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BY COURIER 
 
 
September 24, 2014 
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Toronto, ON,M4P 1E4 
 
Dear Ms. Walli: 
 
EB-2014-0022 – Suncor Energy Products Inc. s92 Application for Leave to Construct 
Transmission Facilities – Hydro One Networks’ Interrogatory Responses 

 
In response to the Board's Procedural Order No.6 issued September 5, 2014, please find attached Hydro 
One Networks’ written responses to interrogatories regarding an application by Suncor Energy Products 
Inc. for an order or orders granting leave to construct transmission facilities to connect Suncor’s Cedar 
Point II Wind Energy Project to the IESO-controlled grid, and for an order approving the forms of 
agreements that have been or will be offered to affected landowners.  
 
An electronic copy of the submission has been filed using the Board’s Regulatory Electronic Submission 
System. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY SUSAN FRANK 
 
 
Susan Frank 
Attach. 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 1  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

The June 8, 2012 Customer Impact Assessment at reference (c), which is in the form of 14 

an addendum to the Suncor Cedar Point II WPP & NextEra Adelaide/Bornish/Jericho 15 

Wind Energy Centres, states in its disclaimer the following:  16 

 17 

This Customer Impact Assessment was prepared based on information available about 18 

the connection of the proposed Suncor Energy Products Inc. –Cedar Point II Wind Power 19 

Project. It is intended to highlight significant impacts, if any, to affected transmission 20 

customers early in the project development process and thus allow an opportunity for 21 

these parties to bring forward any concerns that they may have. Subsequent changes to 22 

the required modifications or the implementation plan may affect the impacts of the 23 

proposed connection identified in Customer Impact Assessment. The results of this 24 

Customer Impact Assessment are also subject to change to accommodate the 25 

requirements of the IESO and other regulatory or municipal authority requirements. 26 

 27 

Hydro One shall not be liable to any third party which uses the results of the Customer 28 

Impact Assessment under any circumstances whatsoever for any indirect or consequential 29 

damages, loss of profit or revenues, business interruption losses, loss of contract or loss 30 

of goodwill, special damages, punitive or exemplary damages, whether any of the said 31 

liability, loss or damages arises in contract, tort or otherwise. Any liability that Hydro 32 

One may have to Suncor Energy Products Inc. in respect of the Customer Impact 33 

Assessment is governed by the Agreement between:  34 

 35 

1. Suncor Energy Products Inc. and Hydro One dated February 14, 2012. 36 

 37 

The CIA concluded that no adverse impact will result from the incorporation of the Cedar 38 

Point project and further highlighted that Suncor and the other project entities need to 39 

install specified system facilities. More specifically the CIA states in part in Conclusions 40 

and Recommendations section that:  41 

 42 

This Addendum: Customer Impact Assessment (CIA) presents results of short-circuit and 43 

voltage performance study analyses. The report has confirmed that CPWP can be 44 
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incorporated into the NWEC without adverse impact on existing customers supplied from 1 

Bruce A TS and Longwood TS and in the local electrical area provided that the required 2 

facilities are installed. In addition to the facilities required by the IESO by issue of the 3 

original SIA’s and their subsequent Addendums […] and required by the original CIA, 4 

CPWP and NWEC are required to install the following facilities as part of their 5 

connection: 6 

• Connection facilities at Parkhill CTS must have the capability to operate continuously 7 

at a maximum operating voltage of at least 570 kV.  8 

• Fully duplicated protection and telecommunication systems must be installed as 9 

outlined in the Transmission System Code.  10 

• SCADA facilities to allow transmission of generation facility components: i.e. status, 11 

measurement quantities & alarms, as outlined in the IESO’s SIA and Hydro One’s 12 

planning specification for the connection of CPWP.  13 

 14 

Facilities to permit the above work must be provided.  15 

All customers are required to check to ensure that the equipment and grounding system at 16 

their stations/facilities meet the expected increase in fault level. 17 

 18 

Hydro One submits in its September 10, 2014 submission that:  19 

• It requires a signed agreement with Suncor;  20 

• There are important operational considerations that have not been resolved;  21 

• That Suncor is not a licensed distributor or transmitter and therefore would run, in the 22 

absence of an agreement with Hydro One, in an operational setting that is unclear; 23 

and  24 

• A precedent exists where the Board deferred its decision to grant the leave to 25 

construct until concerned parties reached an agreement.  26 

 27 

With respect to costs, it appeared from responses to the interrogatories that negotiations 28 

had in fact taken place and that Hydro One could provide some clarity. Suncor stated in 29 

response to staff interrogatories 5(i) and 5(ii) that: 30 

 31 

 32 
 33 
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In response to staff IR 7(ii), Suncor indicated that it was concerned about costs associated 1 

with crossings, and highlighted its ongoing negotiations with various actors, Hydro One 2 

was not one of them. 3 

 4 

 5 
 6 

In its submission, Suncor noted at paragraphs 32, 33 and 34 that:  7 

• The construction and operation of the proposed Transmission Facilities will not 8 

impact prices as Suncor will absorb all costs;  9 

• That the SIA and CIA demonstrated that the proposed Transmission Facilities will not 10 

adversely impact the interests of consumers with respect to reliability or quality of 11 

service; and  12 

• The location of transmission structures, including over crossings, has been refined 13 

based on consultations with Hydro One and Lambton County. 14 

 15 

i. Please reconcile Suncor’s submission that the interests of consumers with respect to 16 

reliability and quality of service are not negatively impacted by the proposed 17 

facilities, the conclusion contained in the CIA of June 8, 2012 indicating that no 18 

adverse effects are expected with the statement contained in Hydro One’s 19 

submission that indicates that customers may be affected. Please clarify whether the 20 

original CIA conclusions hold true, otherwise please specify what the changes are.  21 

 22 

Response 23 

 24 

The original Customer Impact Assessment conclusions are correct, insofar as they refer 25 

to transmission customers only.  No change to the Customer Impact Assessment is 26 

proposed.  It is Hydro One Distribution’s submission that its distribution customers may 27 

be affected by this project, discussed in more detail below. 28 

 29 

As context, Hydro One Transmission and Hydro One Distribution are two different 30 

businesses, which are licensed, regulated and run separately, although both contained 31 

within Hydro One Networks Inc.  Hydro One Distribution has intervened in the subject 32 

proceeding as a distributor to protect its distribution customers in its licensed service 33 

area where Suncor’s proposed transmission facilities will be located.  Each of Hydro One 34 

Transmission and Hydro One Distribution has its own requirements respecting this 35 

Application:  36 
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 1 

• Hydro One Transmission’s purpose, through the undertaking of a Customer Impact 2 

Assessment, is to highlight significant impacts, if any, of this project’s connection to 3 

affected transmission customers (only) early in the project development process, as 4 

noted in the Customer Impact Assessment’s disclaimer quoted on page 1 of this 5 

Exhibit, and also as discussed extensively on page 4 of Hydro One Distribution’s 6 

September 2nd Submission.  7 

 8 

• Hydro One Distribution’s interest in this Application focuses on impacts on its 9 

distribution customers in the area who will lie ‘behind’ the future transmission lines, 10 

the resulting operational and safety issues and the cost impacts of required mitigation 11 

work on its distribution wires, which provide service broadly categorized as either 12 

primary (600 V and above) or secondary (less than 600 V).  These distribution issues 13 

appropriately, are not part of the Transmission Customer Impact Assessment, but are 14 

identified and reviewed separately by Hydro One Distribution.     15 

 16 

The following points are made to address other comments in the Preamble to this Exhibit 17 

and provide context for responses to the remaining Interrogatories.   18 

 19 

Hydro One Distribution’s comments on page 4 of its September 2nd Submission were 20 

intended to substantiate its point that the Transmission Customer Impact Assessment and 21 

System Impact Assessment, while complete in their assessments of this project’s impacts 22 

on transmission customers and the Grid respectively, are not sufficient, nor intended, to 23 

enable conclusions on impacts for distribution customers.  For this reason, Hydro One 24 

Distribution conducts its own review of potential issues pertaining to distribution 25 

connections, then contacts the generator-transmitter to discuss the management of 26 

solutions to these issues and the responsibility for related incremental costs which may 27 

arise.  28 

 29 

Therefore, a Perpendicular Crossing Agreement which includes an Emergency Services 30 

Agreement, between Hydro One Distribution and Suncor addressing the identified 31 

Distribution issues is under negotiation.  On page 4 of its August 5th Submission, Suncor 32 

stated its concurrence with Hydro One Distribution’s belief that distribution ratepayers 33 

should not be burdened by these incremental distribution costs.  Suncor also stated its 34 

belief that the Perpendicular Crossing Agreement would be concluded in a few weeks.  35 

Today, the one thing requiring settlement is the treatment of indemnity between the two 36 

parties in the Emergency Services Agreement.  So both parties have negotiated in good 37 

faith and progress has been made.  However, time is of the essence.  If the Board were to 38 

require the filing in confidence of a signed Perpendicular Crossing Agreement prior to 39 
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the construction of the proposed facilities as a Condition of Approval attached to its 1 

Decision or, as done with the Varna Wind Inc. Leave to Construct Application (EB-2012-2 

0442), defer its Decision until notified of a signed agreement, Hydro One Distribution 3 

believes that would be very helpful to the completion of this proceeding. 4 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 2  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

ii. When did the cost issue associated with the crossing transpire as an unresolved 16 

matter?  17 

 18 

Response 19 

 20 

The cost issue was uncovered during a preliminary assessment made after the Application 21 

was filed earlier this year.  Hydro One Distribution reached out to Suncor to address the 22 

issue immediately thereafter.   23 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 3  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

iii. Which entity is responsible for the relocation of the overhead secondary services 16 

underground occurred? Was this discussed in the CIA or in another document filed 17 

in this application?  18 

 19 

Response 20 

 21 

Hydro One Distribution, the licensed distributor in the area and the owner and operator of 22 

the overhead secondary services, is responsible for their relocation underground. As 23 

noted in the response to Exhibit I-1-1, the relocation of the overhead secondary services 24 

was not discussed in the Customer Impact Assessment, as these are distribution facilities 25 

connecting distribution customers and the scope of the Customer Impact Assessment 26 

study is limited to impacts of the proposed transmission line on transmission-connected 27 

customers.  The relocation issue therefore, is addressed in the Perpendicular Crossing 28 

Agreement under negotiation between Hydro One Distribution and Suncor, a draft of 29 

which, is attached to Exhibit I-1-8. 30 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 4  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

iv. Please address costs after construction related to the Evergreen Switching Station.  16 

 17 

Response 18 

 19 

The Evergreen Switching Station (“ESS”) is owned and maintained by Hydro One 20 

Transmission.  Therefore, all operating and maintenance costs will be borne by Hydro 21 

One Transmission.  22 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 5  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

v. Are the forecast incremental costs solely associated with this relocation or are there 16 

other costs? If so, which ones?  17 

 18 

Response 19 

 20 

The approximate incremental costs raised by Hydro One Distribution in its submissions 21 

for this Application are solely associated with the work to relocate its distribution assets 22 

as a result of the proposed transmission line.   23 

 24 

For added clarity, the table on page 5 of the September 2nd submission, provides five 25 

customer arrangements addressing incremental work arrangements required for each of 26 

existing and future customers with either primary or secondary service.   27 

 28 

Item (1), a secondary line for an existing customer would be relocated underground 29 

because its lower voltage renders it considerably more sensitive to the effect of the much 30 

higher voltage of the transmission line when in proximity to it.  Item (3), secondary 31 

service for a future customer would be located underground for the same reason.  Item 32 

(2),  an existing primary voltage wire may not need relocation if the new transmission 33 

line is installed with appropriate clearances, as stated in the table.  Item (4), service via a 34 

primary wire to a future customer, however, would be taken underground, as the 35 

transmission line would not have been built with the clearance needed for a future 36 

distribution overhead wire, as noted in the table. 37 

 38 

The Distribution costs which might be considered “other” are discussed in item (5), 39 

which addresses a request from an existing customer for a service upgrade.  As noted, the 40 

cost of a service upgrade cannot be readily forecast, as it would be specific to the 41 
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customer’s request and situation.  The possible removal or relocation costs of 1 

telecommunications assets attached under joint use contracts to impacted Hydro One 2 

Distribution poles might also be considered “other costs” as they would also be directed 3 

to Suncor.  Please see Exhibit I-1-9 for further details.   4 

 5 

As stated in Hydro One Distribution’s September 2nd Submission, the costs quoted in the 6 

table are prospective and illustrative, with the wording in the Perpendicular Crossing 7 

Agreement intended to address various situations.  8 



Filed: 2014-09-24 
EB-2014-0022 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 6 
Page 1 of 1 

 
Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 6  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

vi. This application relates to transmission infrastructure. Do the cost considerations 16 

referred to in Hydro One’s submissions relate to the impact on transmission rates? If 17 

not, please explain.  18 

 19 

Response 20 

 21 

No, the cost considerations in Hydro One Distribution’s September 2nd and September 22 

10th submissions do not refer to any impact on transmission rates.  The costs discussed in 23 

these submissions address operational and emergency protocols and the mitigation work 24 

on Hydro One’s Distribution system needed to accommodate Suncor’s proposed 25 

transmission line (Please see Exhibit I-1-8 for a list of the matters addressed in the 26 

Perpendicular Crossing Agreement).   27 

 28 

Under the Distribution System Code rules, the work to address these issues would impose 29 

punitive incremental costs on affected Distribution customers.  For example, as shown in 30 

the table (item 4) and footnote 4 on page 5 of Hydro Distribution’s September 2nd 31 

Submission, the incremental cost of providing a new customer with primary service 32 

through an underground installation triples the normal connection cost (from $5,570 to 33 

over $15,000). 34 

  35 

Hydro One Distribution and Suncor agree that it is appropriate for Suncor to bear these 36 

incremental costs for an agreed period of time, as they are incurred in order to 37 

accommodate Suncor’s new transmission facilities.  The only outstanding issue at this 38 

time is the matter of indemnity between the two parties as currently drafted in the 39 

proposed Emergency Services Agreement.  40 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 7  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

vii. Based on the Varna Wind Inc. precedent, and the fact that the cited CIA disclaimer 16 

contains safeguards, please explain why Hydro One did not build into its original 17 

CIA the necessary safeguards for the negative prospective situations highlighted in 18 

its submissions.  19 

 20 

Response 21 

 22 

As stated in response to Exhibit I-1-1,  the scope of the Customer Impact Agreement does 23 

not address customers of Hydro One Distribution; it addresses the customers of Hydro 24 

One Transmission.  25 

 26 

Hydro One Distribution believes that this separation between assessments by the two 27 

businesses is appropriate, given that they are separately regulated and licensed to serve 28 

two different customer groups. Hydro One Distribution therefore, does not advocate 29 

increasing the scope of the Transmission Customer Impact Agreement to consider 30 

distribution customers.  Hydro One Distribution notes, however, that there is no 31 

equivalent requirement for an assessment of the impacts of a transmission line on nearby 32 

distribution customers.  Therefore, it believes that the Board should not rely on only the 33 

transmitter’s Customer Impact Agreement and the System Impact Assessment to 34 

conclude that there are no impacts of proposed transmission facilities on all customers, 35 

distribution or transmission.  The local distributor’s assessment of such impacts on their 36 

customers should also be considered prior to a Decision being rendered.  37 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 8  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

viii. What would the agreement between Suncor and Hydro One address, the six 16 

crossings? Please provide evidence that the terms of a potential agreement are 17 

germane to this leave to construct application. If available please file the form of the 18 

draft agreement. 19 

 20 

Response 21 

 22 

The Perpendicular Crossing Agreement (which includes the Emergency Services 23 

Agreement) would address both operational matters and responsibility for incremental 24 

costs associated with Hydro One Distribution’s work on perpendicular crossings.  Some 25 

work on these crossings will be required when the transmission lines are built, while 26 

other work may need to be performed later, as circumstances arise, for a time period 27 

which is mutually agreeable.  Specifically, the terms of the overall agreement address:  28 

   29 

• response times for trouble calls,  30 

• protocols for emergency service coordination,  31 

• asset placement and clearance standards,  32 

• access to infrastructure and to customers, 33 

• protocols respecting property rights,  34 

• general coordination of operations,  35 

• information provision and exchange between the parties and 36 

• the sharing of incremental costs associated with the above. 37 

 38 

Hydro One Distribution believes that a contractual definition of this emerging 39 

relationship will best enable prudent and effective management of all the above matters.   40 
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It is Hydro One Distribution’s view that the quality of that relationship and the 1 

satisfactory resolution of these issues is germane to this leave to construct application, 2 

since these issues impact the price, as well as the reliability and quality of electricity 3 

service to Hydro One’s Distribution customers, as stated on page 3 of Hydro One 4 

Distribution’s September 2nd Submission. 5 

 6 

Please find attached to this response, the draft Perpendicular Crossing Agreement and the 7 

Emergency Services Agreement currently under negotiation with Suncor.  As these terms 8 

are still under negotiation, they may be subject to change.  9 



Filed: 2014-09-24 
EB-2014-0022 
Exhibit I-1-8 
Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 24

1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10



11



12



13



 
Schedule “A” - Map of Area containing the Lands  (within the red boundaries) 

 

14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



24



Filed: 2014-09-24 
EB-2014-0022 
Exhibit I 
Tab 1 
Schedule 9 
Page 1 of 1 

 
Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 9  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

ix. Would an agreement between Suncor and Hydro One impact any other third party, 16 

including NextEra?  17 

 18 

Response 19 

 20 

NextEra will not be impacted by this agreement.  However, the proposed Perpendicular 21 

Crossing Agreement between Suncor and Hydro One Distribution may impact some third 22 

parties, mainly telecommunication companies with joint use agreements with Hydro One 23 

Networks Inc.  For example, if Hydro One Distribution’s poles with third party 24 

attachments are relocated or removed altogether, the attached assets would also have to 25 

be relocated, perhaps underground, as well.   26 

 27 

In these cases, the joint use agreement between each of these third parties and Hydro One 28 

Distribution is already in place and the related costs of relocation would ‘flow’ through to 29 

Suncor.  Generally, where Suncor is constructing its facilities, however, 30 

telecommunication companies have already installed their assets underground, so there 31 

are few joint use arrangements for Hydro One Distribution structures there.   32 
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Ontario Energy Board (Board Staff) INTERROGATORY # 10  1 

 2 

 3 

Interrogatory 4 

 5 

Reference:  6 

a. Exh. H/ Tab 3/ Sch. 1/ Customer Impact Assessment  7 

b. Hydro One Submission dated September 10, 2014  8 

c. Staff IRR 5 (i) & (ii) on Cost Responsibility  9 

d. Staff IRR 7 (ii) on Crossings  10 

e. Suncor Argument-in-chief dated August 25, 2014  11 

 12 

Preamble:  13 

Please refer to Exhibit I-1-1 for Preamble. 14 

 15 

x. If there are operational and safety issues associated with distribution or transmission 16 

facilities please confirm that these fall under the Ontario Safety Authority’s mandate.  17 

 18 

Response 19 

 20 

Yes, operational and safety issues associated with electricity facilities fall within the 21 

jurisdiction of the Ontario Electrical Safety Authority.  22 
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