about kilowatt-hours, the point that was being made was that once a kilowatt-hour is saved in any given year of the four years, that result counts towards the final results that will be reported.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is the nature of what cumulative means.  I understand.

MR. ALMASSI:  That is the nature of the kilowatt-hours.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. ALMASSI:  Whereas when we speak about kilowatts, unless we have reasons such as you mentioned, equipment, when you have reason that the reduction in peak demand is going to persist over the years, that is where we speak of persistency.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So let me -- before I leave this question of what does cumulative mean, and I understand what you mean by it, that cumulative means you get it this year, you count it in the cumulative total regardless of whether it is continuing.

Is that also how the OPA programs are calculated?  That is, when you calculate energy savings in an OPA program, it is calculated exactly the same way?  Cumulative means the same thing?

MR. ALMASSI:  To the best of our knowledge, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Wonderful.  Thank you.  So yesterday, still in your discussion with Mr. Gibbons, you were talking about this cumulative question, and he asked you for what is the reduced energy consumption as a result of all programs and each individual program in 2014.

You have given an undertaking to provide that.

And we wanted to get an additional piece of information -- which Jack didn't want, so it wasn't included in the undertaking, but I am going to ask you for it today -- which is:  Can you break down for that 2014 energy number, which is -- it is 437,000 or something; right?  Or 437,000 gigawatts or something?  Can you breakdown the source year of those savings?

So for example, you are going to have some savings in 2014 that came because you got somebody to put some equipment in in 2011, and some in 2012, some in 2013, and some that is because of the programs you did in 2014.  Is it possible to break that down?

MR. ALMASSI:  I would just like to be clear about what the question is, so just a minute, please.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, I understand the table that you are referring to is Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 2, which provides the breakdown of megawatt-hours at the aggregate for the six programs --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. ALMASSI:  -- by annual.  So your... And also this is broken down by each program -- for each program as well on an annual basis.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that is great.  That information is very useful.  But you have a number for 2014, for energy savings for 2014, in that table; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That number is not solely made up of energy savings that you incented in 2014; right?  Some of it is because of things you are doing in 2014, and some of it is because of things you did in 2011; right?

Presumably when you calculated it, you had to add up the various influences.  Can you give us that breakdown, because that will allow us to estimate the persistence of these programs from an energy points of view?

MR. ALMASSI:  Are you asking for that information for all of the programs?

MR. SHEPHERD:  You can do it just in aggregate.  That's fine.

MR. ALMASSI:  Because at the aggregate, we do have the information in that table.  That is what we have allocated in terms of the expected results by year, so we have that information.  But if you are interested in the cross-over of what has been the persistent extent kilowatt-hours or kilowatts that cross over from one year to the next, that is a different question.  I just need clarity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you are looking at B-1-1, page 2?

MR. ALMASSI:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Just a second.  So you have a number in 2014 which is 437,000 megawatt-hours; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  That number is only for 2014.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  Understood.  Understood.

So what I am looking for is -- that 437,000 megawatt-hours is not solely because of what you did in 2014.  Some of it happens because, in 2011, you got somebody to put in a piece of equipment; right?

So I am asking you to take 2014 and say that 437 is made up of 27,000 that persisted from 2011, and 41,000 that persisted from 2012, et cetera.  Can you do that?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, to do the kind of exercise that you are interested in, it requires unreasonable speculation at this point in time.  It will depend on the type of projects.  It will depend on the size of the projects.  It will depend on the type of equipment involved.  This would be a great deal of estimation based on the information that is not available.

What we have provided is our best estimates for what we can achieve, but we cannot go and assume how -- what type of equipment, when it is going to be put in for projects that we are not aware of at this point.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So how did you get to the 437 megawatt-hour number?

MR. ALMASSI: Those are the estimations for the participation rate, which is a normal process.  Those are our expectations.

As we said, at the end of the first year, we will carry out an EM&V report and we will test our actuals against our expected numbers.

At that point, we have a number of actual projects, more information about the specific equipment and perhaps we could project from that at that point.

I believe at this point in time it is reasonable speculation.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I wasn't asking you to do something new, really.  I was actually trying to just get how you got to a particular number, which I assumed was a certain way.

You have a number of 437,000 megawatt-hours.  That number is not solely the participation in 2014.  That is right, isn't it?  It is not solely that participation.  You didn't just take the participants in that year and multiply; right?

MR. ALMASSI:  No, we did not.  There are some assumptions made.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you made a bunch of assumptions about how much would come from your 2014 work, 2013 work, et cetera.  You made those assumptions already in order to get the number.  I am just asking for that breakdown, how you got to the number.

I am not asking you to do anything new, just what you already did to get to the number.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, we will be able to provide some estimates, based on the existing assumptions in the program that are in the evidence, for only the six proposed programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's fine.  That is all I want.

MS. LEA:  So that will be undertaking 14 for the technical conference.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT14:  TO PROVIDE BREAKDOWN, BASED ON THE EXISTING ASSUMPTIONS, FOR THE SIX PROPOSED PROGRAMS.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you very much.  I wonder if I could turn to Brampton for just a couple of items, Mr. Williams.

You were asked by Mr. Gibbons yesterday a hypothetical question about what would happen if you were asked to move some money from your -- from one of your programs here to Peaksaver.  You were asked if you would be able to do that, and Mr. Engelberg said you weren't going to answer a hypothetical question.

I am not going to pursue that.  I mean, we will pursue it in the oral hearing, of course, but not here.

But what I want to get at is a question of:  How much flexibility do you have to move money around to go after a different -- go after something that is more successful than another program?

Do you have flexibility to move a bunch of money into Peaksaver, for example, if it turns out that that is doing better?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Shepherd, I am not able to make a comment on the Peaksaver program.  That is an OPA program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not asking about that program specifically.  I am asking whether -- because of how your organization is set up, the type of people you have working and the ways you are running your program, whether you are in a position to move money between programs, or from OEB programs to OPA programs, or vice versa, in order to achieve the best results?

MR. WILLIAMS:  We are not allowed to move moneys that are allocated from Board-approved programs to OPA programs.  They have to be tracked and recorded separately.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You would have to get permission to do that?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think it is...

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  We are not allowed to move monies from Board-approved programs to OPA programs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Operationally there is no reason why you couldn't.  It is just against the rules; right?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, good.

The other question I had for you, Mr. -- I had a number of other questions for you, Mr. Williams.  The first area is in this area of this wonderful concept of a charrette.

And like Mr. Hughes, I wasn't familiar with the process, although I had probably done it.  I just hadn't called it that.  But cute name, nonetheless. 

Do I understand you to be saying that this meeting, if you like, with experts who -- they weren't paid, right? 

MR. WILLIAMS:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That this meeting is your primary validation of your conclusions in this plan? 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Very simply stated, yes. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And you referred on page 127 of yesterday's transcript -- you should turn this up, I think.

Actually, you didn't refer; Mr. Hughes said:

"Would it be more accurate for your application to say that your internal analysis confirmed the consultant's report?"

And you agreed.  Do you see that? 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, I see that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So is that consultant, is that Seeline and GreenSavers?  Or is that a different report?

Because I didn't think that Seeline and GreenSaver did a report. 

MR. WILLIAMS:  What they provided us was a report. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  And that is the three pages that we have seen in the evidence? 

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Good.  And you go on to talk with Mr. Hughes about how you -- what formal analysis you did to ensure that the six programs that you adopted from Hydro One were suitable for Brampton.

This is at pages 128 and 129 and 130.  Do you recall that discussion? 

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And I took it that what you were saying was that basically you looked at the programs, you used your judgment, but to make sure that they were good for you, you did the TRC calculation?

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am going to ask you to provide that TRC calculation. 

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ALMASSI:  Mr. Shepherd, since I have responded to a similar answer in this regard, and Brampton is exactly in the same situation, the TRC analysis is not just a spreadsheet.  It is a model, and it includes redacted information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Please file it in confidence. 

[Witness panel confers]

MR. ENGELBERG:  Mr. Shepherd, I am told that what you are asking for is based on a huge, massive model of many different things.  Hydro One doesn't believe it would be helpful, and we are not going to provide that. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Engelberg, I made sure I established relevance before I asked for the undertaking.  You saw me do it.  So there is not an issue about whether it is relevant, I don't think.  I think your witness admitted that that is how they proved that these were the appropriate programs for Hydro One Brampton.

So I am not asking for the Hydro One one.  You have studies in other things.  But Hydro One Brampton has only their TRC calculation to back up these programs, and they have admitted it.  So I am asking for that calculation.

So I want to make sure that there is no part of this that we weren't clear on, that it is a different thing we're talking about, not the same as Hydro One. 

MR. ENGELBERG:  We understood the question. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that is a refusal? 

MR. ENGELBERG:  Yes. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  So now, Mr. Almassi, I am going to turn to you for my -- I think my last set of questions, although you never know what comes up.

This is relating to the institutional program, municipalities and hospitals program. 

What I want to understand is that you said -- you said in your material and you said in your evidence yesterday that you are requiring a commitment for continuous improvements and comprehensive improvements, you said, from the municipalities and hospitals that sign up, right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And this is going to be some form of contract, right?

MR. ALMASSI:  It will be an MOU. 

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it will be something that senior management has to sign that -- that shows that they're committed?

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And have you determined what the consequences are of failing to meet the commitment? 

MR. ALMASSI:  The consequences, primarily, is that the customer will not be entitled to the incentives. 

We assume, once the customer at the senior executive level has bought into a commitment for a multi-year conservation program, we will be working with them, expecting that commitment.

And if that commitment is not there and the savings do not materialize, they do not qualify for incentives.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They're going to have to spend some money, themselves, in order to meet the commitment? 

MR. ALMASSI:  In every initiative, not every single project leads to the expected savings.  And in the process, there are some moneys spent that will not lead to the expected savings.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is not what I'm asking.

MR. ALMASSI:  So those are average numbers that we use.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am --


MR. ALMASSI:  Please help me.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am actually on the same side as you are on this.

MR. ALMASSI:  Thank goodness.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In this program, you are expecting the institutions to spend money to save energy and to save demand, right?  To reduce demand? 

MR. ALMASSI:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so tell me whether this is right -- and you know, I work with schools, so I sort of see the same thing fairly often -– that you figure that once the senior people buy into the -- that this is a good idea and get their budgets approved on the basis that this is going to happen, they will make sure it happens, because they've made the commitment already; is that right? 

MR. ALMASSI:  So far as the budget and equipment is concerned.  But this program is -- unlike similar programs, is not only focussed on equipment and the budget associated with that.

This will also include commitment for operational changes, behavioural changes, because the program is based on performance and not a specific equipment performance.  It is overall performance.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, this is sort of like the recommissioning idea that is used for large businesses; is that right?  It follows on that concept, or similar, at least?

MR. ALMASSI:  Similar.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I guess there is an obvious question.  Your consultant, in looking at this, made a point of saying schools are a really good opportunity here, and you didn't include them.  Why not?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. WILLIAMS:  Mr. Shepherd, if I can respond to that, the school boards have been very proactive.  A lot of school boards have undertaken a lot of energy management initiatives.  And, yes, they are certainly a good candidate.

The program itself is to -- has been designed, and from my understanding the -- and this is why Brampton looked at it, is the municipalities have some very unique barriers to overcome, and in order for them to overcome that, this process would be -- or this program should enable a higher implementation rate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So am I right -- I was going to come to Brampton, because Brampton is a perfect case where you have two school boards that have been very, very active in conservation.

MR. WILLIAMS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so -- but also have a couple of hospitals.  You have Peel Regional, right, hospital?

MR. WILLIAMS:  There is effectively one large one now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  One big hospital, but they have also been very active, haven't they?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It is a new hospital, sir.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am thinking of a different one, then.  All right.  The one I am thinking of must be in Mississauga, then.  I thought it was in Brampton.

So do I understand what you are saying to be, in order to get the best bang for your buck, you should go for the people who need the help the most, not the people who already seem to get it?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I think the school boards, a lot of them have done excellent work and they've -- there's a lot of behavioural changes that have taken place.  There is an educational component which is integrated into the curriculum. There is equipment changes.  I can really speak to Peel.  They have done a lot of that.

The municipalities are not as aggressive.  They face unique barriers for implementing, and that is why this program was designed and offered to the municipalities first.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Fine.  So then I want to turn to you, Mr. Almassi, because you are absolutely right, in Peel, that is like -- the person in charge of Peel District actually sits on my oversight committee, so I know how far along they are.

But that is not necessarily true in all of the Hydro One area, is it?  Aren't there lots of school boards in the Hydro One area that really could use the same help that we're talking about here?

MR. ALMASSI:  A lot of those school boards are taking advantage of other programs and have been for a number of years.

Once again, as Mr. Williams mentioned, we deemed for this program that the municipalities and the hospitals are the best target for this program.

Should this prove to be, later on, something that is needed for school boards, we will apply that, but our judgment has been that this is the best fit at this point in time for hospitals and municipalities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Just give me one sec.  I think I am finished, but I will check.

Yes, I am.  Thank you.

MS. LEA:  Thank you very much.  Any further matters before we stand down?  I would like to thank Hydro One and its witnesses very much for their attendance at this technical conference and for the participation of all of the intervenors in it, and of course the court reporters.

So that concludes the technical conference in this matter.  The next scheduled matter we have before us is the hearing, which is presently scheduled to begin Friday, March the 4th.

You can e-mail me if you have any other questions or something else that needs to be dealt with.  Thanks very much.  We are adjourned.

--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 4:46 p.m.
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