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General Application Inquires 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 1 – 67  

 
Preamble:  HONI has proposed to implement six different CDM initiatives from 2011-
2014 in an effort to supplement the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs it 
anticipates it will offer to its customers. 
 

a) If available, please provide the approved and finalized Master Agreement for 
OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs. 

b) If the Master Agreement is not available from the OPA, please discuss the 
rationale and appropriateness for making this application with the Board prior to 
having the finalized details of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM 
Programs available. 

c) Please discuss and provide the projected energy consumption (kWh) and peak 
demand (kW) savings that HONI anticipates it will achieve through the delivery 
of OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs. 

d) Please provide any and all documentation HONI has received from the OPA that 
supports the energy consumption and peak demand savings projections discussed 
in your response to 1(c). 

e) If the answers to 1(c) and 1(d) do not support the determination of a credible 
deficiency in terms of needing additional Board-Approved CDM Programs to 
offset OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs to achieve HONI’s CDM 
Targets, please discuss the appropriateness for making this application to the 
Board. 

f) Please provide the funding level details the OPA has provided to HONI for 
participation in the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs.  In your 
response, please include the finalized funding formula for OPA-Contracted 
Province-Wide CDM Programs and any other additional documentation the OPA 
has made available to HONI in regards to funding of OPA-Contracted Province-
Wide CDM Programs. 

g) If finalized funding information is not currently available from the OPA, please 
discuss the appropriateness of making this application with the Board at this time 
and requesting a total of $32M for Board-Approved CDM Programs. 

h) Please describe the process for how HONI can receive additional funding from 
the OPA for OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs throughout the 
2011-2014 program term. 
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a) The approved finalized Master Agreement has been attached (Attachment 1).   4 

 
b) We considered the OPA programs were “established” after they were approved by the 6 

OPA Board of Directors in June of 2010, in compliance with the CDM Code.  7 

 
c) The projected energy consumption and peak demand savings that HONI anticipates it 9 

will achieve through the delivery of OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs 
are: 

 

OPA Annual Peak and Energy Savings from OPA-Contracted 
Programs 

Savings 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Total 
2011 - 
2014 

Peak (kW) 
cumulative 
savings 31,000 70,000 114,000 161,000 161,000 
Annual Energy 
Savings (MWh) 77,354 173,990 270,714 371,942 894,000 

* These are Hydro One estimates  13 

14 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

 
d) We have been part of all of the working groups working closely with the OPA and we 15 

have a good understanding of the OPA-contracted province-wide programs.  The 
following tables are based on information included on slides 2 and 3 of an OPA 
presentation to stakeholders on October 19, 2010 (OPA 2011-2014 Provide-Wide 
CDM Programs Symposium).  The complete presentation is attached as Attachment 
2.  This information supports the energy consumption and peak demand savings 
projections discussed in our response to c). 
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Total MW demand reduction: 1,031 MW) 
Total GWh Energy Savings: 5,280 GWh) 
 
Slide 3 
 

 8 
9 

11 

12 

13 

15 

16 

17 

18 

 
e) Based on HONI responses to c) and d) above, HONI believes that there is a credible 10 

deficiency in meeting the target by relying only on OPA-Contracted programs as they 
are projected to satisfy approximately 80% of the LDCs targets. 
 

f) Hydro One has been participating in the OPA/EDA Funding Working Group, 14 

working closely with the OPA since the summer of 2010.  Based on our 
understanding of this work, the OPA has allocated, just over $50M to Hydro One for 
the Program Administration Budget (PAB), as shown in the following table: 

 
 LDC Program Administration Budgets (PAB) 
Local Distribution Company Consumer Commercial & Industrial Industrial Total Portfolio Budget 

Hydro One Networks Inc. 22,958,510 24,839,453 2,916,530 50,714,493 

 19 

20 

21 

With respect to Participant Based Funding and Customer Incentives, the OPA has not 
allocated funding for these categories to the LDCs as these budget categories are 
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considered to be pass-through costs - i.e., LDCs are required to submit invoices on a 
monthly basis for these expenses in order to receive payment by the OPA.  Based on 
the best information provided through the Funding Working Group, Hydro One has 
estimated the preliminary budget as presented in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2 page 9 
of 24.   

g) HONI’s projected budget for the three OPA-contracted programs ($166 Million 6 

excluding the Low Income Program) is a near final figure and the Company is not 7 

expecting any material change before this figure is finalized.   8 

 
As stated in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 6, line 28, "The OPA is in the process 
of finalizing the funding mechanism.  Any potential changes to the funding 
mechanism are not expected to be material. "   
 
Therefore HONI submits that it is appropriate to make this application with the Board 
at this time and request a total of $32 Million for Board-Approved CDM Programs. 
 

h) The current OPA Funding Framework has variable components (Participant Based 17 

Funding and Customer Incentives) to address the potential difference between actual 
spending and projected spending. 
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2011·2014 Program Funding

Background

• Individual program working groups developed budgets and
savings targets for each program.

• In July 2010, the OPA Board of Directors approved a 4-year
budget for the portfolio of OPA-Contracted Province-Wide COM
Programs as shown in the table below, and subject to changes
requiring additional Board of Directors approval.

\

2011-2014 Budget (M) $570 $568 $218

2014 Demand Reductions
.~,

v

(MW) 319 498 214

2011-2014 Energy Savings
1,905 2,495 880(GWh)

- 2



3

2011 ...2014 Program Funding conte

" Based on designs and expected participation levels,
OPA Contracted Province-Wide Programs are
forecasted to achieve and will be funded to:
- 780/0 of Provincial LDC Aggregate Demand Reduction

Target
- 91°!c> of Provincial LDC Aggregate Energy Savings

Target

4& The first 6-months of Residential & Small Commercial
Demand Response (peaksavet®) will be contracted
through the existing process with an extension to the
existing Master Agreement and Schedule for 6
months.

• The Low Income program will be introduced in early
2011 with funding provided at that time.



4

Funding Framework Working Group

• The Funding Framework Working Group that
includes members of EOA, COM Caucus and OPA
was established with the following mandate:
1. Identify total LDC funding available for all OPA

Contracted Province-Wide Programs
2. Develop an allocation methodology for allocating total

LOC COM funding for OPA Contracted Province-Wide
Programs to LOCs

3. Develop a funding governance mechanism to address
timing of COM funding, true-ups, invoicing, reporting,
payment of cost efficiency payments with recognition
of verified energy savings and peak reduction targets

4. Develop recommendations on the mechanism for
calculating cost efficiency payments



5

2011 ...2014 Funding Framework
Key Components
• Program Administration BUdgets (PAB)

- To cover program management, local marketing, administrative and other related costs that
are mostly not based on actual program participation levels.
Similar to fixed funding in existing contracts
To be included in Master Agreement

• Participant Based Funding (PBF)
- To cover the costs of program delivery which are directly related to the actual number of

participants in a COM program (e.g. equipment and installation for 'direct install' initiatives,
operation and maintenance (O&M) costs for load control devices), excluding customer
incentives.
Similar to variable funding in existing contracts (with changes for 2011-2014 e.g. ERIP)
For 2011-2014, ROR and Direct Install only and will be included in initiative schedules

• Customer Incentives (CI)
To cover the cost of reimbursing LOCs for any cash incentives provided to program
participants. This funding is essentially a flow-through from the OPA to program participants,
through LDCs in most cases.
Initiative specific and will be included in initiative schedules

• Capability Building Funding (CBF)
- To cover the costs of accessing and/or delivering enabling initiatives (e.g. account manager

funding; building operator training) which support and increase program participation and
which are not included in PAB.
Initiative specific and will be included in initiative schedules

• Cost Efficiency Incentive (CIF)
To encourage the delivery of programs at or below PAS
To be included in Master Agreement
Details to be determined



2011 ...2014 LDC Funding

LOG Program Administration Budgets (PAB)

2011-2014 Budget (M) $570 $568 $218

LDC PAB (M) $115.50 $127.10 $18.90
LDC PAB (M) $111.50 $2,495 $880less first 6-months of R&SCDR
2014 Demand Reductions (MW)

307 498 214
less first 6-months of R&SCDR
2011-2014 Energy Savings (GWh) 1904 2495 880
less first 6-months of R&SCDR

•

•

•

6

Provincial program budgets and forecast will be allocated to
each LOG based on a methodology to be determined shortly.

LOGs will be provided with 4-year budgets and share of forecast
for each program.

LOGs will have the ability to reduce program forecast at
registration, with a proportional reduction in budget.



7

2011 ...2014 LDC Funding contRU

s Minimum amounts for the 4-years for each program have been
recommended by COM Caucus and accepted:
- Consumer: $50,000
- Commercial & Institutional: $150,000
- Industrial: $40,000

s LOCs that register for the programs will be eligible to receive the
minimum amount regardless of target and size.

e Participant Based Funding (PBF) and Customer Incentives (CI)
will not be allocated to each LOC.

e Cost Efficiency Incentive (CIF) will be calculated at end of 4
years through a true-up process.

" Any changes required to funding framework including program
budgets, forecast and allocation will be part of the change
management process in Master Agreement.

s OPA, on a quarterly basis, will be reporting program spending
and savings results.



Timeline
1 LDC Budget and Forecast Allocation (4-year) Prior to Nov. 1

All LDCs to receive share of provincial budgets and forecasts.

2 Annual Distribution ofBudget and Forecast Oct. 25 - Nov. 5
CDM Caucus to provide OPA with projected breakdown of budget and forecast
over 4-years. This will be used to determine annual payment amounts and
frequency.

3 Annual Funding Payments and Frequency ofPayments Nov. 5 - Dec. 1
The plan and schedule for payments to LDCs for funding will be finalized with
Funding Framework Working Group.

4 LDC Registration Dec. - Jan.
LDC contracts will be available for registration on iCon beginning in December.
Included in contracts will be PAB amounts and forecast for each LDC.

5 peaksaver® (first 6 mos.) Dec. - Jan.
Funding for first 6 months (2011) ofpeaksaver to follow funding framework in
existing RDR contract through extension of2010 Master agreement and RDR
schedule. Registration to happen at same time as registration for 2011-2014
programs through iCon.

6 Low Income Q1 2011
Rates and projections process for Low Income program to start in Q1 2011
through iCon.

7 Change Management Ongoing
Rates and projections will be part of Change Management process for 2011-2014



9

Good Governance

It Good Governance will be included in 2011-2014
Master Agreement and Schedules.

@ Program/lnitiative Level
- Establish consistent standards for QA/QC for LOCs

and OPA (for OPA coordinated activities) to ensure
that projects are being completed as per program
design

- Can be initiative specific and will be addressed in
program schedules

• Portfolio Level
- More than EM&V (QA/QC looks at projects, not overall

program savings)
- OPA will verify if necessary
- Will be included in Master Agreement



Disposal of aterials

• Disposal clause to ensure that disposal of materials is
conducted in an environmentally friendly manner, based upon
"Good Industry Standards" and consistent across programs.

• Current Issues
- Current practice does not reflect good stewardship
- Inconsistent across programs

.. Fridge maintains world class standards

.. SeDI disposal based on good industry practice

.. ERIP no requirements regarding disposal
- Potential for materials to enter secondary market
- Potential negative outcome and reaction from conservation

initiatives
• For 2011-2014 programs, disposal of used equipment to be

addressed in Master Agreement and applicable schedules.

10



Program Transition

Bill Wylie

11



Program Transition .... Principles

• Retrofit projects initiated under existing OPA-funded
programs will be fully administered under the terms
and conditions of those programs:

- Projects must be approved and completed by dates
specified

- Invoices for Participant incentives, variable funding, etc
are to be submitted to the OPA and/or paid by the LOC
by dates specified or otherwise agreed-upon

- Program reporting to be submitted by dates specified

12



LDC-Delivered Programs -- E IP

• Last date for project approval by the LOG:
- December 31,2010

Last date for project completion by the Participant:
- December 1,2011

Last date for payment of incentives to the Participant by the LOG:
- December 31,2011

Last date for submission of Program Final Report by the LOG:
- March 31, 2011

• Proposal:
- lDCs will be requested to provide list of projects approved but to be

completed in 2011
• PRELIMINARY list by Friday December 17,2010
• FiNAL list by March 31,2011 (Le., with the Program Final Report)

Payment to lDC of ERIP Financial Incentive, Variable Funding, Incremental
Funding and Performance Funding will occur when each project is
completed based on Project Completion Report
Variable Funding component of the Annual True-up will be performed based on
Final List of ERIP-approved projects.

• The OPA will revise the Annual True-up post December 31,2011 if
applicable

13



--- ~---- - --------~~~ - --- ~ ~~--~~ --~----- - ~~ ~ -- -

LDC..Delivered Programs - Power Savings Blitz

•

•

•

•

14

Last date of retrofit project completion (based on Work Order
Installation Date) to the LDC:

- December 31,2010

Last date for payment of incentives to the Contractor by the LDC:

- Not specified

Last date for submission of Program Final Report by the LDC:

- March 31,2011

Proposal:

- Last date for submission of Work Orders via CF&R system:
e January 31, 2011

- Payment to LDC of Retrofit Payment, Variable Funding, Participant
Performance Incentive, Incremental Retrofit Performance Incentive,
will occur when each Work Order is processed
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OPA Co-ordination 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 1 – 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has proposed to implement six different CDM initiatives from 2011-
2014 in an effort to supplement the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs it 
anticipates it will offer to its customers. 
 

a) Will HONI incorporate a standard registration system for participating customers 
that will combine with, and/or act in a similar manner, to that which the OPA has 
for OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs (i.e. the iCON portal) for all 
of its proposed Board-Approved CDM Programs? 

b) If the answer to (a) is yes, please discuss the work that has been completed in this 
area and the milestones HONI has in place for the full implementation of its 
registration system. 

c) If the answer to (a) is no, please discuss the registration system that HONI will 
make available for its proposed Board-Approved CDM Programs, the process for 
how prospective participants will register for programs, and the manner in which 
HONI will track registrations, installations and any other program related 
activities. 

 
 
Response 27 

28 

30 

31 

33 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

 
a) HONI does not need to incorporate a standard registration system similar to the 29 

OPA’s iCon system for the reason described in c). 
 
b) Please see response to a) 32 

 
c) A standard registration system will not be required for any Board-Approved CDM 34 

Programs.  
 

For Community Education and Neighbourhood Benchmarking, a registration process 
is not required.  For Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control and 
Monitoring and Targeting, the registration process will be handled through third-party 
vendors.  For Double Return Plus and Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency 
Performance, HONI will rely on existing internal systems to cost-effectively manage 
the process.  
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Community Education – Initiative #1 
 
Reference: Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that it will rely on a community events partner to help represent 
Hydro One at local community events throughout the Province. 
 

a) Has HONI decided on who its events partner will be for the Community 
Education Initiative? 

b) Will HONI use the same events partner to represent the company across the 
province in relation to the Community Education Initiative?  

c) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the reasons why HONI has decided not to 
use the same events partner to coordinate this initiative and represent the company 
on a consistent basis. 

 
Response 20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

29 

31 

 
a) For 2011, HONI has an existing events partner under contract.  The vendor was 22 

chosen based on a competitive bid process.  For the remainder of the period, 2012 – 
2014, HONI will facilitate a competitive bid process to select the new vendor of 
choice.  
 

b) Yes.  HONI's current community events partner provides support for community 27 

events across the Company's entire service territory.   
 

c) Please see response in (b).   30 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI states that the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs do not 
provide an initiative similar to the Community Education Program it is proposing in this 
application.  HONI highlights the fact that its proposed initiative relies on face-to-face 
interactions with customers, while the OPA Consumer Enabling Initiative features an on-
line education component. 

 
a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the Community 

Education Initiative does not duplicate that of the OPA Consumer Enabling 
Initiative.  Provide all correspondence and documentation between HONI and the 
OPA that addresses the fact that the Community Education Initiative does not 
duplicate an OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Program. 

b) Has HONI received confirmation from the OPA that its Consumer Enabling 
Initiative cannot be tailored, or customized, to include a “face-to-face” element 
where the distributor, or its representative, can meet in a more personal setting 
with prospective CDM participants. 

 
Response 23 

24 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

44 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Community Education 25 

Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM 
Programs was described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 24 and Exhibit C, 
Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 3 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs." 

 
This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Attachment 1 for a letter from the OPA. 

 
b) No.  HONI has not requested the OPA to redesign its Province-Wide CDM Programs 43 

to address the specific needs of HONI's customer base.   



ONTARIO
POWER AUTHORITY

January 26,2011

120 Adelaide Street West
Suite 1600
Toronto, Ontario M5H 1T1

T 416-967-7474
F 416-967-1947
www.powerauthority.on.ca

Rick Stevens
VP Asset Management, Hydro One
483 Bay Street
Toronto ON
M5G 2P5

Dear Mr. Stevens,

RE: Hydro One Networks Inc. and Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. Bpars!-AUproved
CDM Program Applications-Board file number EB-2010-0332 and EB-20IO-033!

On behalfof the OPA, especially all of our staff in the Conservation Division, I would like to personally
thank you and your conservation staff for your support over the past 14 months as we have worked
together to design and launch the new suite ofOPA-Contracted Province-Wide Conservation Programs.
The OPA has greatly appreciated the active role which HONI has taken in the design process, through
your participation on all seven of the OPA-LDC Working Groups, including chairing the OPA-LDC
Residential and Small Commercial Demand Response Working Group. The collaboration between
LDCs, including HONI, and the OPA was a critical factor in developing programs which we believe
will stand among the 'best in class' .

.Based on recent discussion regarding your Board-approved CDM Program Applications, I am writing
this letter to state that the OPA is supportive of innovative CDM initiatives that foster a culture of
conservation in Ontario. The OPA supports the efforts of Hydro One Networks Inc. and Hydro One
Brampton Networks Inc. (the "Applicants") to promote Ontario as a leader in conservation and demand
management. CDM initiatives, including potential OEB-Approved programs that are incremental and
complementary to OPA-Contracted Province-Wide Programs ("Province-Wide Programs"), would
increase Ontario's overall CDM results and provide added opportunities for learning and informing the
development of future programs for Ontario.

The OPA has reviewed the Applicants' evidence related to the six proposed CDM programs that have
been submitted to the OEB for approval. The six programs are:

• Community Education
• Neighbourhood Benchmarking
• Monitoring and Targeting
• Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control
• Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance
• Double Returns Plus
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Ontario Power Authority

The OPA understands that the Applicants intend to deliver these proposed Board-Approved programs in a way
that is incremental and complementary to the Province-Wide Programs. The OPA has reviewed the Applicants'
description of the Province-Wide Programs in Exhibit C-l-l. That description is generally consistent with key
elements of the program designs, the details ofwhich have continued to evolve. Further and more precise
information regarding these program designs will be available when the Master Agreement and its associated
schedules for the Province-Wide Programs are fmalized. The Master Agreement, Consumer Program Schedules
and some Commercial Program schedules will be made available to LDCs on January 26th

• The remaining
Commercial Program schedules and Industrial Program schedules will be made available to LDCs by the end of
February, 2011. The OPA expects to make summaries of the Province-Wide Program designs available to the
public shortly thereafter.

The OPA is supportive of the Applicants moving forward with the implementation of the proposed Board
Approved programs subject to the following conditions:

e. that the OPA may transition these programs to Province-Wide Programs sometime in the future;
e that events under the Community Education program will not use funds available through the Province

Wide Consumer Program;
e with respect to the Applicants' proposed Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control

program ("SCEMLC"),
o that this program may be adopted under the Province-Wide Programs at a future date;
o that the Applicants will continue to work with the OPA on coordinating the delivery of this

proposed program with the Province-Wide Programs;
e with respect to the Applicants proposed Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance program,

o that institutional customers that are seeking a project-based approach to retrofits would be
channeled towards the Electricity Retrofit Incentive Initiative and Commissioning Initiative under
the Province-Wide Commercial Program; and

o that participants will be allowed to participate in only one of the Province-Wide Program or the
proposed Board-Approved Program.

The OPA believes that the experience gained by the Applicants in implementing these programs now can
contribute to the continuous improvement ofOPA-Contracted Province-Wide Programs.

The OPA also confirms that the projected provincial savings from the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide programs
are less than the provincial aggregate LDC target. The OPA-Contracted Province-Wide Programs are forecasted
to achieve more than 1,000 MW ofpeak demand reduction and more than 5,400 GWh of reduced electricity
consumption accumulated over the four-year period, representing about 78 percent of the total peak and 91
percent of the provincial aggregate LDC CDM Target established for all distributors in accordance with the
Minister's March 31,2010 directive to the Board (1,330 MW peak and 6,000 GWh energy savings) .

.-Andrew Pride
Vice President, Conservation Division

2
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 6 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI provided projected reductions in both peak electricity demand (MW) 
and electricity consumption (MWh) in two tables shown on page 6. 
 

a) Please discuss the calculations that went into the projections found in each table. 
b) Please describe and discuss all of the various energy efficient measures that will 

be distributed to participants at the local education sessions. 
 
Response 14 

15 

17 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 7, part (b) 16 

 
b) HONI will be distributing simple, low cost, energy efficient products to participants 18 

at local community events.  These measures are intended to help customers to “get 
started” and promote the idea that “small measures can add up” and have a 
meaningful impact on energy savings.  HONI plans to distribute CFL’s, plug in 
timers and power bars (all for residential use).   
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI provides the budget figures for its Community Education Initiative 
with a total budget of $1.35M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Event Planning and Administration 
ii. Overhead 
iii. Incentives (promotional giveaways) 

 
Response 18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

31 

 
i. Event Planning and Administration: This category includes direct costs associated 20 

with internal and external resources used for program management and administration 
of the entire event lifecycle.  

 
ii. Overhead: This category covers allocable costs related to expenditures incurred by 24 

Hydro One for the delivery of the initiative, and is expressed in terms that reflect the 
application of overhead rates. This also covers costs associated with the assistance of 
other Hydro One departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance support) 
that support the delivery, evaluation and reporting on this initiative. 

 
iii. Incentives (promotional giveaways): Include costs related to the purchase of 30 

promotional giveaways which will be distributed at the events. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #7 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 7 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI shows the cost-effectiveness test results for the Community Education 
Initiative as TRC = 1.7 and PAC = 1.6. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
 
 
Response 16 

17 

19 

20 

22 

23 

 
a) Hydro One confirms that we have complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 18 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
 

b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results are as follows:  21 

 
Total Resource Cost: 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test Ratio

$1,796,672 $1,076,997 $719,675 1.7

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test

 24 
25 

26 

27 

Where TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 
 

Program Administrator Cost:  
Program Administrator Cost (PAC) Test 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test Ratio 

$1,796,672  $1,105,385  $691,287  1.6 
Where PAC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 28 

29 

30 

31 

 
 
Participant Cost (PC) Test 

Participant Cost (PC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test Ratio 

$3,976,173  $288,398  $3,687,775  13.8 
This test is not required as part of the OPA EM&V Protocol. 32 

33 

34 

Where PC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests. 
 

Measure and Input Assumption Sheet 
 
Measure Name: Community Events 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

This Initiative focuses on customer education and promotes the exchange of information 

between the utility and its consumers at local community events.  Hydro One projects 

attendance at these local community events to reach approximately 150,000 people per 

year1. Customers will enter a contest (random draw, wheel of conservation) to receive 

prizes.   Energy efficiency products provided will include CFLs, Power Bars and Indoor 

Lighting Timers. The delivery of the Initiative will rely on a community events partner to 

help represent Hydro One at local community events throughout the Province.   

 
 
Base Technology & Equipment Description  

No utility participation in community events and no giveaways of energy efficiency 
products. 
 

  8 

                                                 
1 Based on past experience 
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 Resource Savings Assumptions: 
 
Participants 

 
Hydro One expects up to 150,000 attendees to visit our booth each year2.  The expected 
breakdown of energy efficiency products distributed to the participants by year is as 
follows; 
 
2011:  
- 35,000 CFLs  
- 3,000 Power Bar with Timers 
 
2012 to 2014 
- 3,000 Power Bar with Timers per year 
- 10,000 Indoor Lighting Timers per year 
Electricity kW and/or kWh  

Peak Demand savings (kW) assumptions were based on the 2010 OPA Measures and 
Assumption List 
- 1 W per  CFL (60W incandescent replaced with 15W CFL);  
- 4 W per Power Bar with Timers 
- 7 W per Indoor Lighting Timer 
 
Based on the above assumptions, the overall impact of this initiative was estimated to be 
0.15 MW to the end of 2014.  
 
Annual energy savings (kWh) assumptions were taken from the 2010 OPA Measures and 
Assumption List 
-  44 kWh per CFL (60W incandescent replaced with 15W CFL);  
- 53 kWh  per Power Bar with Timers 
- 219 kWh  per Indoor Lighting Timer 
 
Based on the above assumptions, the overall impact of this initiative was estimated to be 
10,450 MWh to the end of 2014.  
 

Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
2  Based on past experience 
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Water   

 

 1 

2 

3 

Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

Equipment life assumptions were based on the 2010 OPA Measures and Assumption 
List: 

 
• CFL: 8 years 
• Power Bars with Timers: 10 years 
• Indoor Lighting Timer: 10 years 
 

Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

 
Incremental costs assumptions were based on the 2010 OPA Measures and Assumption 
List: 

• (-$4.52) for CFL;  
• $25 for Power Bar with Timers 
• $19.5 for Indoor Lighting Timer  
 

Free Ridership %  

Based on 2008 Every Kilowatt Counts EM&V Report: 
• 52% CFL;  
• 41% for Power Bars with Timers 
• 50% for Indoor Lighting Timer 

Incentives 

Incentives are based on actual 2008-2010 Hydro One purchase costs for the following 
measures: 

• $1.75 for CFL;  
• $13 for Power Bar with Timers 
• $5 for Indoor Lighting Timer 
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Program Cost 

Includes Program Management, Event Planning & Administration, and Reporting  
 
 

Program Cost  by year 
2011 2012 2013 2014 

******** ******** ******* ******* 
 1 

2  
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #8 List 1 1 

 2 

Interrogatory 3 

 4 

Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 9-12 of 67 5 

 6 

Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Community 7 

Events Initiative. 8 

 9 

a) Has HONI received, or did HONI review, the finalized EM&V Protocols from the 10 

OPA when preparing its Draft Evaluation Plan for the Community Events 11 

Initiative and all of its other proposed Board-Approved CDM Programs found 12 

within this application? 13 

b) If the answer to 8(a) is no, please discuss how HONI will update its Draft 14 

Evaluation Plan and other EM&V functions after the OPA’s EM&V Protocols are 15 

finalized. 16 

c) If the answer to 8(a) is no, please discuss and provide the EM&V protocols HONI 17 

used when preparing its Draft Evaluation Plan. 18 

d) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 19 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 20 

e) If the response to 8(d) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not 21 

combining its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even 22 

though, if approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 23 

 24 

 25 

Response 26 

 27 

a) We used OPA’s final EM&V Framework and Protocols dated April 9, 2008, provided 28 

at http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/benefits/evaluation-measurement-and-29 

verification and we also reviewed a draft version dated October 18, 2010.  The 30 

EM&V protocols were the best information available at the time of our submission. 31 

 32 

b) Should Hydro One receive approval to proceed with this proposed initiative, HONI 33 

will issue an RFP to select a Third-Party EM&V expert in accordance with the OPA 34 

EM&V Protocol. HONI and the Third-Party EM&V expert will update its Draft 35 

Evaluation Plan and other EM&V functions after the OPA’s EM&V Protocols are 36 

finalized. 37 

 38 

c) As indicated above, HONI used the draft EM & V protocols to prepare the draft 39 

evaluation plan in the submission. 40 

 41 

d) We will combine our EM & V efforts where appropriate and where it results in 42 

reduced costs that would make our efforts more cost effective.   43 

http://www.powerauthority.on.ca/benefits/evaluation-measurement-and-verification
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e) Please see response to (d) 1 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #9 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 11 & 12 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Community Education Initiative are 
three areas that HONI has noted further development is necessary.  These three areas are 
the Data Collection Responsibilities to Support Program Evaluation, Evaluation Schedule 
and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please discuss the evaluation process HONI plans on administering for the 

Customer Education Initiative.  In your response, discuss the specific elements 
HONI will focus on and how it will ensure accuracy in its methods and final 
results. 

h) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 
where HONI has “TBD”. 

 
 
Response 32 

33 

35 

36 

37 

38 

40 

42 

 
a) There are no updates at this time.  As indicated in Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 34 

11 of 67, “This area is still under development and will be completed with the 
assistance of a third party EM&V expert…” The procurement of the EM & V expert 
will take place once HONI is given approval to proceed with the proposed initiatives.   

 
b) No.  HONI has not as yet retained a third-party EM&V expert. 39 

 
c) Please see response to (b). 41 
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10 

11 

13 

15 

d) As soon as HONI receives approval to proceed with this proposed initiative, HONI 1 

will issue an RFP to select a Third-Party EM&V expert in accordance with the OPA 2 

EM&V Protocol.  3 

 
e) There is no update on this item.  The Evaluation Schedule and Budget table will be 5 

finalized during the detailed Draft Evaluation Plan development phase, after the 6 

Third-Party vendor is retained 7 

 
f) Yes, HONI confirms that the Company included the total EM&V budget when 9 

completing the cost-effectiveness tests. 
 
g) Please see response to (a). 12 

 
h) Please see response to (e). 14 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #10 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

 
Neighbourhood Benchmarking – Initiative #2 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 13 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI states that the Neighbourhood Benchmarking program is non-
duplicative from all OPA-Contracted Initiatives as it is the only program that addresses 
behavioural changes based on peer comparison and influence. 
 

a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the 
Neighbourhood Benchmarking Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-
Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs.  Provide all correspondence and 
documentation between HONI and the OPA that addresses the fact that the 
Neighbourhood Benchmarking Initiative does not duplicate an OPA-Contracted 
Province-Wide CDM Program. 

 
 
Response 21 

22 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Neighbourhood Benchmarking 23 

Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM 
Programs was described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 24 and Exhibit C, 
Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 3 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs." 

 
This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Attachment 1. 
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15 
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18 

19 

20 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 13 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that customers will received a paper-based “Home Energy 
Report” that offers insights about their individual energy use as well as a comparison 
with their neighbourhood energy use. 
 

a) Please provide further description of the Home Energy Report that customers will 
receive.  Will HONI be including any detailed information regarding other 
neighbouring customers’ energy usage? 

b) If the answer to (a) is that yes, there will be detailed information about 
neighbouring customers energy usage included in the report, please discuss if 
HONI has or will receive(d) sign-off from the customers it cites in the report. 

c) Please discuss if HONI will allow customers receive electronic Home Energy 
Reports via e-mail?   

 
 
Response 21 

22 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

33 

35 

 
a) The Home Energy Report helps customers understand how their home energy use 23 

compares to the average neighbourhood energy use.  It compares an individual home 
to the statistical “average” of other homes in the neighbourhood or to the statistical 
“average” of homes with similar characteristics (ie. Similar geography, close 
proximity, square footage, age of home, heating type, etc).  The report offers targeted 
savings tips to the homeowner and makes them aware of conservation programs 
available to them.  The Home Energy Report will not include information on a 
neighbouring customer’s account.     
 

b) Please see response to (a) 32 

 
c) Yes, HONI will allow customers to receive electronic reports via e-mail.  34 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

 
Reference:   Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 13 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI states at line 26 that “neighbouring benchmarking has been proven 
successful in other jurisdictions…”. 

 
a) Please expand on this statement and provide references to other research studies, 

reports, evaluations or any other documentation that supports the statement above. 
 

 
Response 14 

15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

 
a) The neighbourhood benchmarking concept has been implemented by various US 16 

utilities, which include:  
• Austin Utilities  
• Burbank Water & Power 
• Centerpoint Energy 
• City of Anaheim 
• City of Loveland 
• City of Palo Alto Utilities 
• Commonwealth Edison 
• Connecticut Light & Power 
• Connexus Energy  
• Consumers Energy 
• Dominion Virginia Power 
• First Choice Power 
• Fort Collins Utilities 
• Gainesville Regional Utilities 
• Glendale Water & Power 
• Hawaiian Electric Co. 
• Lake Country Power 
• MERC 
• National Grid 
• NSTAR 
• Owatonna Public Utilities 
• Puget Sound Energy 
• Rochester Public Utilities 
• Seattle City Light 
• SMUD 
• Xcel Energy 
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The following references supported the program effectiveness resulting from the US 1 

experience: 2 

• OPOWER Final Connexus 3rd Party Measurement and Verification Study 3 

(Dated: July 28, 2010): This report was conducted by a third party firm, Power 
System Engineering Inc, on the results of Connexus Energy’s program after one 
year of its deployment. 

4 

5 

6 

• Social Norms and Energy Conservation (Dated June 9, 2010): This is a paper 7 

written by Hunt Alcott, a behavioral economist and professor at MIT and NYU on 
a Home Energy Report program executed in Minnesota. 

8 

9 

• Summit Blue Report: This report was conducted by a third party firm, Summit 10 

Blue (now Navigant Consulting), on the savings results of SMUD’s program after 
one year of its deployment.   

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
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11 
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14 

15 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 14 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that Initiative #2 is centred on a paper-based “Home Energy 
Report” which is mailed to consumers and that the information included in the report 
motivates them to take action and reduce their household energy use. 

 
a) Has HONI built in any follow-up procedures (i.e. phone call, e-mail, home visit) 

into the program to ensure that customers are in fact reviewing the Home Energy 
Report and simply not discarding the document? 

 
 
Response 16 

17 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

 
a) The program is based on a paper-based report which is mailed to residential 18 

customers.  However, HONI expects that there will be inquiries, which the Company 
will receive through its call centre, through e-mail and/or the HONI TWITTER 
account.  HONI representatives will be available to answer customer inquiries and 
respond by helping customers to understand their reports.  HONI will monitor these 
feedback channels closely to ensure that customers are receiving the support they 
need.  The Company will also monitor the pre - and – post energy usage in these 
homes, to see if customers are responding by taking actions to reduce their energy 
use.   
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 
Reference: Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 14 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes at line 22 that this behavioural science-driven model has proven 
results with over 20 U.S. utilities which indicate that people will take action to conserve 
energy when they are made aware of how their energy usage pattern compares with their 
neighbours or peers. 

 
a) Please provide supporting documentation that shows positive results with similar 

initiatives as the Neighbourhood Benchmarking program at the 20 U.S. utilities 
mentioned above. 

 
 
Response 17 

18 

20 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 12, part a. 19 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #15 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 
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6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 15 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the results of the Home Energy Reporting system will be 
measured using a proven scientific test and control group methodology. 

 
a) Please discuss in detail the scientific tests that will be used to measure the results 

of the Home Energy Reporting system. 
 
 
Response 14 

15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
a) The Home Energy Reporting system is based on a test and control group 16 

methodology: 
 
The same number of customers is represented in both the “test” and the “control 
group”.  The customers within both groups share similar characteristics (similar 
geography, proximity, square footage, heating fuel types, etc).  The only difference 
between the test and control groups is that the customers in the “test” group will 
receive the Home Energy Reports – while the control group will not.  This will allow 
HONI to measure, monitor and compare the home energy usage between the two 
groups.  The difference between the groups will be compared in both the pre-and-post 
program periods.  The difference between the test group and control group results 
represents the energy savings attributed to the Home Energy Report.        

 



Filed:  January 27, 2010 
EB-2010-0332 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 16 
Page 1 of 1 
 

Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #16 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 15 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that part of the information provided to the customer in the report 
card will include comparisons to the customer’s closest neighbours and most efficient 
neighbours. 

 
a) Will HONI be including any personal information (i.e. name, address) from 

“neighbouring” customers on the report card?  If so, please discuss what will be 
included. 

 
 
Response 16 

17 

19 

20 

 
a) No, HONI will not be providing any personal information from neighbouring 18 

customers on the report card. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 18 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a table displaying the budget for its Neighbourhood 
Benchmarking Initiative with a total budget of $3.15M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Administrative Costs 
ii. Setup and data management 
iii. Home energy reports and Web 
iv. Advanced Features 
v. Data Transfers 
vi. Overhead 

 
 
Response 22 

23 

24 

25 

27 

29 

30 

31 

33 

34 

35 

37 

38 

39 

41 

42 

44 

 
The following detailed evidence further expands on the budget table provided:  
 
i. Administrative Costs: This category includes direct costs associated with internal and 26 

external resources used for program management and administration. 
ii. Set-Up and Data Management: This category includes the following items:  28 

identification of target customers and control group, building the targeted customer 
list and information database, setting up the monthly mail-out processes, and other 
set-up and data management activities.  

iii. Home Energy Reports and Web: This category includes the development and 32 

customization of the Home Energy Report templates and the development of a 
password protected web-based portal to allow customer’s access to their Home 
Energy Report.  

iv. Advanced Features: This category incorporates the effort required to build and 36 

maintain increased functionality, such as special notices that will be sent to customers 
who, mid-month, appear to be heading towards a high bill and recognizing the efforts 
of customers who meet or exceed their energy targets. 

v. Data Transfers: This category includes the updating of the customer information 40 

database and the transfer of data from HONI’s Customer Information System to the 
database that supports this initiative.   

vi. Overhead:  This category includes other costs incurred by HONI for the delivery of 43 

the initiative. These costs are associated with indirect support provided by various 
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3 

4 

5 

other HONI departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance support) to 1 

the CDM Department.  2 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 18 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided the cost-effectiveness test results for the Neighbourhood 
Benchmarking Initiative of:  TRC = 1.2 and PAC=1.2. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
 
 
Response 16 

17 

18 

20 

21 

23 

24 

 
 
a) HONI confirms that we have complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and used 19 

the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
 

b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results are as follows:  22 

 
Total Resource Cost: 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net 

Benefit 
Test 
Ratio 

$3,166,669  $2,676,001  $490,668 1.2 
Where TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 25 

26 

27 

 
Participant Administrator Cost:  

Participant Administrator Cost 
Benefits Costs Net 

Benefit 
Test 
Ratio 

$3,166,669 $2,676,001  $490,668  1.2 
Where PAC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 28 

29  
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1 Participant Cost (PC) Test:  
Participant Cost (PC) Test 

Benefits Costs* Net Benefit Test 
Ratio 

$5,778,342 n/a  $5,778,342 n/a 
Where PC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 
*This initiative has no incremental equipment cost, hence there are no costs for the PC 
test. 
 
This test is not required as part of the OPA EM&V Protocol. 
 
The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests. 
 

Measure and Input Assumption Sheet for Neighbourhood 
benchmarking 

 
Measure Name: Neighbourhood Benchmarking 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

This program is centered on a paper-based “Home Energy Report” which is mailed 

annually to 50,000 consumers that offers insights about their individual energy use and 

offers a comparison with their neighbourhood energy use.  The neighbourhood 

comparison data helps consumers understand “how they are doing” in comparison to their 

neighbours.  The information motivates them to take action and reduce their household 

energy use.  The Initiative is based on proven behavioural science which indicates that an 

effective way to motivate people is to provide peer context for their energy use1  

The information shown on the report is customized to meet the needs of each individual 

household.  In each case, customer load profile data collected from the smart meter will 

be used to help identify the areas of opportunity (i.e. to improve energy efficiency and 

promote conservation).  The “Home Energy Report” will translate the individual energy 

usage patterns into meaningful insights coupled with targeted action steps.  The report 

will offer energy recommendations that are specifically tailored to meet the needs of the 

customer.   

                                                 
1 Assumptions are based on a Third Party’s program results with over 20 U.S. utilities.   



Filed:  January 27, 2010 
EB-2010-0332 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 18 
Page 3 of 4 
 

 

Base Technology & Equipment Description  

There is no equipment involved in this initiative.  

  1 

2 

3 

Participants and Resource Savings Assumptions: 
 
Participants 

Annual participation is based on targeting high-use customers  - i.e., annual consumption of 
17,500 kWh: 
 
Number of participants: 

• For 2011 – 2014: 50,000 residential customers ( Note:  program roll out is planned to 
begin Q2/Q3 Yr 2011) 

 
 

Electricity kW and/or kWh  

 
Average Energy (kWh) and demand (kW) savingsi per participant: 
 
Peak Demand Savings: 

‐ 0.011kW (year 1) 
‐ 0.038kW (year 2, year 3 and year 4) 

 
Energy  Savings: 

‐ 114 kWh (year 1) 
‐ 368 kWh (year 2, year 3 and year 4) 

 
The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 winter periods, 3 
summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile for savings associated with 
IHD devices which is the closest profile to approximate expected energy savings for this 
initiative  (Source: 2010 OPA Measures and Assumption List). 
 
 
 

Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  
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Water   

 

  1 

2 

3 

Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

• Behavioral: 1 year (since this program is based on behavioural changes, the 
projected savings have been conservatively assumed to last one year). 

Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

• There is no equipment involved in this initiative.  

Free Ridership %  

• There is no free ridership because the unique benchmarking services are not  
available outside of the scope of this initiative.   

Program Costs (excludes incentives) 

In addition to the 3rd Party turnkey costs2, the program cost (total of $3.15 million) includes 
program management, data transfers, and EM&V costs. 
 

Program Cost  by year 
2011 2012 2013 2014 
$840,000  $770,000  $770,000 $770,000 

 
 
 4 

                                                 
i Based on input from specialized third party vendors. 

                                                 
2 These costs are preliminary estimates based on a quote from a 3rd Party vendor.  The final turnkey 
costs would be based on the results of a competitive bidding process. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #19 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 20-23 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Neighbourhood 
Benchmarking Initiative. 

 
a) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 
b) If the response to (a) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not combining 

its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even though, if 
approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 

 
 
Response 17 

18 

20 

22 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 8, part d. 19 

 
b) Please see response in (a). 21 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #20 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 22-23 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Neighbourhood Benchmarking 
Initiative are three areas that HONI has noted further development is necessary.  These 
three areas are the Data Collection Responsibilities to Support Program Evaluation, 
Evaluation Schedule and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation  is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 

where HONI has “TBD”. 
 
 
Response 28 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

44 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part a. 30 

 
b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part b. 32 

 
c) Please see response in (b). 34 

 
d) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part d. 36 

  
e) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part e. 38 

 
f) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part f. 40 

 
g) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part h. 42 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #21 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

 
Monitoring and Targeting – Initiative #3 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 25 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the Monitoring and Targeting (“M&T”) Initiative offers 
financial incentives toward an M&T system up to a maximum amount per M&T 
installation as well as performance incentives up to a specified amount for achieved 
energy savings. 
 

a) Please discuss how the financial incentive towards an M&T system of up to the 
maximum amount per M&T installation is determined.  What is the process for 
determining the incentive each participant is eligible for?  

b) What is the process for determining how much of a performance incentive 
participants will earn based on achieved energy savings? 

c) Is there a maximum performance incentive amount a participant is able to earn?  
If so, what is the maximum? 

 
 
Response 23 

24 

26 

27 

 
a) The typical industry cost of an M&T system is expected to be approximately $45,000 25 

(Office of Energy Efficiency of Natural Resources Canada (2004). However based on 
the most up-to-date market intelligence, the average cost for an M&T system large 
industrial customers is estimated at *********.  28 

29 

30 

 
The financial incentive towards the M&T system in a project is determined by 
offering **** per projected kW savings up to 50% of the total cost of the M&T 31 

system or to a maximum of *******, whichever is less. 32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

 
The process for determining the M&T incentive each participant is eligible for is as 
follows: the proposed initiative will offer financial assistance towards the purchase of 
an M&T system based on the expected kW savings, up to the specified maximum 
amount. At program registration, potential participants are required to submit an 
energy management plan identifying areas where the M&T system is expected to 
produce energy and peak demand savings, including estimates of those savings. 
Hydro One will review this preliminary plan, and assess the expected savings to 
determine whether the cap applies.  
 

b) The process is as follows: **************** will be offered towards achieved 43 

annual savings to the end of 2014. Only incremental annual kWh savings will be 44 
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4 

7 

incented based on measured and verified results. For the measurement and 1 

verification of the results we will rely on the M&T system itself which can be carried 2 

out in a timely manner. 3 

  
c)  We will only incent the annual kWh savings to the end of 2014. The deadline of 5 

December 31, 2014 is effectively a cap on the performance incentive payment.  6 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #22 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 26 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI states that the proposed Monitoring and Targeting Initiative is intended 
to address the needs of the remaining 1,600 customers with less than 15 GWh of annual 
consumption that aren’t eligible for the OPA’s Industrial Accelerator program. 

 
a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the Monitoring 

and Targeting Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-
Wide CDM Programs.  Provide all correspondence and documentation between 
HONI and the OPA that addresses the fact that the Monitoring and Targeting 
Initiative does not duplicate an OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Program. 

b) Has HONI received confirmation from the OPA that its Industrial Accelerator 
Program cannot be customized to resemble the Monitoring and Targeting 
Initiative? 

 
 
Response 21 

22 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

42 

43 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Monitoring and Targeting 23 

Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM 
Programs was described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 24 and Exhibit C, 
Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 3 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs." 

 
This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Attachment 1. 

 
b) No.  HONI has not requested the OPA to redesign its Industrial Accelerator Program 41 

to cover customers that consume less than 15 GWh annually. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #23 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 27 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the Initiative will ensure that the customer’s senior 
management fully supports the M&T project to establish it as a continuous improvement 
process. 

 
a) Please explain how HONI will ensure that the customer’s senior management 

fully supports the M&T project. 
 
 
Response 15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

 
a) The M&T initiative will be implemented using specialized Third-Party M&T vendors 17 

who will apply a standard M&T model that includes ensuring that the customers’ 
senior management are fully supportive of the M&T projects. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #24 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 29 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a table displaying the budget for its Monitoring and 
Targeting Initiative with a total budget of $4.25M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Administrative Costs 
ii. Marketing & Site visits Costs 
iii. Fixed Allocable Costs 
iv. Variable Costs 

 
 
Response 20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

26 

28 

29 

30 

32 

33 

34 

36 

37 

38 

 
The following detailed evidence further expands on the budget table provided:  
 
i. Administrative Costs: includes tracking results, financial monitoring, processing 24 

invoices and reporting to various stakeholders. 
 
ii. Marketing & Site visits Costs: this category includes production of collateral material, 27 

direct mail, call centre, as well as a range of behind-the meter services such as online 
technical services, on-site visits, energy efficiency and demand response workshops.  

 
iii. Fixed Allocable Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided by 31 

various HONI One departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance 
support) to the CDM Department.  

 
iv. Variable Costs: represent HONI’s expected budget to cover the funding of the M&T 35 

system as well as any service fee associated with the M&T system that would be paid 
by HONI. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #25 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 29 and 30 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided the cost-effectiveness test results for the Neighbourhood 
Benchmarking Initiative of:  TRC = 1.6 and PAC=1.5. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
 
 
Response 16 

17 

19 

20 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 
a) Hydro One confirms that we complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and used 18 

the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
 

b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results for the Monitoring and 21 

Targeting Initiative (we understand the reference to the Neighbourhood 
Benchmarking in the interrogatory above is a typographical error) are as follows:  

 
Total Resource Cost Test: 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio
$6,276,262  $3,855,555  $2,420,707 1.6 

Where TRC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 26 

27 

28 

 
Program Administrator Cost Test: 

Program Administrator Cost (PAC) 
Test 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 
Ratio

$6,276,262  $4,286,261  $1,990,002 1.5 
Where PAC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 29 

30 

31 
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1 Participant Cost Test: 
Participant Cost (PC) Test 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 
Ratio

$5,761,931  $2,328,899  $3,433,033 2.5 
This test is not required as part of the OPA EM&V Protocol. 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Where PC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 
 
 
The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests. 

 
 
 

Measure and Input Assumption Sheet 
 
Measure Name: Monitoring and Targeting 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

 
The proposed Monitoring & Targeting (“M&T”) Initiative is offered to commercial and 
industrial customers with average demand above 200kW, but only to industrial customers 
whose consumption is no more than 15GWh.  Potential participants will be offered 
financial incentives to install a monitoring and targeting system that assesses the energy 
use against key performance indicators such as productivity. M&T will assist these 
customers to better understand their energy performance.  It will also give the participants 
an opportunity to benchmark their consumption against best practices by other similar 
businesses.  The Initiative is intended to enable customers to achieve sustainable 
behavioural and continuous operational improvements.  Behavioral changes have a key 
impact on the energy consumption, and they are often overlooked. This M&T initiative 
will enable customers to identify these behavioral measures and implement those changes 
in a rapid manner1.   
Base Technology & Equipment Description  

Current operations and maintenance practices 

  15 

                                                 
1 The US Department of Energy has identified as the 10 top practices for “Industrial Technologies 
Program” behavioural and maintenance driven actions as a result of a thorough auditing and 
company’s data analysis. These initiatives lead to  long‐term savings and better maintenance 
practices 
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1 

2 

 Resource Savings Assumptions: 
 
Participants 

 
As the investment in an M&T system is relatively significant, we expect a 2% 
participation rate to be achievable in the fours year program (10 new participants per 
year). This penetration rate is very conservative compared to the experience in other 
jurisdictions, where research has shown penetration rates2 ranging between 2% and 5%.  
 

• 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014: 10 new participants per year for a total of 40. 
 

Electricity kW and/or kWh  

 
The average energy (kWh) and peak demand (kW) savings are expected to be 10%. 
Hydro One arrived at these projections based on inputs from the following:  
 
1) A UK experience shows energy savings for industrial installations ranging from 5-
15%3. 
 
2) a CIPEG study4 that estimated an average of 8% energy savings potential for M&T 
systems;  
 
Other utilities experience in Ontario such as Enbridge indicates that our estimated 
savings from M&T projects is in line with industry average savings. 
 
Average Peak Demand Savings: 
 
At an average of 155kW savings with a total of 40 participants in the program we arrived 
at a total of 6MW load reduction, which after free-ridership discount (20%) will be 
4.8MW as provided in the evidence. 
 
Average Energy  Savings: 
 
On an annual basis the participants are expected to achieve an average of 10% energy 
savings (165MWh).  For the duration of the program 2011-2014, a participant is expected 
on average to save 327 MWh. With a total of 40 participants in the program we arrived at 
a total of 13,063MWh load reduction, which after free-ridership discount (20%) will be 
                                                 
2 ornia  PECI and Summit Building Engineering. California Commissioning Collaborative, (2007). Calif
retro‐commissioning  
3 ice of Energy Efficiency of Natural Resources Canada (2004). Energy Management 

 System, CIPEC. 
 Source: Off
Information
4 See above 
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10,450MWh as provided in the evidence. 
 
The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 winter 
periods, 3 summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile for 
savings associated with Commercial Base load which is the closest profile to 
approximate expected energy savings for this initiative  (Source: 2010 OPA Measures 
and Assumption List). 
 

Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  

 Gas savings are not included in the TRC analysis at this time. However, Hydro One is 
currently exploring the opportunities for collaborating with the gas utilities on this 
initiative.  
Water   

Water savings are not included in the TRC analysis at this time. However, Hydro One 
will be exploring opportunities for including water savings in this initiative  

  1 

2 

3 

Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

• Equipment Life is estimated at approximately 8 years (source: based on 
consultation with specialized M&T vendors in Ontario)  

Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

 
• The average incremental equipment cost for the M&T system is estimated at 

approximately  ********** for Hydro One customer base including a large 
percentage of industrial customers (source: based on consultation with specialized 
M&T vendors in Ontario)  

 
Free Ridership %  

• M&T systems require a relatively significant investment on the part of customers 
and typically they require financial assistance to convince them to undertake 
projects of this size. Consequently, the free-ridership for this program is expected 
to be relatively low. However, to be conservative, Hydro One has assumed 20% 
Free Ridership in the TRC analysis. 
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Incentives 

• **** per expected kW savings up to 50% of the installed cost of the system to a 
maximum of *******. This incentive will be offered once the customer has 
contractually committed to install an M&T system. 

• 5 cents per kWh will be offered on an annual basis for incremental savings to the 
end of 2014 

  
Program Cost (excluding incentives) 

Program cost includes program management, marketing. 
 

• Program Cost  by year 
2011 2012 2013 2014 

******** ********* ********* ******* 
 1 



Filed:  January 27, 2010 
EB-2010-0332 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 26 
Page 1 of 1 
 

Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #26 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 31-34 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Monitoring and 
Targeting Initiative. 

 
a) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 
b) If the response to (a) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not combining 

its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even though, if 
approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 

 
 
Response 17 

18 

19 

21 

23 

 
 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 8, part d. 20 

 
b) Please see response in (a). 22 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #27 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 33-34 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Monitoring and Targeting Initiative 
are three areas that HONI has noted further development is necessary.  These three areas 
are the Data Collection Responsibilities to Support Program Evaluation, Evaluation 
Schedule and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 

where HONI has “TBD”. 
 
 
 
Response 29 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

44 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part a. 31 

 
b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part b. 33 

 
c) Please see response in (b). 35 

 
d) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part d. 37 

 
e) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part e. 39 

 
f) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part f. 41 

 
g) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part h. 43 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #28 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

 
Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control – Initiative #4 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 36 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the proposed initiative is solely designed to meet the needs 
of small commercial customers with up to 200kW load.  HONI further notes that 
although the OPA Demand Response Initiative has been offered to small commercial 
customers (under 50kW) load, participation has been very limited. 

 
a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the Small 

Commercial Energy Management and Load Control Initiative does not duplicate 
any of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs.  Provide all 
correspondence and documentation between HONI and the OPA that addresses 
the fact that the Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control 
Initiative does not duplicate an OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Program. 

b) Did HONI discuss customizing either the DR1 or DR3 OPA programs with the 
OPA prior to submitting its application for Board-Approved? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, please discuss the response HONI received from the 
OPA. 

d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the reasons for not contacting the OPA 
prior to filing the application for Board-Approved CDM Programs. 

e) Please expand on the features of the EMS system HONI has proposed to provide 
to customers to assist them in better understanding TOU rates.  In your response, 
please compare the EMS system offered through Initiative #4 and the in-home 
displays the OPA will be offering through its demand response program. 

 
 
Response 32 

33 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Small Commercial Energy 34 

Management and Load Control Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-
Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs was described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, 
Schedule 2, Page 3 of 24 and Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 36 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
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proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs.”  

 
With respect to the Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control 
Initiative, HONI closely examined the program details of three particular OPA-
contracted programs (Residential DR, DR1 and DR3) to ensure that this initiative was 
designed to meet the needs of customers that were not being met by any of these 
province-wide programs and to fill this gap. Please refer to Exhibit C, Tab 1, 
Schedule 2, page 36 of 67 for additional details. 
 
This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Attachment 1. 

 
b) No.  HONI has not requested the OPA to redesign its Province-Wide CDM Programs 15 

to cover the specific features provided by the Small Commercial Energy Management 
and Load Control Initiative.   

 
c) Please see response in (b). 19 

 
d) HONI did not discuss customizing either the DR1 or DR3 OPA programs with the 21 

OPA prior to submitting its application for Board-Approved because both DR1 and 
DR3 are very different initiatives from the Small Commercial Energy Management 
and Load Control Initiative. To begin with, both DR1 and DR3 are contractually 
binding dispatchable demand response programs in the sense that participants agree 
to provide load capacity for up to 100 or 200 hours throughout the year in return for 
financial payments.  The Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control 
Initiative, by contrast, is more of a reliability program as it calls for up to 15 load 
control events during the summer season only.  In addition to initiating load control 
events, the Small Commercial Energy Management and Load Control Initiative is 
designed to help our customers to achieve energy saving through an EMS system that 
can assist them to take full advantage of TOU rates. Therefore, the proposed initiative 
is fundamentally distinct from both the DR1 and DR3 initiatives. 

 
e) The fundamental features of the EMS system are: 1) to help customers manage 35 

energy usage and take advantage of TOU pricing, and 2) to assist in achieving 
demand response load reductions. 

 
This program will offer an EMS system (software) that, through the use of a number 
of load control devices (e.g., switches) can manage the customers’ energy use and 
reduce peak demand. The EMS will be programmed for and tailored to specific small 
business applications to assist in initiating load control events for demand response 
purposes. In addition, this initiative will offer continuous online technical support to 
help customers to take advantage of TOU rates. 
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The EMS system offered to Small Commercial customers is a fundamentally different 
product than an IHD. By contrast, the residential In-Home Display is primarily a 
device for providing energy information to homeowners to increase general 
awareness of their energy consumption and thereby motivates change in behaviour. 
Currently IHD’s are not a software that is connected to load control devices/switches 
and therefore does not have automated elements.  
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 36 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes in regards to Initiative #4 that, unlike the OPA Residential 
Demand Response Program, its proposed Initiative covers the monthly fee required to 
allow customers to have access to the full use of the EMS system that is installed in their 
premises.  In the CDM Code, it states at 2.3.3(a) that CDM Programs that will be 
considered duplicative of OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs include, but 
are not limited to, CDM Programs that have different customer incentive levels on 
products or services already offered through the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM 
Programs. 

 
a) Please discuss why HONI feels Initiative #4 is unique and should be granted 

Board approval based on the above statement stemming from 2.3.3(a) of the CDM 
Code. 

 
 
Response 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
The Small Commercial Demand Response is a fundamentally different initiative than the 
Province-Wide Residential Demand Response Program as it has different objectives (e.g. 
Energy Management, Time-of-Use, and Demand Response), different product offerings 
with different features, and different support services to respond to the business needs of 
the eligible participants.  The initiative therefore requires a different incentive structure 
designed for and targeted specifically at the small commercial market.   
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 37 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the energy management system that is provided to small 
commercial participants will also be used by Hydro One to initiate and execute load 
control events. 

 
a) Please discuss the process and details of the load control events mentioned above. 

 
 
Response 14 

15 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 
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a) As indicated in Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 37 of 67, the total number of 16 

events between OPA and HONI should not exceed 15 a year.  The activation protocol 
for this initiative will mirror that of the OPA peak saver initiative as specified in the 
following OPA document: 
 
2009 Residential and Small Commercial Demand Response (Res DR) activation rules 
 
The Res DR program will be dispatched for up to 40 hours of Load Control during 
the activation season (May 1st to September 30th).  This limit will be exceeded if there 
are emergency reasons to do so.  The IESO may deem emergency operating 
conditions at their discretion when they may call for Res DR activations as required 
supporting the Ontario electricity system. 
 
Each Load Control Event will not be longer than a maximum of 4 hours.  An event 
shorter than 4 hours is permitted.  
 
Each Load Control Event will only occur on business days, i.e. not on week-ends or 
holidays.  
 
The program will also have a test event at the start of each activation season to ensure 
that all the communication protocols between the Dispatch Administrator, 
Aggregation Operator and the participating LDCs are fully operational.  
 
Program Triggers: 
 
The primary signal used to initiate a Load Control Event is known as the primary 
trigger and is linked to system reliability.  
If the primary trigger does not result in any Load Control Event during the time 
blocks (described in this document) over the course of the summer, then the 
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secondary trigger may be used to have a maximum of three Load Control Events each 
summer.     
 
Primary Trigger: 
 
The primary trigger for Res DR is the declaration of Energy Emergency Alert (EEA)1 
status at the IESO, which is referenced in the IESO’s Systems Operations Manual, 
Part 7.4: IESO-Controlled Grid Operating Policies under the Emergency Operating 
State Control Actions. Any level of EEA status will be used to trigger the program.  
Same day and day-ahead EEA status will be tracked on IESO’s System Status Report 
website (http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/ssrsaa.asp).  11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

 
Standby Notice: 
 
To use the primary trigger, the Dispatch Administrator will issue a Standby Notice2 
first, using the day-ahead or day-at-hand forecast on IESO’s System Status Report 
website.  

The day-ahead notification will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operator not later than 18:00 EST. 

The day-at-hand notification will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operator (i) not earlier than 8:00 EST, (ii) not later than 16:00 EST and 
(iii) not less than two hours prior to the Activation Time.    

Activation Notice: 
 
Once a Standby Notice has been issued based on current or forecasted EEA status at 
the IESO, the hours of dispatch will be determined based on the lowest supply 
cushion values on the adequacy report (http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/ 27 

adequacy.asp).    28 

29 

30 

31 

                                                

 
These hours of dispatch will be included in the Activation Notice3 provided by the 
Dispatch Administrator to the Aggregation operator to initiate a Load Control Event.  

 
1 The Energy Emergency Alert status at the IESO represents a communication standard developed by 
NERC that establishes a clear communication protocol in between interconnected reliability coordinators 
(ISO’s) of potential or actual energy emergencies.  
2 Standby Notice is the process by which Dispatch Administrator informs the Operator that Curtailment 
may be required during a specified future period and in specified Groupings. The specified period may 
occur during the next day (referred to as the day-ahead), or the current day (referred to as the day-at-hand). 

 
3 Activation Notice is the process by which the Dispatch Administrator informs the Operator that 
Curtailment must occur. 

http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/ssrsaa.asp
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/%20adequacy.asp
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/%20adequacy.asp
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The Activation Notice will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operators (i) not earlier than 08:00 EST, (ii) not later than 18:00 EST 
and (iii) not less than one hour prior to the commencement of the Activation Period.  

 
Secondary Trigger: 
 
The secondary trigger is based on a combination of external temperature and system 
demand, which would make it easier for program participants to understand the link 
between marketing messages (that the program is likely to be activated on hot days 
where system demand is high) and the days when a Load Control Event is triggered. 
 
The secondary trigger can be used when the temperature is 30 degrees Centigrade 
http://www.theweathernetwork.com/weather/CAON06964 and the primary demand is 
23,000 MW respectively

13 
5 (http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/ssrsaa.asp).  14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

                                                

 
Standby Notice: 
 
To use the secondary trigger the Dispatch Administrator will issue a Standby Notice 
first, using the day-ahead or day-at-hand forecast of demand to be on or above 23,000 
MW and the day-ahead or day-at-hand forecast of temperature to be on or above 30 
degrees Centigrade.  

The day-ahead notification will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operator not later than 18:00 EST. 

The day-at-hand notification will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operator (i) not earlier than 8:00 EST, (ii) not later than 16:00 EST and 
(iii) not less than two hours prior to the Activation Time.    

Activation Notice: 
 
Once a Standby Notice has been issued based on forecasted temperature and demand 
values, the hours of dispatch will be based on the highest demand and temperature 
values for that day, where forecasted demand and temperature will be on or above 
23,000 MW and 30 degrees Centigrade respectively for at least one hour during the 
Load Control Event.  
 
These hours of dispatch will be included in the Activation Notice provided by the 
Dispatch Administrator to the Aggregation operator to initiate a Load Control Event.  

 
4 The same data source that the IESO uses for forecasting system demand 
5 The OPA may revise the temperature and demand values in order to maintain an effective secondary 
trigger.   
 

http://www.theweathernetwork.com/weather/CAON0696
http://www.ieso.ca/imoweb/marketdata/ssrsaa.asp
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The Activation Notice will be given by the Dispatch Administrator to the 
Aggregation Operators (i) not earlier than 08:00 EST, (ii) not later than 18:00 EST 
and (iii) not less than one hour prior to the commencement of the Activation Period.  

 
Secondary trigger dispatch rules: 
 
• A secondary trigger will only be used a maximum of 3 times during each 7 

activation season.  
• If there is no Load Control Event using the primary trigger until the 5th of June, 9 

then the secondary trigger will be used to dispatch the program once.  
• If only one Load Control Event has taken place until the 5th of July, then the 

secondary trigger will be used to dispatch the program once.   
• If only two Load Control Events have taken place until the 1st of August then the 

secondary trigger will be used to dispatch the program once.   
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 38 of 67  
 
Preamble:  When discussing the purpose of the Initiative, HONI notes in its second point 
– provide system benefits – that it will enable the utility to install a load control device in 
the customers’ business, which, when active, will reduce system peak load and increase 
the reliability of the electricity grid. 

 
a) Please discuss if having a load control device installed is optional for the 

participant. 
b) Will customers receive the free EMS system regardless of whether or not they 

install a load control device? 
 
 
Response 18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

26 

 
a) No, installation of a load control device is not optional for participants. Since the 20 

OEB CDM targets include both peak demand savings and reduced energy 
consumption, participants must install the load control device to qualify for this 
initiative. 

 
b) No, customers will not receive a free EMS system if they do not install a load control 25 

device.  
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 39 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a table displaying the budget for its Small Commercial 
Demand Response Initiative with a total budget of $15.2M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Administrative Costs 
ii. Marketing Costs 
iii. Turn-key vendor Costs 
iv. Turn-key vendor (load control & EMS installation) Costs 
v. Fixed Allocable Overhead Costs 
vi. Variable Overhead Costs 
vii. Incentive Costs 

 
 
Response 23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

29 

31 

32 

34 

35 

36 

38 

39 

40 

42 

43 

44 

 
The following detailed evidence further expands on the budget table provided:  
 
i. Administrative Costs: This category includes direct costs associated with internal and 27 

external resources used for program management and administration. 
 
ii. Marketing Costs: This category includes all Third-Party marketing costs to promote 30 

the initiative, such as direct mail and bill inserts 
 
iii. Turn-Key vendor costs: This category includes turn-key vendor program management 33 

fee, EMS system and load control device(s) technology costs and installation, and 
maintenance costs. 

 
iv. Turn-key vendor (load control & EMS installation) Costs: This category includes 37 

estimated costs for the installation of the devices in a typical small commercial 
premise. 

 
v. Fixed Allocable Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided by 41 

various HONI departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance support) to 
the CDM Department and are applied to the fixed costs. 
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vi. Variable Overhead Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided 1 

by various other HONI departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance 2 

support) to the CDM Department and are applied to the variable costs.  3 

 
vii. Financial Incentive Costs: This category covers the payment of the annual EMS 5 

system access fee on behalf of the customer; and a $10 incentive per event for up to 6 

15 events in a year. 7 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 39 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided the cost-effectiveness test results for the Small 
Commercial Demand Response Initiative of:  TRC = 1.7 and PAC = 1.9. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
 
 
Response 16 

17 

18 

20 

21 

23 

24 

 
 
a) Hydro One confirms that we complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and used 19 

the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
 

b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results are as follows:  22 

 
Total Resource Cost: 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio 
$25,410,127  $14,581,006  $10,829,121 1.7 

Where TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 25 

26 

27 

 
Program Administrator Cost:  

Program Administrator Cost 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio 
$25,410,127 $13,008,522  $12,321,606 1.9 

Where PAC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 28 

29 

30 

 
Participant Cost Test:  

Participant Cost test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio 
$9,598,809 $4,550,619  $5,048,191 2.1 

This test is not required as part of the OPA EM&V Protocol. 31 

32 Where PC Ratio = Benefits / Costs 
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The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests. 
 
 

Measure and Input Assumption Sheet 
 
Measure Name: Small Commercial DR 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

 
This is an Energy Management and Demand Response Initiative that aims at helping 

approximately 85,000 small- and medium-size General Service customers (with an 

average monthly peak demand of up to 200kW) to reduce their energy consumption by 

20GWh and peak system demand by 20MW over the term of the Initiative.  Hydro One 

expects to enroll approximately 5,500 customers by the end of 2014.  

 

The program will offer Energy Management Systems tailored to various small business 

operations as well as load control devices (e.g., switches) for end-use control. The Energy 

Management System (“EMS”) included in this Initiative will assist in initiating load 

control events for demand response as well as help customers to take advantage of TOU 

rates and achieve energy savingsi. 

 
Base Technology & Equipment Description  

Commercial premises without Load Control and without an EMS system 

  9 

10 

11 

 Participants and Resource Savings Assumptions: 
 
Participants 

 
Up to 50kw General Service customers: 

• 2011: 450 (program roll out starting July) 
• 2012, 2013 and 2014: 1,500 
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Over 50kW but less than 200kW General Service customers: 
• 2011: 50 (program roll out starting July) 
• 2012, 2013 and 2014: 200 

 
As indicated in our evidence, the total number of participants during the course of this 
initiative is approximately 5,500. 
 
Electricity kW and/or kWh  

 
Demand response: 
a) Assumptions for customers with load less than 50kW:  
The load reduction for customers with average demand less than 50kW is estimated at 
3.2kW. (This estimate is in line with the value in the OPA’s 2010 Measures and 
Assumptions List). With approximately 4,850 participants in this class of customers, the 
total impact was estimated to be 15.5MW.  .  
 
b) Assumptions for customers with load between 50kW and 200kW:  
The average load for the 50kW to 200kW customer class in Hydro One’s service territory 
is approximately 80kW. With an expected 10% average peak load reductionii , the total 
demand response load curtailment impact per customer is estimated at 8kW. With 
approximately 650 participants in this class of customers, the total impact was estimated 
to be 5.5MW. 
 
The total expected load impact of this initiative for the above two classes of customers is 
approximately 21MW, which after free-ridership discount is 20MW as indicated in the 
evidence. 
 
The load control savings used for  the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 
winter periods, 3 summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile 
for savings associated with Commercial Load Control Device which is the closest profile 
to approximate expected demand response impact for this initiative  (Source: 2010 OPA 
Measures and Assumption List). 
 
Energy  Savings (Energy Management System): 
The commercial customers with less than 200kW load, on average, consume about three 
times the energy consumption of residential customers. As a conservative estimate, the 
Energy Management System is assumed to achieve approximately 1,750kWh savings, 
which is twice the expected savings from a residential customer.  
 
The total expected load impact of this initiative for all the participants is approximately 
20.9GWh, which after free-ridership discount is 20.1GWh as indicated in the evidence. 
 
The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 winter 



Filed:  January 27, 2010 
EB-2010-0332 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 33 
Page 4 of 5 
 
periods, 3 summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile for 
savings associated with IHD devices which is the closest profile to approximate expected 
energy savings for this initiative  (Source: 2010 OPA Measures and Assumption List). 
 
Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  

 

Water   

 

  1 

2 

3 

Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

• 10 years (based on industry standard for building automation systems as proxy for 
the Energy Management System used in this initiative) 

Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

• ***** annual access fee to maintain a two-way communication system, provide 
online technical assistance and upkeep the system operations 
(hardware/software).iii 

 

Free Ridership %  

• In this initiative a 4% free-ridership rate is assumed, which is consistent with the 
OPA Residential Demand Response program. 
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Incentives 

Incentive amount set at $10 per load control event (up to 15 events per year1) plus 
$120 ($60 on registration and $60 at year end ) to subsidize the annual subscription 
fee to maintain a two-way communication system, provide online technical assistance 
and upkeep the system operations (hardware/software) . All incentives payments will 
expire December 31, 2014. 
 

Program Cost (excluding incentives) 

Program cost includes marketing, program management fees, EMS equipment and 
installation costs and EM&V. The average cost of the EMS system is estimated at 
****** per installation (******for the equipment, **** for maintenance and **** for 
installation)iv 

 
Program Cost   

2011 2012 2013 2014 
********* ********* ******** *********

 
 

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
i Preliminary studies on this technology were presented at the 20th Annual Esource Forum and 
Exhibit, “Automating Demand Response in Commercial & Industrial Facilities”, Sept 25‐28, 2007 
ii Open Automated Demand Response for Small Commercial Buildings, July 2009.  Status Report and 
Associated Compliance Filings, Minnesota Electric and Natural Gas Conservation Improvement 
Program, 2008 
iii These estimates are based on Hydro One’s direct experience with residential load control program 
costs over the last four years 
iv These estimates are based on Hydro One’s direct experience with residential load control program 
costs over the last four years 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 41-44 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Small Commercial 
Demand Response Initiative. 

 
a) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 
b) If the response to (a) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not combining 

its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even though, if 
approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 

 
 
Response 17 

18 

20 

22 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 8, part d. 19 

 
b) Please see response in (a). 21 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 43-44 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Small Commercial Demand 
Response Initiative are three areas that HONI has noted further development is necessary.  
These three areas are the Data Collection Responsibilities to Support Program 
Evaluation, Evaluation Schedule and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation  is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 

where HONI has “TBD”. 
 
 
Response 28 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part a. 30 

 
b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part b. 32 

 
c) Please see response in (b). 34 

 
d) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part d. 36 

  
e) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part e. 38 

 
f) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part f. 40 

 
g) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part h. 42 
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Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance – Initiative #5 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 46 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the proposed OPA-Contracted Province-Wide commercial 
and industrial CDM programs (i.e. Electricity Retrofit Incentive Program and the Power 
Savings Blitz) offer incentives based on capital investment and equipment replacement 
by the participant whereas the proposed Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency 
Performance Initiative focuses on organizational best practices in energy management 
and efficiency and overall energy performance improvements, therefore making it unique 
from the OPA offering. 

 
a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the Municipal 

and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative does not duplicate any of 
the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs.  Provide all correspondence 
and documentation between HONI and the OPA that addresses the fact that the 
Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative does not 
duplicate an OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Program. 

b) Has HONI discussed customizing the ERIP and/or Power Savings Blitz programs 
with the OPA to include incentives based on organizational best practices in 
energy management and overall energy performance improvements? 

 
Response 27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Municipal and Hospital Energy 29 

Efficiency Performance Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted 
Province-Wide CDM Programs is described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 
of 24, and Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 46 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs.” 
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This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Attachment 1. 

 
b) No.  HONI has not requested the OPA to redesign its Province-Wide CDM Programs 4 

to address the Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative’s 5 

unique approach to energy efficiency.   6 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 46 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that one element of Initiative #5 is that participants will be 
required to sign a memorandum of understanding (“MoU”) committing to a series of 
tasks. 

 
a) Please discuss what will happen if a participant fails to meet and/or adhere to any 

of the commitments found within the MoU. 
 
 
Response 15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
a) Only organizations that are fully committed to the program will be enrolled.  The 17 

MoU is intended to be signed at senior levels of an organization which will provide a 
certain level of commitment from senior management that they will indeed take 
advantage of all of the offering that the program will provide and that they will in turn 
undertake a series of tasks. 
 
Should the participant fail to meet any of the commitments in the MoU then HONI 
will enter into discussions to determine what the barriers are and how to successfully 
overcome them. 
 
In the event the barriers are not surmountable, then the customer will be ineligible for 
incentives and/or training and technical support offered by the initiative. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 50 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a table displaying the budget for its Municipal-Hospital 
Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative with a total budget of $3.95M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Administrative Costs 
ii. Marketing Costs 
iii. CDM Specialist Costs 
iv. Third Party Project Review Costs 
v. Membership/Tools/Training Costs 
vi. Performance Review/Audits Costs 
vii. Fixed Overhead Costs 
viii. Variable Overhead Costs 
ix. Incentive Costs 

 
 
Response 25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

34 

35 

37 

39 

40 

41 

43 

44 

 
The following detailed evidence further expands on the budget table provided:  
 
i. Administrative Costs: typically this category of costs includes direct costs associated 29 

with internal and external resources used for program management and 
administration. 

 
ii. Marketing Costs: includes all Third-Party marketing costs to promote the initiative, 33 

such as direct mail and bill inserts. 
 
iii. CDM Specialist Costs:  Third-Party CDM Consultant costs. 36 

 
iv. Third Party Project Review Costs: Cover the costs of Third-Party review of 38 

participant energy efficiency projects and/or overall performance and on-site 
inspections as required. 

 
v. Membership/Tools/Training Costs: These costs cover the amount available per 42 

participating customer for the enabling elements of the initiative available 
(Membership, training or tools). 
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17 

18 

 
vi. Audits Costs: Cover the costs associated with feasibility assessments and/or audits 2 

for buildings or systems. 
 
vii. Fixed Overhead Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided by 5 

various Hydro One departments (Supply Chain, Call Centre, Legal, Regulatory and 
Finance support) to the CDM Department. and are applied to the fixed costs. 

 
viii. Variable Overhead Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided 9 

by various other Hydro One departments (Supply Chain, Call Centre, Legal, 
Regulatory and Finance support) to the CDM Department and are applied to the 
variable costs.  

 
ix. Incentive Costs: Cover the payment of efficiency incentives of $0.075 per kWh for 14 

the greater of overall energy efficiency performance over benchmarked 
consumption, or  the estimated efficiency (kWh) for retrofitted measures. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 50 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided the cost-effectiveness test results for the Municipal-
Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative of:  TRC = 1.4 and PAC = 1.1. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
 
 
Response 16 

17 

19 

21 

22 

 
a) HONI confirms that we complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and used the 18 

OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results are as follows:  20 

 
Total Resource Cost: 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test Ratio 

$4,041,638  $2,925,201  $1,116,437 1.4 
TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 23 

24 

25 

 
Program Administrator Cost:  

Program Administrator Cost 
Benefits Costs Net 

Benefit 
Test 
Ratio 

$4,041,638 $3,605,690  $276,758  1.1 
TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 26 

27 

28 

 
Participant Cost (PC) Test 

Participant Cost (PC) Test 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test Ratio 
6,811,200 294,145 6,517,055 23.2

PC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

 
The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests: 
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Measure and Input Assumption Sheet 

 
Measure Name: Municipal & Hospitals 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

 
The Municipal and Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Program provides monetary 

incentives to municipal and hospital customers for overall electrical energy efficiency 

reductions within facilities and across their portfolio.  This initiative requires participants 

to commit to continuous electrical energy management and efficiency action plans 

resulting in improvements year over year. Hydro One expects that the unique offerings 

(as described in our submission) of the initiative will assist in transforming this segment 

by entrenching energy efficiency and energy conservation as a core best practice within 

their organizations. 

 
Base Technology & Equipment Description  

Current processes and practices  

  6 

7  Resource Savings Assumptions: 
Participants 

 
Hydro One expects to enroll roughly 7.5% of the potential customers or a minimum of  6 
hospitals and 27 Municipalities from 2011 to 2014  
 
Breakdown by type of participants: 
- 6 hospitals 
- 15 large municipalities 
- 8 medium municipalities 
- 4 small Municipality 
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Electricity kW and/or kWh  

Peak Demand Savings: 
The average peak demand reduction per participant is estimated at 33kW for the duration 
of the initiative.. 
 
The average annual energy saving is also estimated at 10% 

 
Energy Savings: 
The average energy savings per participant is estimated at 773MWh for the duration of 
the initiative.. 
 
Persistence 
The results for each participant will consist of savings achieved through either equipment 
and/or behavioral changes that are assumed to persist from the time of customer 
enrollment to December 31, 2014. 
 
The incentive structure is designed such that participants will be paid for any incremental 
energy savings achieved from the date of customer participation to December 31, 2014.   
 
The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 winter 
periods, 3 summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile for this 
customer class derived from Hydro One data. 
 
 
Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  

Gas savings are not included in the TRC analysis at this time. However, Hydro One is 
currently exploring the opportunities for collaborating with the gas utilities on this 
initiative.  
Water   

Water savings are not included in the TRC analysis at this time. However, Hydro One 
will be exploring opportunities for including water savings in this initiative 

  1 
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Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

 
• Capital Equipment: 16 years (lighting measures were used as a proxy for a typical 

project; source: 2010 OPA Measures and Assumption List) 
 
Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

Lighting measures were used as a proxy for a typical project; source: 2010 OPA 
Measures and Assumption List. 
 

• $20,000 ($50*400 Fixtures):average incremental cost for a large municipality 
(retrofits from 400W Metal Halide to T5 technologies )  

• $10,000 ($50*200 Fixtures): average incremental cost for a medium size 
municipality (retrofits from 400W Metal Halide to T5 technologies)  

 
Likelihood of small municipalities to undertake capital projects is assumed to be minimal 
in comparison to medium and large size municipalities and so has not been considered for 
program modeling. 
 
Free Ridership %  

The Free Ridership rate is assumed to be 20% which was estimated based on the past 
experience with this segment and it will be subject to verification through the EM&V 
process. 

Incentives 

Participating customers will be eligible to receive a financial incentive at ********* for 

incremental energy performance improvements. Incentives will be paid out annually on 

the higher of the overall verified performance savings or the deemed energy savings from 

equipment retrofits.  For a given participant, incentives will be paid out from year to year 

for only new incremental energy and load savings. 
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Program Cost (excluding incentives) 

Includes Program Management, Marketing, Audits, Membership and Training, and 
EM&V costs 
 
 

Program Cost  by year 
2011 2012 2013 2014 
******* ******** ******* ********* 

 1 

2 

3 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 52-56 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Municipal-
Hospital Energy Efficiency Performance Initiative. 

 
a) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 
b) If the response to (a) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not combining 

its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even though, if 
approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 

 
 
Response  17 

18 

20 

22 

23 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 8, part d. 19 

 
b) Please see response in (a). 21 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 55-56 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Municipal-Hospital Energy 
Efficiency Performance Initiative are three areas that HONI has noted further 
development is necessary.  These three areas are the Data Collection Responsibilities to 
Support Program Evaluation, Evaluation Schedule and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation  is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 

where HONI has “TBD”. 
 
 
Response 28 

29 

31 

33 

35 

37 

39 

41 

43 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part a. 30 

 
b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part b. 32 

 
c) Please see response in (b). 34 

 
d) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part d. 36 

 
e) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part e. 38 

 
f) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part f. 40 

 
g) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part h. 42 
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Double Return Plus – Initiative #6 
 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 58 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI describes the Double Return Plus Initiative and highlights the fact that 
it is based on targeting non-dispatchable load and that it also aims at reducing energy 
consumption, whereas the OPA’s Demand Response programs are based on dispatchable 
load control and, as a result, have minimal energy savings. 
 

a) Please discuss the process that HONI followed in determining if the Double 
Return Plus Initiative does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-
Wide CDM Programs.  Provide all correspondence and documentation between 
HONI and the OPA that addresses the fact that the Double Return Plus Initiative 
does not duplicate an OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Program. 

b) Has HONI received confirmation from the OPA that OPA programs cannot be 
customized to meet the stated goals of the Double Return Plus program HONI has 
discussed in its application? 

 
 
Response 24 

25 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

 
a) The process that HONI followed in determining if the Double Return Plus Initiative 26 

does not duplicate any of the OPA-Contracted Province-Wide CDM Programs is 
described in Exhibit B, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 3 of 24, and Exhibit C, Tab 1, 
Schedule 2, page 58 of 67, namely:  

 
“Hydro One has acquired extensive understanding of the OPA-Contracted 
CDM Programs through its participation in the OPA design working 
groups. This knowledge, coupled with a comprehensive understanding of 
Hydro One’s customers within its service territory, allowed Hydro One to 
identify the CDM potential that is not addressed by the existing OPA-
Contracted CDM programs.  All Board-Approved CDM programs 
proposed in this Application are designed to target these ‘untapped’ areas 
and they are not duplicative of the existing OPA-Contracted CDM 
programs. 

 
This program is non-duplicative of the OPA Province-Wide Programs.  Please refer 
to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 4, Attachment 1. 
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b) No.  HONI has not requested the OPA to redesign its Province-Wide CDM Programs 1 

to address the unique features of Double Return Plus Initiative (non-dispatchable load 2 

control and energy consumption reduction).   3 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 58-59 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI states at the bottom of page 58 that the OPA has already approved the 
Double Return program as a Custom Program distinct from the OPA’s Demand Response 
1/Demand Response 3 programs, and all three programs coexisted in the marketplace in 
2008 and 2009. 
 

a) Please discuss why HONI has decided to come to the Board for approval of the 
Double Return Plus program rather than working with the OPA to offer the 
program as a customized demand response offering? 

b) Please provide the rationale for not pursuing administrative efficiencies and 
partnering with either the OPA or other LDCs, given the success and popularity of 
the first generation Double Return program amongst Hydro One’s customers as 
well as other stakeholders, and deciding to apply for Board approval on a stand-
alone basis.  

 
 
Response 22 

23 

25 

26 

27 

28 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

 
a) In 2008 and 2009, the OPA had in place a “custom applications” process for LDCs, 24 

through which HONI secured OPA funding for the Double Return Program.  In the 
2011 to 2014 period, the OPA custom application process is discontinued and 
therefore HONI is no longer able to offer the program as a customized initiative.  
 

b) HONI has discussed the Double Return Plus initiative with other LDCs and is 29 

prepared to leverage resources where it is appropriate and cost effective to do so. As 
for partnering with the OPA, the Double Return Plus initiative should be assessed on 
a utility by utility basis to ensure it is a good fit for the LDCs’ rate structure and 
appropriate for their customer base. Thus the application of the proposed initiative for 
a Province-Wide program remains a challenge. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, page 59 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the Double Return Plus Initiative will also offer free expert 
on-site visits to identify specific opportunities in customers’ facilities. 
 

a) Will the free expert on-site visits be a one-time event or happen periodically (i.e. 
annually)?  

 
 
Response 14 

15 

17 

 
a) Site visits are provided upon customer request and they are entitled to a free on-site 16 

visit on an annual basis. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 61 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the Double Return Plus Initiative targets the pursuit of 
continuous and deeper energy savings beyond the traditional commercial and institutional 
CDM programs that focus only on technology or equipment replacement. 
 

a) Please discuss if HONI suggested altering the OPA’s demand response programs 
to allow for more than technology or equipment replacements during the 
consultation and working groups that developed the OPA-Contracted Province-
Wide suite of CDM programs. 

b) If HONI did not offer this suggestion during the forum, please provide the 
rationale for not doing so. 

 
 
Response 19 

20 

21 

23 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

 
 
a) No.  Please see response to (b) 22 

 
b) HONI did not suggest altering the OPA’s demand response programs for the 24 

following reasons: 
 

• DR1/DR3 is fundamentally different from the proposed initiative. DR1/DR3 are 
focused on building dispatchable load capacity on a contractual basis, while 
Double Return Plus is a non dispatchable initiative that focuses on managing 
customer peak load and achieving energy savings. 

 
• The financial incentive mechanisms of DR1/DR3 versus Double Return Plus are 

also fundamentally different. Double Return Plus incentives are based on utility 
specific delivery charges, while DR1/DR3 incentives are based on contractually 
agreed to payments. 
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 61 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI notes that the Double Return Plus Initiative is projected to achieve 21 
MW peak reduction by the end of 2014 and that a portion of the peak reduction will have 
one year persistence attributable to behavioural changes, and the remaining peak 
reduction will have multi-year persistence attributable to the application of the load 
management system. 
 

a) Please provide further evidence showing the portion of peak reductions HONI 
projects that will be attributable to behavioural changes and the portion of peak 
reductions HONI projects that will be attributable to the load management system. 

 
 
Response 18 

19 

21 

22 

  
a) This program is expected to achieve 21MW in peak demand savings, 5MW of which 20 

are estimated to be attributable to the behavioral component, and the remaining 
16MW to the load management component.  
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Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 62 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a table displaying the budget for its Double Return Plus 
Initiative with a total budget of $4.1M. 

 
a) Please expand on the budget table provided with further detailed evidence 

showing the items that make up the following costs that have been included in the 
budget for: 

 
i. Administrative Costs 
ii. Marketing Costs 
iii. Site visits/verification costs 
iv. Turn-key vendor/ load balancing costs 
v. Fixed Overhead Costs 
vi. Variable Overhead Costs 
vii. Financial Incentive Costs 

 
 
Response 23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

29 

31 

32 

33 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

41 

42 

43 

 
The following detailed evidence further expands on the budget table provided:  
 
i. Administrative Costs: This category includes tracking results, financial monitoring, 27 

processing invoices and reporting to various stakeholders. 
 
ii. Marketing Costs: This category includes production of collateral material, direct mail, 30 

call centre, as well as a range of behind-the meter services such as online technical 
services. 

 
iii. Site visits/verification costs: Site visits include cost for third-party experts procured to 34 

identify specific opportunities in customers’ facilities and generating audit reports for 
customers Verification costs include work that HONI staff and Third Party vendors 
carry out to verify peak demand reduction, energy savings and other performance 
indicators. 

 
iv. Turn-key vendor/ load balancing costs: This category includes the funding for the 40 

Load Balancing system and the service fees for maintenance, data analysis and 
reporting, etc. 
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4 

8 

10 

11 

12 

v. Fixed Overhead Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided by 1 

various HONI departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance support) to 2 

the CDM Department  3 

 
vi. Variable Overhead Costs: These costs are associated with indirect support provided 5 

by various HONI departments (Supply Chain, Legal, Regulatory and Finance 6 

support) to the CDM Department  7 

 
vii. Financial Incentive Costs: This category includes the performance incentive amount 9 

offered to eligible customers and is based on the reduction of customer delivery 
charges. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #48 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 63 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided the cost-effectiveness test results for the Double Return 
Plus Initiative of:  TRC = 11.3 and PAC = 7.4. 

 
a) Please confirm that HONI complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and 

used the OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
b) Please provide the specific calculations, both TRC and PAC, which yielded the 

cost-effectiveness results shown in the application. 
c) Please discuss if HONI shared the cost effectiveness test results shown above with 

the OPA. 
d) If the response to (c) is that HONI has not shared the results with the OPA, please 

discuss the rationale for not doing so. 
 
 
Response 20 

21 

23 

24 

26 

27 

 
a) HONI confirms that we complied with Section 4.1.1 of the CDM Code and used the 22 

OPA’s Cost Effectiveness Tests. 
 
b) As indicated in our submission, the cost effectiveness results are as follows:  25 

 
Total Resource Cost: 

Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio 
$25,746,222  $2,222,580  $23,000,166 11.3 

Where TRC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 28 

29 

30 

 
Program Administrator Cost:  

Program Administrator Cost 
Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 

Ratio 
$25,746,222 $3,402,626  $21,820,120 7.4 

Where PAC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 31 

32  
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1 Participant Cost Test:  
Participant Cost 

Benefits Costs Net Benefit Test 
Ratio 

$10,586,622 $493,571 $10,093,051 21.4 
This test is not required as part of the OPA EM&V Protocol. 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Where PC Test Ratio = Benefits / Costs 
 
The following table outlines the inputs and assumptions used for the calculations of the 
cost effectiveness tests: 
 

Measure and Input Assumption Sheet 
 
Measure Name: Double Return Plus 
 
Efficient Technology & Equipment Description  

 
The Double Return Plus Initiative (“DRP”) targets approximately 900 interval-metered 

commercial and industrial (“C/I”) customers with an average monthly peak load in excess 

of 200 kW.  The objective of this Initiative is to reduce the customers’ peak demand, 

which, in turn, is expected to reduce the total system peak demand by up to 21 MW. This 

Initiative has an expected program cost of $4.1 million (approximately $200/kW) 

inclusive of incentives. 

The Double Return Plus Initiative has two components:  a peak demand reduction and an 

energy efficiency component. This Initiative encourages the customers to reduce their 

summer peak demand relative to their summer peak demand in the previous year by at 

least 5%. The load reduction and the energy efficiency savings will be achieved in part 

through operational changes and partly through the use of a load management system. 

The proposed Initiative will fund 50% of the cost of a load management system, up to a 

maximum of ********.  

 
Base Technology & Equipment Description  

Customers without a load management system   
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2 

3 

  
 Resource Savings Assumptions: 
 
Participants 

 
Hydro One expects to enroll approximately 4% of the eligible participants on an annual 
basis (130 customers between 2011 and 2014). Participation rate of the Double Return 
Plus Initiative is based on the past experience with the Double Return program. The 
expected results for the proposed initiative have been adjusted downward to reflect the 
more stringent customer eligibility rules and requirements.  
   
 
2011 -2012 
60 participants  
 
2013-2014 
70  participants 

 
Electricity kW and/or kWh  

Peak Savings Assumptions per customers: 
 
2011-2012 
- an average of 240kW per participant through  behavioral change only - 1 year 
persistence  
(based on Hydro One’s past experience) 
- an average of 60kW per participant through Load Management - multi-year persistence  
 
2013-2014 
- an average of 240kW per participant through behavioral change only - 1 year 
persistence 
Note: on average 50% of these results will be accounted for in the 2014 results 
- an average of 60kW per participant through Load Management – multi-year 
persistence)  
 
The final results in 2014 will consist of results achieved through the behavioural changes 
in the final year of the program plus all the results achieved through the Load 
Management system. This will result in an average of 162kW per participant from 2011 
to 2014 to a total of 21MW for approximately 130 participants in the program. 
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Energy Savings Assumptions: 
 
2011-2014 
- an average of 220MWh per participant will be achieved through  behavioral changes 
only  
(based on Hydro One’s past experience) 
 
- an average of 55MWh per participant will be achieved through Load Management  
 
The final results in 2014 will consist of all the MWh savings achieved over the course of 
this initiative.   This will result in an average of approximately 400MWh per participant 
from 2011 to 2014 to a total of 52GWh for approximately 130 participants in the program 
 
The energy savings in the TRC analysis are spread over 8 costing periods (3 winter 
periods, 3 summer periods and 2 shoulder periods) based on the end-use profile for this 
class of customers derived from previous program experience 
 
 
 
Natural Gas m3 or Btu or CFM  

 

Water   

 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

 
 
Other Input Assumptions:  
  
Equipment Life (years)  

Equipment life assumptions: 
• 1 Year for behavioral 
• 10 years for Load Management system 

Load Balancing: Based on a presentation from a specialized demand response consultant 
Incremental Costs (including equipment, operations & maintenance)  

******** (Load Management system);  
***** (annual server access fee) ;  
assumptions based on discussions with third party vendors 
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Free Ridership %  

• Free Ridership assumed to be zero. Based on previous Double Return results, 
where all savings were screened to exclude Free Riders 

Incentives 

- an average of ******* per participant for the  customer performance incentives (based 
on past experience1) 
- up to *****financial assistance towards 50% of the cost of the Load Management 
system.  
 

Program Cost (excluding incentives) 

Program cost includes administration, marketing, and deployment (including Site Visits, 
etc.), and EM&V  
 

Program Cost  by year 
2011 2012 2013 2014 
******8 ********* ******* ******** 

 1 

4 

10 

c) No, HONI has not shared the cost effectiveness test results with the OPA for the 2 

proposed Double Return Plus initiative.  3 

 
d) The cost effectiveness of this initiative, in terms of TRC results, has been well 5 

documented and publicly available since 2007, when HONI itemized all calculations 6 

in the 2007 MARR Annual Report. HONI has also shared the cost effectiveness 7 

calculations and results when applying for funding to OPA for the delivery of Double 8 

Return in 2008 and 2009 as custom program.  9 

 

                                                 
1 Past experience with Double Return program showed average rebate at $10,000 for customer performance 
incentives. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #49 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 64-67 of 67 
 
Preamble:  HONI has provided a draft evaluation plan for its proposed Double Return 
Plus Initiative. 

 
a) Please discuss if HONI will combine its EM&V efforts for this program with 

Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc.? 
b) If the response to (a) is no, please expand on HONI’s rationale for not combining 

its EM&V efforts with Hydro One Brampton Networks Inc. even though, if 
approved, the two utilities will be offering the same program. 

 
Response 16 

17 

19 

21 

22 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 8, part d. 18 

 
b) Please see response in (a). 20 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY #50 List 1 1 

2  
Interrogatory 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

 
Reference:  Exhibit C, Tab 1, Schedule 2, Page 66-67 of 67 
 
Preamble:  Within the Draft Evaluation Plan for the Double Return Plus Initiative are 
three areas that HONI has noted further development is necessary.  These three areas are 
the Data Collection Responsibilities to Support Program Evaluation, Evaluation Schedule 
and Budget, and the Evaluation Team. 

 
a) Please provide any and all updates to the Data Collection Responsibilities to 

Support Program Evaluation section. 
b) Has HONI agreed to terms with a third party EM&V expert to assist in ensuring 

that complete and appropriate collection of data to support program evaluation is 
acquired? 

c) If the answer to (b) is yes, who has HONI agreed to terms with? 
d) If the answer to (b) is no, please discuss the process and schedule for which HONI 

plans to have a third party EM&V expert in place. 
e) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Schedule and Budget table, updating 

all the items where HONI has “TBD”. 
f) Please confirm that HONI included the total EM&V budget in the calculation 

when completing the cost effectiveness tests. 
g) Please provide an update to the Evaluation Team table, updating all the items 

where HONI has “TBD”. 
 
Response 27 

28 

30 

32 

34 

36 

38 

40 

42 

 
a) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part a. 29 

 
b) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part b. 31 

 
c) Please see response in (b). 33 

 
d) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part d. 35 

 
e) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part e. 37 

 
f) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part f. 39 

 
g) Please refer to Exhibit I, Tab 1, Schedule 9, part h. 41 
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