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--- On commencing 9:30 a.m.

MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  Well, then we will get started.  We have all of the people phoning in who are expected to phone in.


Welcome to the technical conference for the Hydro One 2014 IRM rate application for 2014 distribution rates, Board File No. EB-2013-0141.


This transcribed conference is being held as ordered in the Board's Procedural Order No. 1 for this proceeding, which was issued on June 27th, 2013.


My name is Harold Thiessen.  I am the Board Staff case manager of this case.  With me is Michael Millar, who is Board counsel on this case.


And why don't we begin by appearances, starting with Hydro One.

Appearances:


MS. ROGERS:  Yes, thank you very much.  I am Don Rogers.  I am counsel to Hydro One in this application, and with me is Mr. Jim Malenfant, who is the senior regulatory advisor at Hydro One, and Ms. Naiyu Zhang, regulatory advisor.


I will actually introduce the panel now too.  We have three witnesses to respond to technical questions.  As you look at them, Mr. Millar, on the left would be Ms. Lyla Garzouzi, who is distribution development manager, asset management for the company.  Then Mr. Danny Relich.  He is project manager for the smart-grid project.  And finally, Mr. Jeffrey Smith, who is director of regulatory finance.  Thank you.


MR. THIESSEN:  For the intervenors?


MS. GRICE:  Shelley Grice, representing VECC.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mark Rubenstein, counsel to the School Energy Coalition.


MR. THIESSEN:  And could the people that have phoned in please introduce themselves and who they represent.


MR. McGEE:  John McGee, representing FOCA.


MS. VINCE:  Joanna Vince, counsel for OSEA.


MR. DeROSE:  Vince DeRose, counsel for CME.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  If there are no other issues, anyone want to raise any procedural issues or preliminary issues?


If not, I think that VECC was going to start the questions, followed by the other intervenors, and then Board Staff will wrap up.

HYDRO ONE NETWORKS INC. – PANEL 1


Danny Relich


Lyla Garzouzi


Jeffrey Smith

Questions by Ms. Grice:


MS. GRICE:  Good morning.  I just have one starting question regarding VECC's interrogatories.  It is Interrogatory No. 5 and 6, so the reference number is Exhibit I, tab 7, schedules 5 and 6.


So in these interrogatories VECC asked for the breakdown of spending to date and a forecast to the end of 2013, and for OM&A spending to date as of March 31st the amount is 0.8 million and for capital spending to the end of March 31st, 2013 is 1.3 million.  And I believe in another interrogatory, I believe it was Consumers Council of Canada -- I don't think we need to turn it up, but the question was asked, when would we have the second-quarter results, and I believe it was sometime in August.


So I am just wondering by way of undertaking if we could get those, the updated figures for the second quarter at that time, that they're available?


MR. ROGERS:  Yes.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Those are my questions.  Oh, sorry.


MR. THIESSEN:  Well, can we just label that undertaking as JT1.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE UPDATED SECOND-QUARTER RESULTS


MR. THIESSEN:  And is it defined appropriately?  I mean, is it clear?


MR. ROGERS:  I think it is.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So those are my questions on VECC's interrogatories, but I do have some questions on Board Staff interrogatories.  So the first one is Board Staff No. 2, which is Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 2.


Okay.  The interrogatory requested that Hydro One provide a summary of each of the confirmed smart-grid technologies.  And in the response Hydro One stated that they expect that some key smart-grid technologies will be ready for deployment in 2014.


So I just wanted to check in and ask, does the possibility exist that some of these smart-grid technologies will not be ready for deployment in 2014?  And if in fact that is the case, what the impact would be on the smart-grid plan schedule and budget?


MS. GARZOUZI:  The three technologies that were tested technically and worked quite well and are actually deployed in other utilities are the smart re-closers, the smart load-break switches, and the sensors, and we're quite confident that we can deploy those in 2014.  In fact, we've identified locations where we currently have DG penetration issues, reliability issues, and we will be visiting those next year.


MS. GRICE:  And the budget for deployment, I believe it is 6.4 million?


MS. GARZOUZI:  6.3 million.


MS. GRICE:  6.3-?  Does that reflect those three projects, or were other projects envisioned in that 6.3 million?


MS. GARZOUZI:  The bulk of it includes those three components.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.


MS. GARZOUZI:  At multiple sites.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.


My next question is on Board Staff No. 3, so Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 3.  And in the response there is just a discussion about validating the projects, then developing the standards, prioritizing the projects for implementation and then deployment.


And I just wanted to get a sense on the time frame it takes to do all of those components before the smart-grid devices are actually getting implemented in the field.


MS. GARZOUZI:  You're correct.  So we test, we validate, we develop standards, and we deploy.  These activities, once the standard is developed, activities can be occurring in parallel.


So, for example, if we have the standard for the smart re-closer, we would be deploying those, and we may be also validating other technologies in parallel.  The validation will be complete by the end of this year, but there could be activities in parallel.


MS. GRICE:  So developing the standards then doesn't necessarily have to hold up, you know, other parts of
the --


MS. GARZOUZI:  The deployment of the activity; that's correct.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And in the same interrogatory you provided examples of smart-grid technologies that are currently being validated, and then you mentioned then the three significant projects that are going forward in 2014.


Are there -- is the rest of the list prioritized in terms of deployment, or are they sort of all happening in parallel?


MR. RELICH:  The smart-grid solution that we've deployed in the Owen Sound area, all of the components are being validated through this year and next year.  And as we gain comfort with each and every one of those components, we will develop the standards and move forward with their deployment into the -- into the field beyond Owen Sound.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thanks.


Okay.  Just a quick question on Board Staff No. 7, so Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 7.  And this question had to do with the distribution management system and how this realization affected the smart-grid program and future investment plans, and just at the very end of the response it says that by implementing the smart-grid control system upfront it avoided the need to implement other ancillary systems.


And if you could just give me some examples of what those ancillary systems are and if there are any savings in 2014 as a result of moving that DMS forward.


MR. RELICH:  When we originally developed our smart-grid plan prior to going out to the marketplace through our RFP process, the information that we had in hand suggested that we could pilot some of these components of the solution on a stand-alone basis.

When the RFP responses came back, the information was very clear that the implementation of a distribution management system, A, is key to the whole operation and the benefit realization of smart grid.  And also it clearly articulated to us that the functionality in the solution, in the DMS solution, in essence covered some of the functionality that we would end up having to do on a standalone basis.

So for an example, one of the initiatives that we were -- that we have on the books for -- as part of release 2, is energy theft analytics, and there are two ways to deal with energy theft analytics.

You can build the functionality to capture data from various points; add additional monitoring capability just for that purpose.

Or we can leverage the capabilities that exist as part of the distribution management solution, and use the information from that that's already gathered as part of distribution operations, for other purposes.

To answer your last part of your question -- have we accounted for those efficiencies as part of our funding requirements for 2014 -- the answer is yes.

MS. GRICE:  And then so did the accounting for those efficiencies impact the overall budget for the smart grid plan in any significant way?

MR. RELICH:  No, it did not.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

Okay.  Just on Board Staff No. 8, so Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 8, it talks about the energy storage technology and there is -- there are two projects that are listed as demonstration projects that are going to be implemented in phase 1, release 2.  The first one is the flywheel energy storage system and the lithium polymer energy storage system.  Could I just get a little bit more of an explanation on those demonstration projects, please?

MS. GARZOUZI:  The flywheel is a rotational energy storage.  Essentially it is, through rotational speed, we could transfer energy.

It is particularly helpful in cases where we have voltage fluctuations due to distributed generation, and it helps us transition through those peaks and valleys.

The lithium polymer energy storage is more of a traditional storage, as we think about it.  So it is a battery that can store energy and supply, so you can use that during peak or it could be a peak-shaving technology.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you for that.

Just in the response to the same interrogatory, it talks about why Hydro One did not pursue energy storage as part of part 1, release 1, and it has to do with limited experience in integrating the technologies and the costs associated with piloting were too high.

I just wanted to follow up and just ask the rationale for doing it in 2014, if that is in fact the case.

MS. GARZOUZI:  These two projects are being done through partnerships.  So Hydro One's contribution is anywhere between a fifth to a quarter of the project total cost.

If we look at energy storage, the cost per megawatt is still quite high to be deployed on a system basis.  Studies show that by 2020, that will decrease.  So currently we're talking about probably 2- to $8 million a megawatt, and in -- by 2020, we hope to see it drop around $400,000 a megawatt.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

Question No. 9, Board Staff 9, shows all of the in-service dates forecast for 2013 and '14.

I just wondered if we can get some information on the timing of the 2013 and '14 additions, if that is something that you can provide.

MR. RELICH:  Sorry, would you be able to elaborate on your question?  I am not sure what you mean when you say "timing."

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Well, they're forecast to be in service at the end of 2013.  I'm just wondering, is that -- are they going to be in service sort of mid-year, end of year, beginning of the year?  I'm just wondering.

MR. RELICH:  If we look at the phase 1, release 1, the majority of that investment is already in service.  By far the major part of it is already in service.  We have a few small components that will be in service -- are planned to be in service by the end of the year.

With respect to the phase 1, release 2, the component that is identified for in-service in 2013, we're expecting that to happen in the early fourth quarter of 2013.

And the 2014 figures are -- the components of the functionality that would, in essence, be in service in 2014 mostly at the end -- by the end of the year.

A number of those initiatives, as identified in -- I believe in table 5 of our evidence, have -- go into 2015, as well, in terms of being totally complete.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.

And I just have one last question on Board Staff's interrogatories, and it is No. 11, so Exhibit I, tab 1, schedule 11.

And the question was asking about the pilot test results, and in the response it says that:

"No pilot tests have been completed over the first half of 2013.  The pilot tests will be conducted over 2013 and 2014."

I just wondered when the pilot tests are expected to commence in 2013.

MR. RELICH:  The validation of the functionality that's been put into service as part of the release 1 scope, that validation work has commenced, and we do expect it to continue all through and into 2014.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions, then.  Thanks.
Questions by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If we can bring back up Board Staff Interrogatory No. 8 you were just asking questions about, I just want to clarify your answer to Ms. Grice's question about why the movement to release 2 of the two projects.  And you said, or what I -- I will paraphrase.  What I understood was part of it was partnerships and the second was the costs were too high for some of the storage technologies and you're expecting the costs to decrease in phase 2 up to about $400,000 per megawatt.

Is that roughly right, or not at all?

MS. GARZOUZI:  Let me correct.

So the reason it was not deployed in phase 1 was that there was no commercially available end-to-end solution that integrated within our distribution system.

Costs per megawatt per storage is still high.  The partnership allows us now to pay a fraction of the project total, and therefore we can reap the benefits from the project, understand the technologies, see how we can integrate our technology within our system, but pay a small amount.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the $400,000 per megawatt was your portion?

MS. GARZOUZI:  That is the projection that a storage megawatt would be by 2020, coming from an EPRI study.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

MS. GARZOUZI:  No problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All of my other questions were answered.


MR. THIESSEN:  Does anyone who is calling in have any questions that arise from the answers provided so far?


MR. DeROSE:  No, thank you.
Questions by Mr. Thiessen:

MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  Well, then I will continue along with questions from Board Staff.  My questions concentrate mainly on the Board Staff interrogatories, some of which has been covered already by the other intervenors, but then there are some little aspects that I probably want to focus on.  So if it sounds like you're being repetitive, I beg your forgiveness in advance.


Okay.  Starting with the response to Board Staff No. 3, where Hydro One's response says Hydro One will be establishing standards for these new assets, and then you list a number of smart-grid technologies, and I have a specific question about standards.


Could you explain more fully what you mean by setting standards for a specific technology, how that works, and why that is important?  And provide examples.  If it is helpful to provide specific examples, that would be great.


MS. GARZOUZI:  We develop standards for virtually all of our line construction, station constructions.  Standards ensure that we are building to code, that we are building things consistently and safely and reliably.


Developing the smart-grid standards for the specific technology has a few components to it.  It helps us control cost, it helps us ensure that we are using components, in that we could replace that component, replace that, and just plug in another component.


Operationally, for staff, it ensures that we are working safely and that everyone has line of sight to the same construction standard.


MR. THIESSEN:  Does it involve setting a performance standard for particular technology?  Is that also part of standards, or is that a particular technology that is working to certain specifications or is reliably meeting certain specifications?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That is more of a validation criteria, the performance of the device.  When we talk about standard, there is a process component to it, but it is from a construction, communication, installation point of view.


MR. THIESSEN:  So how it integrates into your system?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That's correct.


MR. THIESSEN:  And I think earlier in a response to a question you said that standards don't hold up deployment.  Is that what you said?  And could you explain that further?  Did you say that?  That is what I thought I heard.


MS. GARZOUZI:  The approach we're taking is we're testing technology, we're validating it, we're developing standards, and we're deploying.  Some technologies may have standards developed prior to others.  Those will be deployed.


So when we look at these ten that are listed here, the standards will not all be developed at the same time.  Some are prioritized and some are being released prior to others, so there's many parallel activities that are occurring.


MR. THIESSEN:  Thank you.


Okay.  Well, let me go on to the list of ten technologies that you had in that response, including the first one, fault indicator.  And I just want to confirm something.  In the answer it says that the current fault-detection process is for a light or flag to go up on the line.


And do I take it that one of your staff or one of your linemen or technicians would have to physically inspect the line and see the flag up or see the light on that detector going off?  Is that how it works today?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That's correct.  That's how it is today.

MR. THIESSEN:  And that's why you want to put in an automated system, so you don't have to do that?  I mean, I guess that is the rationale, correct?  So it can be done automatically from your distribution station or a feeder or something.


MS. GARZOUZI:  So you would have the ability to remotely know where the fault is occurring.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  And in today's current operations, with this flag or light system, how long does it typically take to detect a fault or to address a fault?


MS. GARZOUZI:  On a distribution circuit we receive calls notifying us that there is an outage.  We then dispatch a crew to the upstream device of where that customer is located.  The crew will drive to that location and patrol that circuit and locate the fault, either from looking at the device or just assessing the line.  So it could take anywhere between 20 minutes to several hours.


MR. THIESSEN:  Right.  Depending on how far away the line or the fault would be from wherever that staff person is.


MS. GARZOUZI:  And the employee; that's correct.


MR. THIESSEN:  Right.  Now, how many of these devices would you deploy -- I am trying to get an idea of how many of these devices would you deploy on your system per kilometre, or can you provide some sort of information like that?


I mean, do you flood the system with these devices, or are they intermittently deployed, or have you determined exactly what the most optimal number of devices would be?


MS. GARZOUZI:  I am going to point you to Exhibit I, tab 7, schedule 2.  It is one of the VECC IRs.  These technologies will not be deployed geographically or simply using account per asset.  It will be a business-case decision.


So we will be deploying them based on multiple criteria, end-of-life being one, reliability issues, DG issues, if communication is available to communicate with these devices.  So we will be assessing all these criterias and deciding where we can optimally deploy these.


So some areas may have several components per asset, whereas others may have a low density count.


MR. THIESSEN:  Do you have any idea or could you provide an estimate of the cost of these items?  Does a fault indicator, for instance -- is there a standard cost, or does the cost vary depending or where it is implemented and where it is installed?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Part of validation is to narrow that number and to get a consistent number.  So currently there is a range, but we're hoping to refine that and bring that as low as possible.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  And I guess the overall goal here would be to eventually have your entire system served by these devices so that you would have a totally automated system when it comes to fault detection?  Is that the overall goal?


MS. GARZOUZI:  If we look at the entire Hydro One distribution network, we expect that by 2040 it would be a smart system.


MR. THIESSEN:  2040?  And how extensive would the deployment be, say, by 2020?  Do you have an estimate of that?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Not --


MR. THIESSEN:  In the near-term?


MS. GARZOUZI:  No.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  Thank you.


I just have one other specific technology that I am going to ask about, and that is the second one, the smart re-closer.  I am not going to go through all ten in that detail.  But I just want to get an idea generally of the kind of technologies we are working with.


And my question with the smart re-closer is that, are these added in conjunction with these fault indicators, or are they sort of a separate thing?


MS. GARZOUZI:  It would depend on the network configuration.  Currently we would have -- it is very likely that you will have a smart re-closer on its own.  It is a more sophisticated device that is giving you functionality that, let's say the fault indicator on its own would not give you.  But obviously there is a cost element that goes with that.


MR. THIESSEN:  And I would take it that a fault indicator tells you there is a fault, but a smart re-closer will not only -- will also react to the fault, open and close again, and make sure that the service is continuous?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That is correct.


MR. THIESSEN:  Or more or less continuous?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That is correct, and it can do that per phase, whereas currently line devices are gang-operated, so it is a three-phase device, whereas the smart re-closers can operate on a single phase, the benefit being that it is not impacting the customers on the other phases.


MR. THIESSEN:  I see.


Moving on to the other eight of the 10 listed technologies, as I read through those in general, I get this impression that all of them serve a common purpose, that they're all sort of integrated together to ensure an automated operation of the system to allow control at a distribution station or at a feeder station, and that they all provide sort of almost like a common function; is that correct?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That's correct.  Automation is the common theme.


MR. THIESSEN:  And they're all -- but they're all individual pieces and some may be implemented in certain areas and some not; is that correct?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That's correct.


MR. THIESSEN:  And the idea of this full system deployment, again, is like 2014, I suppose?  For all of these devices?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Do you mean for the entire system?


MR. THIESSEN:  Oh, sorry.  2040, as you said.


MS. GARZOUZI:  Yes.


MR. THIESSEN:  Sorry.  Okay.  Now, if we turn to VECC IR No. 2, there's a number of factors that are listed for the prioritization of deployment of these technologies.  And then you say that specific feeders and distribution stations will be selected based on these factors.


How far are you along in the process of selecting these stations and feeders for deployment?


MS. GARZOUZI:  So for the 2014 work, we've identified the scope for the 6.3 million.


MR. THIESSEN:  And how many stations and feeders would be involved in that $6.3 million deployment?


MS. GARZOUZI:  I believe 10.


MR. THIESSEN:  And going further past 2014 to 2015, would there be a similar addition, in terms of stations to be -- have this deployment?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That's -- yes.


MR. THIESSEN:  Yes?  Thank you.


I am going to turn now to Board Staff No. 6, where Hydro One provides the reasons for the lower OM&A costs than previously expected.


And you say that the costs were lower for two basic reasons.  One was leveraging the studies by partnering -- leveraging its studies by partnering with other utilities.


And secondly, consolidation of the smart zone pilot into a single project.


Could you provide me with a couple of examples of how you partnered with other utilities, how many, how often and what the savings were?


MR. RELICH:  One of the -- an example with respect to partnering with other utilities is in the definition of the functionality and scope for our distribution management system, there's a -- two other utilities that -- BC Hydro being one of them, that were in the same -- in the process and selected the same vendor, and we worked jointly on the development and validation of the functional requirements, and therefore shared the -- shared the knowledge and the benefit coming out of that.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  And what about the consolidation of the smart zone pilot into a single project?  Could you explain that more fully?


MR. RELICH:  Yes.  As I originally alluded in an earlier response, when we originally planned out the smart grid project in the 2009, early 2010 time frame, prior to having the information that came back from the RFPs, we didn't see as many synergies from an implementation perspective of the various technologies that we wanted to pilot in the Owen Sound area.


And the original concept was that we would execute them on an independent basis.


Given the fact that, from the RFP process, our thinking was changed and the realization that the DMS was central, and therefore we wanted to -- the opportunity arose to focus our effort on the implementation of the DMS, but also the opportunities that exist in validating the field devices, in concert with validating the capabilities and the functionality of the DMS.  And that is one of the
-- a big example of the synergies we were able to achieve.


So rather than having a standalone system that we would do end-to-end testing and validation and then individual device testing and validation, we took the approach of doing it jointly.


MR. THIESSEN:  Which you found to be more efficient?


MR. RELICH:  Yes.


MR. THIESSEN:  And saved you money?


MR. RELICH:  It did.


MR. THIESSEN:  Thank you.


Moving on to Board Staff No. 7, and you answered a question for -- from VECC on this, and I just wanted to follow up on that.


I think in answering the question regarding the distribution management system, and you found how important it was that the distribution management system was to this whole plan, I was wondering why that realization didn't come to you earlier at the sort of planning stage of the smart grid.


Why did this sort of come up later, that a distribution management system is the key to the entire smart grid deployment?


MR. RELICH:  This has to take us back to 2009.  The whole concept of smart grid is new in the industry, was new in the industry and evolving at that point in time.


Through our information gathering prior to the development of the RFP, we were able to get only a certain amount of information, and that information didn't give us as much insight as we received in the -- through the RFP process as to the functionalities and capabilities of a distribution management system.


Part of that -- in hindsight, I think it was vendors who were keeping their cards close to the chest, in terms of not necessarily divulging what is the latest and greatest that they had on the development boards before having an opportunity to actually -- actually bid.


Through that process, we identified -- that process identified a number of areas of functionality that we weren't aware of that DMS had, and that then allowed us to envision or see the synergies and understand the opportunities that implementation of a DMS early would provide, both for the project but also for the opportunity to support a roll-out in the province.


MR. THIESSEN:  Thank you.


I want to move on to Board Staff No. 8.  And you have answered a couple of questions on this already, the fact that there was a delay in the energy storage and electric vehicle aspects of the smart grid plan.


And we talked a bit about flywheel and lithium polymer technology.


And as an aside, have you considered or are there synergies with using energy storage on the commodity side in the work that you're doing?  You're doing energy storage to manage the voltage on your system, and I am asking whether there are synergies that go on to the commodity side, where you're storing energy in the off-peak to deploy it in the on-peak.


Have you considered that?  Or is that viable?


MS. GARZOUZI:  That would be an ideal scenario, to help us potentially offset large capital investments.


Currently the technologies are not mature enough and do not provide enough megawatts for us to be able to do that, but certainly that is something that we consider and we constantly monitor in the market.


MR. THIESSEN:  You have provided previously a cost by 2020, which you said was $400,000 per megawatt; is that correct?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Yes.  That's what we're hoping to see in the market, and hopefully even lower than that.


MR. THIESSEN:  Would there be also a parallel benefit cost to Hydro One?  Like, you're saying the cost of this -- of these systems are $400,000 per megawatt.  What is the benefit to Hydro One for installing those per megawatt?  Or have you considered that?


MS. GARZOUZI:  You mean in 2020 what would be the benefit?


MR. THIESSEN:  In 2020, yes.  I'm looking for a -- sorry, excuse me, I'm just looking for a comparison between what you said is the cost and what Hydro One sees as the benefit of deploying this technology.


MS. GARZOUZI:  There are many factors to be considered, for example if a station is at capacity and it is only exceeding its peak a few hours a year, and that would trigger currently potentially another capital investment.


We would have to compare the cost of that new station to the cost of the megawatt -- dollar-per-megawatt storage at that point in time.


So it's hard to say right now, but we would really have to compare both alternatives and see, using an MPV, which one is most beneficial.


MR. THIESSEN:  But you haven't done that so far.


MS. GARZOUZI:  Well, we have done it with the current numbers, and currently it is not viable.


MR. THIESSEN:  I see.


MS. GARZOUZI:  So with what we see in the market today it is not viable.


MR. THIESSEN:  Thank you.


Now, similarly you also mentioned in that response that the electrical-vehicle aspects of the smart-grid plan were delayed.  And my question about that is that, you know, electric vehicles certainly have taken off in the past few years, becoming more and more prominent, and likely will have a big impact on systems, especially in urban areas like Toronto.


And I am wondering whether you have considered that aspect of electrical-vehicle technology deployment within big urban areas and working with, like, a Toronto Hydro to get some synergies there, in terms of work on that aspect of the smart grid.


MS. GARZOUZI:  So we do currently partner with several utilities through various forums, whether it is the EAH or the IEEE or EPRI or DALCM.  Through all of these forums we do exchange information.


MR. THIESSEN:  But nothing in specific, in terms of a project together with an urban utility?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Currently we don't have one specifically.


MR. THIESSEN:  Thank you.


And my final question has to do with VECC No. 2, where the question has to do with geographic deployment.  And in that response Hydro One indicates that it will not be deploying smart-grid technology based on geography.  And you provide some reasons for that, and I just wanted to clarify that in my own mind, because I note that the smart-grid pilot in Owen Sound didn't just include Owen Sound, it included the entire geographic area; the Bruce Peninsula, as far as I recall.  Is that true?


MR. RELICH:  That's correct.


MR. THIESSEN:  Yes.  And so to me that seems like a geographic testing of smart-grid technology.


And so then your answer comes back and says you are not deploying smart-grid technology on a geographic basis, so you won't be doing, say, the province section by section, depending on geography, I take that, correct?


MS. GARZOUZI:  If we look at a province's sectors and the way we manage them currently operationally, we will not be deploying in that manner.


But if we look at a circuit that is being -- that we were doing work on and replacing components on it, certainly that circuit is touching a geography, it is electrifying that geography.


So to say that it is not geographic at all, maybe that is a little bit misleading.  There is a geographical component, in that the circuit and the station are within that geography, and there are different metrics that can be looked at, whether it be the density, the asset life cycle, DG, within that context.


MR. THIESSEN:  And so you have determined, I assume, that it is more efficient to deploy smart-grid technologies on a sort of as-needed basis and specific areas without doing an entire geographical section of the province at once?


MS. GARZOUZI:  Yes.


MR. THIESSEN:  Okay.  Well, thank you very much.  Those are my questions.


Unless anyone has any follow-up questions, either from the teleconference or in the room, then I think we are done.  Thank you, witnesses.


MR. DeROSE:  Thank you.


MR. McGEE:  Thank you.


MS. VINCE:  Thank you.


--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 10:17 a.m.
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