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Tuesday, August 18, 2015

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


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  I think we'll get started.

This is Day 2 of the technical conference in EB-2015-0029/0049, the Union and Enbridge DSM proceedings.  Today we have representatives from Synapse who filed an expert report with the Board on this matter.  The principal author of the report is Mr. Tim Woolf.

As I've explained to some of the parties, Mr. Woolf is not able to join us today, but we do have three of the authors of the report.  Mr. Kenji Takahashi, Ms. Erin Malone, and Ms. Alice Napoleon have all joined us on the phone today.  They will do their level best to answer whatever questions we have today, and if there are some that require Mr. Woolf's input, we will undertake to provide those in writing, provided, of course, everything is in scope.

Mr. Takahashi, Ms. Malone, and Ms. Napoleon, are you on the phone and can you hear me?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MS. MALONE:  Yeah.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  We have three yeses.  We are going to start with Mr. Brett today, so I'll turn it over to you, Mr. Brett.
ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD STAFF - PANEL 1

Kenji Takahashi

Erin Malone

Alice Napoleon

Questions by Mr. Brett:


MR. BRETT:  Thanks very much, Michael.  I -- Ms. Marion Fraser and I, panel, represent the BOMA, the Building Owner and Manager's Association.  Just before following up on your written answers -- and we appreciate you're making the effort to put together written answers for our written questions -- I'd like to get the answers on the record, Mr. Millar.  Can we --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, so let's do that.  We filed -- Mr. Brett was kind enough to provide his questions in advance.  Synapse answered those questions in writing and provided them to Mr. Brett, I think on Friday, but they weren't widely circulated, so we'll mark that as an exhibit.  We have copies that can go up on the screen, and we'll bring hard copies around as well for people to see.

So that will be the written responses to Mr. Brett's -- pardon me, to BOMA's technical-conference questions, and the exhibit number will be KT4.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT4.1:  BOMA'S TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS for OEB Staff Panel 1.

MR. BRETT:  Thank you.  Panel, I'm going to go through these questions, the ones that I have some follow-up for.  If I don't have any follow-up I'll just indicate that.  Marion Fraser, who is with me, may also have a question or elaboration on one of my questions.  So if I get started -- number 1 is fine, no follow-up.  Number 2 is fine, no follow-up.

Number 3, we'd asked about whether you were aware of the Minister's directive from March 31st.  That's the directive the Minister of Energy sent to, as you know, to the Ontario Power Authority in which he outlined in great detail the sort of initiative he wanted to see from the Ontario Power Authority with respect to electricity CDM.

You said that you were aware of the directive and that you understood that it applied to electricity and not to guess.  I guess a question, follow-up question:  Have you had a chance to read and study this directive?

MS. NAPOLEON:  This is Alice Napoleon.  I have reviewed the framework.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  Have you made a detailed study of it?

MS. NAPOLEON:  No, not a detailed study.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  I mean, the question, I guess, that arises in our mind is that you do have some comments later on in your study for the Board Staff about collaboration between the gas utilities and the electric utilities, which is one of the points that the Board wanted to have covered and the Minister wanted to have covered.

But my question is, can you really -- without an in-depth understanding of how the electricity CDM is delivered in the province, how can you really make proposals for collaboration between the gas utilities and the electric utilities?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Well, I would say that I did review the Conservation First framework actually after making the recommendations that were in the report that we submitted, and my confusion was that they would not impact the recommendations that we made.  In essence, the recommendations that we made is that we think there needs to be more organization and coordination between the -- excuse me -- between the electric utilities and the gas utilities.

And hold on for a minute.  I'm just going to pull up the reference section in the report.

So when we reviewed the recommendations -- or, excuse me, we reviewed the gas utilities' filings, it became clear to us that the coordination efforts are not particularly organized and that they are a little bit ad hoc.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MS. NAPOLEON:  And it seemed to us, based on our experience in other jurisdictions and with best practices that further organization might help to get deeper savings in particular.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MS. NAPOLEON:  And to facilitate a deeper engagement with customers.

So that's the basis of our recommendation, and I think that holds, regardless of the very specific recommendations in the Minister's directive.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, just one other question on that:  Would you -- you've obviously done work in many jurisdictions.  Have you ever seen a jurisdiction -- and you've reviewed, you say, the Minister's directive to the Ontario Power Authority.  Now, I understand you haven't done detailed work on what the Ontario Power Authority actually does by way of electricity programs, but would it be fair to say that the Ontario -- the organization of CDM in Ontario, which is divided pretty starkly between the OPA, which is a provincial Crown corporation, agency of the province, if you like, responsible for electricity, for planning the electricity CDM program, while the two gas utilities are responsible for planning gas DSM -- we even have different names for them in Ontario -- gas DSM and their jurisdictions, that's a fairly unique kind of structure and poses fairly unique problems in trying to get an integration both at the policy and the program delivery level of these two kinds of DSM.  Would you agree with that?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, I would say the fact that electric and gas DSM programs or CDM programs are regulated by two different entities is unique, and another point is, we are aware there are many electric programs
-- efficiency, other ministries in Ontario, and there are just two gas utilities running the DSM programs, which is very unique.  In other states there are not so many differences in terms of number of utilities between gas and electric.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  Let me just move on here.  The fourth question I have no follow-up for.

The fifth question was a broad question, and we'd asked you about essentially how you came to the conclusion which were the leading states with DSM programs, and the leading -- sort of leading jurisdictions, and which were the best practices, how you arrived at what -- what you considered to be best practices, what criteria you used to decide which states had the best programs and which programs represented best practices.

In your answer, you more or less repeated, I think, what you said in your evidence.  I think you basically said, well, we're experts in this area.  We've looked at a lot of programs and that's how we came to the -- we came to this conclusion.  This is our own judgment, based on our own expertise.

Is that fair?  I mean, or --


MS. MALONE:  Yes, this is Erin Malone.  I would say we have done a lot of experience in other states on energy efficiency throughout Canada and the United States.

So I think using our expert experience that, yes, we'd use that experience to determine which jurisdictions to focus on.

MR. BRETT:  So you are not relying -- one question -- you are not relying on other studies or public analyses of these matters or -- you mentioned you had done a literature review and we asked you about the leading sources, and you gave us a list of, I guess, four of them.

I assume that you went through what material these various sources had to say -- is that right?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Now in your -- you mentioned in here the states of Rhode Island, California, Vermont and Massachusetts.

Elsewhere in your report, you referred to Minnesota as being a state which has a large -- a relatively strong performance in terms of savings achieved as a percentage of total sales of the utilities.  You don't have Minnesota in this list.  Is that deliberate, or is that a -- is it one of -- is it a top four or top five?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I would say, and my colleagues may want to amend this -- this is Alice Napoleon -- that certain states can excel in different areas.

So, for example, regarding strategic energy management, we've got a different set of states who might be out front.  The -- for example, we did reference Wisconsin in that, and that's not to say that Wisconsin isn't doing great work in other aspects of energy efficiency.  But I just want to make the point that some of the program administrators in the states that we reference are doing really good work in terms of energy efficiency in different aspects, targeting different aspects of energy efficiency.

MR. FRASER:  This is Marion Fraser with Tom Brett.  But you didn't develop a criteria by which to rate, or rank, or assess those things; it is just purely judgmental, right?  And you didn't develop criteria to eliminate states or utilities from your list?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  We did not do any comprehensive review of many different programs, but we did review -- we did a comprehensive review of literature on best practices.  And when we did identified any significant impacts from innovative program design delivery, we identified them as best practices.

MR. FRASER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Just a reminder to the witnesses on the phone -- it is Michael Millar here -- especially for the women, if you can identify yourself before you give an answer so the court reporter knows whose speaking.  Thanks.

MS. MALONE:  Yes, thank you.

MR. BRETT:  Number 6 --


MS. NAPOLEON:  I wanted to add -- this is Alice Napoleon, and I wanted to add that some of the literature review that we did, and the sources that we consulted, did use various factors to rank the performance of different states and program administrators.

MR. FRASER:  Yes, I recognize that, thank you.

MR. BRETT:  Number 5 -- number 6 I have no follow on, other than perhaps just a note the that two of your states -- and this is not really meant as a -- you shouldn't take this as pejoratively, but two of our top states, Rhode Island and Vermont, one is very, very small, almost like a city state.  The second is larger, but it is very sparsely populated.

So these are very small programs relative to what's required here, given the size -- the physical size and the population and the industrial base and dispersion of assets across this province.

Do you have any -- have you taken that into account in the recommendations you make?  How have you taken that into account, or do you have a view on how -- on the similarities of those entities to Ontario conditions?

MS. MALONE:  Just a moment.  We're going to discuss.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Just a moment.


[Witness panel confers]


MS. MALONE:  So this is Erin Malone.  We were of the opinion that the size doesn't necessarily make that much of a difference.  It is really about the program design, and how well it's implemented.

So we were looking at the American Council for Energy Efficiencies scorecard, and what they do is they rank energy efficiency programs in each state each year, and Rhode Island is listed as third in the most recent scorecard, and Vermont is also tied with Rhode Island for third place.  And they're following right behind Massachusetts and California for number 1 and 2.

So California is a huge state; Massachusetts is big with a diverse set of customers.  So these sort of really four states really represent sort of the best energy efficiency practices throughout the United States.

MR. BRETT:  Okay, thank you.  I'm going to skip to number 9 now.  In number 9, we're talking about the Minister's -- another Minister's directive here, which is the Minister's directive dated March 26th, I believe.

It's a directive by the Ontario Minister of Energy, to the Ontario Energy Board, and it really is the -- it's the directive that advises the Board on how it should proceed with respect to reviewing and directing both the electricity DSM prog -- or CDM program and the gas DSM program.  It deals with both gas and electricity.

 Are you familiar with this directive?  Have you had a chance to read it and study it?  It is quite short.  Have you looked at it?

MS. MALONE:  Can you repeat the date?

MR. BRETT:  The date is March 26th, and it is an Order in Council, and the Order in Council number is 467/2014.  If you were here, I could hand it to you, but I'm not able to do that, but I know your counsel and Board Staff -- Mr. Millar and Board Staff would be very familiar with this.  It is sort of the seminal document to the OEB from which they were to derive their framework and their guidelines for gas DSM, and then how they were to treat the electricity distributor's submissions and the OPA's submissions with respect to electric -- electricity CDM.

If you haven't seen it, that's fine.  If you didn't study it, I just want to know whether you've studied it and looked at it and kind of incorporated it into your thinking and recommendations.

MS. NAPOLEON:  This is Alice Napoleon.  We have not -- as far as I know, the Synapse team has not reviewed that document.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Number 10...

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Brett, if I may, I -- my only concern -- Mr. Woolf is not in on the call today --


MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. MILLAR:  -- and would it be acceptable -- and certainly I take the witnesses who are here --


MR. BRETT:  Right.

MR. MILLAR:  -- have not reviewed that.  Mr. Woolf may have.  So if it's okay with you, could we take an undertaking to check with Mr. Woolf if he's reviewed that document?

MR. BRETT:  Absolutely.

MR. MILLAR:  So that would be Undertaking JT4.1, and to determine whether any of the Synapse team has reviewed -- can you give me the date again, describe the document?

MR. BRETT:  March 26th, 2014.

MR. MILLAR:  And that's the --


MR. BRETT:  That's the Minister's directive to the Ontario Energy Board.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.1:  TO DETERMINE WHETHER ANY OF THE SYNAPSE TEAM REVIEWED Order in Council 467/2014 in developing its recommendations.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Number 10, you are talking here about -- we asked about, you know, what's behind -- what led you to suggest -- or what analysis, I guess, of the service territories of Enbridge and Union led you to suggest that they should have identical programs.

You answered, I think probably properly, that -- you didn't say "identical", you said "similar".  The -- and the question -- and I think part of your analysis was that otherwise you would have customer confusion.  And my follow-up here is you, you know, you have looked at some of your precedents where you have, I guess, electric and gas utilities serving the same area, but in terms of the two gas utilities, would you agree with me -- I mean, in Ontario we have two large gas utilities that have separate franchise -- exclusive franchise areas in different parts of the province.

Now, if some of the programming of those utilities -- CDM programming was different -- sorry, DSM programming was different than the other, perhaps even substantially different in recognition of conditions particular to one of the utilities, for example -- an example might be the large tract of more or less uninhabited land in northern Ontario that forms part of Union's franchise -- would you not agree -- would you agree with me that the prospects for confusion would not be large because of the physical separation of the two franchises?

In other words, it would be different from a situation where you have, say, a combined utility like San Diego Gas and Electric, where you've got the same utility offering both electric and CDM programs in the same physical area.  It would be less of an issue in this case.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  So in terms of customer confusion, I would say if they are industrial customers or contractors or commercial building companies, businesses across -- across two jurisdictions, coordination would definitely help to alleviate their confusion.

MS. FRASER:  You realize, of course, that the senior property managers that we represent in BOMA deal with ten provinces with different programs and so on, so it's not a huge -- it's not a huge issue, but it's just -- you know, your analysis didn't seem to demonstrate an appreciation of the differences between the two utilities in Ontario, the two gas utilities.

MR. MILLAR:  Is there a question from that?

MS. FRASER:  Did you look at the differences between the two utilities in terms of the customer mix, aside from the numbers in that one table where you lumped the commercial and industrial customers together?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.  We are aware of the fact that there are more industrial customers in the Union territory.

MS. FRASER:  Fine.  Thank you.

MR. BRETT:  Eleven and 12, we have nothing.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  May I add one thing?

MR. BRETT:  Yeah.  Sorry, who's...

MR. MILLAR:  This is Mr. Takahashi.

MR. BRETT:  I'm sorry, yeah.

MR. MILLAR:  Did you wish to add something, Mr. Takahashi?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, sure.  So related to suggesting similar programs, when we were doing a best-practices review on the two utility programs -- for the two utilities' programs, we identified that one utility didn't have a certain program and the other didn't have one of the different programs, and we -- our view is that as long as the two jurisdictions have the similar customer segments, for example, multi-family, you know, large industrial, small businesses, we have recommended that they have programs, offerings, targeted at those segments.

New construction is another example.  We pointed out that one of the utilities should have offering to target such market segments, because we believe that there is opportunity for new construction.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, going back to 13, this has to do with third-party financing or, rather, utility financing of retrofits, low-cost loans, now, we asked you, has Synapse reviewed the alternative financing options available to gas customers.  And you answered us:

"We didn't review these options in detail.  We're aware of some financing options."


My question really to you is:  Having -- you came forward with a proposal that a working group be established on low-cost financing of retrofits, which would be a fairly substantial undertaking.

But how do you really -- if you haven't examined in detail the existing options in Ontario, how is it that you came to a conclusion that there should be a working group to try and develop some additional financing tools?  That's my question, really.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I would say we have experience involving working groups in other jurisdictions to establish financing options, and also, we are aware of some other states that have working groups on financing that we did not get involved.  And basically our understanding is that that has been very helpful identifying, you know, the best financing designs that meet the needs of the customers' market segments exists within a given jurisdiction.

MR. BRETT:  Which?  Are you speaking of a specific entity there, financial entity?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  No, I'm talking about the financial working group.

MR. BRETT:  I see.  Did you review the -- Union, as part of their evidence, commissioned or made an analysis of various options and also did some survey work of some of their customers on what their needs were in this area.

And I think, if I recall the answers came back that they were more interested in incentive payments than in low cost loans, that there wasn't a great deal of interest in loans.  And in any event, to the extent there was, there were a number of different banks and other financial groups that were offering green loans and various kinds of financing in Ontario.  Did you look at that carefully?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  We did review the survey put together by Enbridge -- was it Enbridge?  No, Union.

MR. BRETT:  Yeah, it was Union that did the analysis.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Union, yes.  Basically we -- I did find there are opportunities for financing, which is in contrary to Union's conclusion that financing is not so useful.  We also looked --


MR. BRETT:  I think Union -- sorry, just a question there.  My understanding was that Enbridge said that they were looking at this question.  They didn't take the position that financing was necessary, did they, beyond the kind of incentives that we're talking about?

I think actually -- sorry, I don't mean to cut you off at all.  Please answer if your -- I think I'm going to move on once I get your answer here, just to save time.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Okay, I'm sorry.  The person who was in charge of the financing isn't here, but I also helped with her efforts to review financing, so I am just trying to find the information you were asking for now.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Takahashi, you're breaking up a little, because we are hearing you turn the paper.  So perhaps if you could try and move the paper away from the microphone, or the speaker you are speaking into?

Sorry, please go ahead.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Can I give you the answer later?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, can we take an undertaking for that?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  So, Mr. Brett, what is the question in ten words or less?

MR. BRETT:  So the question is -- I guess the question is given the fact that you've -- let me rephrase it to try and, I guess, get the issue.

Given that you have not reviewed financing options in detail in Ontario, and given that Union has done a study as part of their evidence that suggests that their customers, at least, do not think that financing is a high priority, why have you come forward with a proposal to establish a working group on utility financing of retrofits?

MR. MILLAR:  We'll call that JT4.2.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.2: to advise Why, Given that SYNAPSE HAS not reviewed financing options in detail in Ontario and given that Union has done a study as part of their evidence that suggests that their customers, at least, do not think that financing is a high priority, why HAS SYNAPSE come forward with a proposal to establish a working group on utility financing of retrofits

MR. BRETT:  Now, moving right along, I have nothing on 14.  Fifteen, yes; in 15, again, it's -- you -- we were asking you to substantiate your comment that benefit-cost ratios of two or greater are considered acceptable.  And you answered that that your experience and expert opinion is that they are.

Do you have any further documentation, or analysis, or studies that would confirm that?

MS. MALONE:  This is Erin Malone.  We did not research a specific study for this report that indicates that.  As stated in the response, based off our experience in other jurisdictions, a 2.0 or greater for benefit-cost ratio is typically accepted by stakeholders and regulatory bodies as sufficiently cost effective.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I'd like to go to 18.  Our question really here had to do with the Massachusetts.

You had offered the Massachusetts national grid weatherization program as a model for a successful residential savings retrofit plan.

Have you done any analysis of the impact of the particular conditions in Massachusetts on the success of that plan, or has anybody done anybody done that?

MS. MALONE:  Could you be more specific on the effects that you are referring to?

MR. BRETT:  Well, I'm referring to your -- on page 13, table 12 of your evidence, the point of that table is to show the different results for the different sectors; is that the idea?

MS. MALONE:  I think this table had more to do with how costs, or budgets and savings are allocated to the different customer sectors in relation to the size of those customer sectors.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that Erin speaking?

MS. MALONE:  Sorry, yes.  This is Erin Malone.

MR. BRETT:  So you mean it's a cost allocation point basically?

MS. MALONE:  Correct.

MR. BRETT:  And your point is, in part, is that the costs are essentially -- the costs are streamed to the -- well, let's put it another way.

The rate class or sector that benefits from the measures pays the costs of those expenditures; is that the relationship?

MS. MALONE:  Yes, and I will caveat that -- again, this is Erin Malone -- in Massachusetts, there is some subsidization for the low income spending.

MS. FRASER:  This is Marion Fraser.  Does that subsidization come from the government?

MS. MALONE:  No, it comes from the residential, and commercial and industrial --


MS. FRASER:  Same as here in Ontario with the gas programs.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So in other words, everybody pays -- contributes to the pot to pay for the low income?

MS. MALONE:  Correct.


MR. BRETT:  Okay, now just about through here.


Nineteen is fine.  Okay, a couple of questions -- a question on 20.  Now, you had -- I think you were talking here -- this is page 30 of your evidence -- about various kinds of products, high-efficiency products, that -- and you were suggesting that there should be incentives.


You were -- I think you were -- if memory serves, you were reflecting on the lack of specific incentives for some of these high-efficiency products.


The question I had for you was:  Are you aware -- or were you able to take into account in your analysis the fact that in Ontario, and in Canada, you have a set of legislative regulations, regulations that stipulate floor levels of efficiency for a lot of these products, and products that don't meet those levels can't be sold, in the case of Ontario, or can't be imported, in the case of Canada.  These are called energy efficiency acts, and they are at both levels of jurisdiction in Canada.


Did you look into the way those worked?


MR. TAKAHASHI:  I'm sorry, could you repeat your last sentence?


MR. BRETT:  Did you examine that legislation or those regulations to determine whether the efficiency levels that they -- that were set out there would actually ensure that, as people replaced old equipment, they would replace it with energy-efficient equipment?  In other words -- because that would be the equipment that would be on the market?


MR. TAKAHASHI:  We did not review those regulations in Ontario, but we believe that that doesn't affect the design of the programs offering.


MR. BRETT:  Well, if you have a regulation that says that you must buy a high-efficiency furnace with a certain stipulated efficiency level, then why would you require -- I guess we're wondering why you would need an incentive to buy that furnace, if I've got that right.


MR. TAKAHASHI:  Well, it depends on the level of efficiency, you know, regulated by the standard.  If it's very high, there may not be need for additional incentive, but typically those efficiency levels are very low.  This way set the bottom base level, so often in the United States we have Energy Star labels that are given to more efficient products, appliances that a consumer can purchase, or the efficiency programs can provide incentive to consumers to purchase such products.


MR. BRETT:  Fair enough, fair enough, but you haven't examined the Canadian regulations; right?


MR. TAKAHASHI:  No, we haven't, but we believe that that doesn't affect the design.


MR. BRETT:  Okay.  22, 23 are okay.  24...


Just give me a moment here.  Typically I miss something right at the very end.  It is like having an accident five minutes from home; right?


Okay.  I think we are finished.  Thank you very much.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Brett.


Do we have a volunteer to go next?  Dr. Higgin?


DR. HIGGIN:  Yeah.  I mean, I volunteered yesterday, and --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, you did.

Questions by Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  I've arranged my afternoon accordingly.


Okay.  So hello, the Synapse people on the phone.  My name is Roger Higgin, and I'm representing today Energy Probe.  And what I will be doing is focusing on residential RA and NT programs and Synapse recommendations related to one or two of those offers.  We don't have time to cover them all.


So in the interest of time, I will be following up using interrogatory responses, written interrogatory responses, as the basis of my questions.


To give a context to the first area, could you please turn up your report and look at the Appendix A3 recommendations, and specifically in those recommendations, section 5.3 and 5.3.2.


So I will just wait for that to be put up on the screen, and then we'll go from there.


So that's on the screen.  Do you have it now?


MS. MALONE:  Yes.


DR. HIGGIN:  Synapse, you have it?


MS. MALONE:  Yes.  This is Erin.  We do have it.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So I'm going to focus now on recommendation 1 under 5.3.2, and it says:

"Enbridge should remove the requirement that customers must install at least two DSM measures to participate in the offering.  Customers seeking to install one DSM measure at a time should not be turned away from the program."


So that's your recommendation.


So we asked as a follow-up to that recommendation an interrogatory.  Could you please turn up our interrogatory, which is M.Staff.EP.3.  It is on our screen.  Do you have it?


MS. MALONE:  Yes, we have it.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So I'm focusing on part (b), okay, of this response.  You see our question at the top was -- it's moved now.  But anyway, the question there was to provide certain information regarding the impact of this change that you are recommending because, as you know right now, the program allows for two deep measures, and the scorecard is also based on two deep measures, okay, so that's what I'm focusing on.


So we asked you in part (b) for some impact analysis of that change, and it says "participation and participation rates".  Now, that would be relative to Enbridge's baseline, the incentives and other program budget changes or increases and the CCM, dollars per CCM, the efficiency, and the cost benefit, all compared to the base plan.  That's what we asked you for.


If you look at the response to part (b), it says here:

"Synapse was tasked with reviewing the proposed DSM programs and commenting on the program design elements that could be modified..."


Such as you're proposing here.  And the recommendation re above "is intended to provide general guidance and direction, and is not intended to indicate a specific quantitative outcome."


Then you reference the page there, page 2, but also you reference -- and we'll come to it in a minute -- one of your other references is to an IR posed by Enbridge, and that is M.Staff.EGDI.4.  And the conclusion is that:

"We have not estimated the requested data, as it is beyond the scope of our work."


That's the background.  Can you confirm that in preparing your evidence and these particular recommendations throughout your report, you did not estimate any of the impact of those recommendations on either participation rates, budgets or savings?

MS. MALONE:  This is Erin Malone, and that is correct.  We were not asked to do that analysis.

MR. HIGGIN:  Okay, but it is one of your expertise.  You have in your background on expertise that analysing costs, energy savings, and cost effectiveness is one of your key expertise areas; correct?

MS. MALONE:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you -- coming back to this specific recommendation now as an illustrative example, can you tell us what are the particular sources or analyses in evidence, or references that we can look at and know about, that would support or indicate support for this recommendation?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Can you repeat the question?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, can you point us to references, such as other programs, such as analyses that speak to this question of one or more deep measures, the phasing of those and so on, and how that may affect participation rates -- very key participation rates, how it might affect budgets, how it might affect savings and so on.  Can you point us to that?

MS. MALONE:  This is Erin Malone.  I can't point you to that study, or anything like that.  But I can say that I have not, in my experience, come across a requirement before that two measures is required for a program, or for a customer to participate in the program.  This is first time I've seen such a requirement.

DR. HIGGIN:  So then is it just based on your expert opinion that this change should be made?

MS. MALONE:  I would say it is made as part of my expert opinion, and a consideration of the Board's priorities.

DR. HIGGIN:  Can you just expand on the Board's priorities?  That's a key thing, then.  We haven't seen how this would effect this recommendation.

MS. MALONE:  Yes, please just let me find it in the report.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  This is Ken Takahashi, and I would add to that.  We identified a missed opportunity by changing the incentive structure in Ontario for this specific program.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's a little different.  You are talking now about a separate item which is another recommendation that you should change the incentive structure.

This is just specifically speaking on what eligible measures should be -- that's where the focus is.  That's the specific recommendation.

I know you have other recommendations and we can go through those, but not today we will deal with those.

So not the incentive structure, but basically the elimination of the requirement for two deep measures.

MS. MALONE:  If you turn to our report --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. MALONE:  -- on page 31 through 32, we discuss the target market for the residential single family retrofit program.

In that section of the report, we discuss the Board's guiding principles, and how a requirement for two major measures per customer could result in lost opportunities.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, yes, I have read that.  Now just come back to my question.  So this is your expert opinion.  Then you would be aware that Mr. Neme, expert witness for GEC, disagrees with you on this specific point.

I will point you to the response to one of our IRs to GEC, and that is M.GEC.1.EP.5 where Mr. Neme was asked about this.

MS. MALONE:  I have not reviewed Mr. Neme's responses or his report or testimony, and I actually don't even have it in front of me.

DR. HIGGIN:  Can you just take it to check that he disagrees with you on this point?

MS. MALONE:  Yes, we can take that as an undertaking.

DR. HIGGIN:  And if you have a comment, having reviewed Mr. Neme's response, could you provide that as part of the undertaking?

MR. MILLAR:  Dr. Higgin, just to be clear, what you'd like Synapse to respond to is -- obviously there appears to be a disagreement between Synapse and Mr. Neme about whether or not two measures should be required.

You're asking that they review his response to your interrogatory, and provide whatever comment they may have?

DR. HIGGIN:  That's right.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.  That will be JT4.3.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.3:  to review and comment on M.GEC.1.EP.5

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So I'd like to just now go to the broader question, and ask if you could turn up M.Staff.EGDI.1 interrogatory response -- no, it's number 4, please, not 1.  Do you have that in front of you now?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Basically Enbridge, asked you -- and the context is that throughout on page 1 and through this report, you give suggestions and recommendations for improvements.  We've just discussed one of those.

The company is curious as to what analytical work was done to assess the impact of these, and then they specifically ask you for all of the work you did, the work in advance of your report, and whether you did evaluate the implementation of its recommendations and its impact -- very key -- on the guideline of $2 per month per residential customer.

So the response then, if we can turn up to that, you cite your report here, and then if we could turn down, then keep on -- it's part (b) please.  Sorry, can we go up?  Sorry, I missed that.

So, you specifically say in this response that you were tasked with reviewing the programs.  You think -- this is the exact words that you provided in your previous IR.  It is pretty well verbatim, would you agree?   The statement of the scope of your analysis and support for your recommendations; it is the same statement.

MS. MALONE:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now just to point out in our IRs, this same statement is provided six times in response to requests for analysis related to just the residential programs -- that's the residential RA and NT programs and, of course, the products as well.

So basically, we are extremely concerned about this, to put it mildly.  As one of the ratepayer groups, we're concerned about this issue, that you are pushing EGD and Union to increase participation, add measures, increase incentives, without any impact analysis to support your recommendations.

And then you go on to say in your report that the utilities will still have to stay within the Board's rate impact guideline.  It seems to me that's a double-edged response to where you present your evidence.

You are asking for increases, which by most of them will require increases in budget and so on.

So, basically the ratepayers that are in our group were expecting that you'd do a constructive analysis of those key recommendations, and to give us the results of that analysis so we could assess how much the impact would be, relative to the as-filed budgets and importantly, to the Board's $2 per residential per customer per month.

So what do you have in response to that particular concern that we have, and the record that is now in place for this hearing?


MS. MALONE:  So this is Erin Malone.  I think our response still stands that this was not requested of us and is beyond the scope of our work, and I'm not quite sure what your clarification question is at this time.

DR. HIGGIN:  I'm just going to provide that.  So I'm going to ask you on the record now whether you will provide the residential products and NT recommendations, you will actually provide the impact analysis of those recommendations for both EGD and Union offers.


I know you may have to discuss this with your client, but I'd certainly like an undertaking that you and your client will discuss that and provide those analyses or not, and I would like to have that on the record, please.


MR. MILLAR:  Doctor, it is Michael Millar speaking.  Dr. Higgin, I -- we will speak with Synapse about this.  I will take an undertaking to respond to you, but by no means am I stating that we will do the analysis you are asking for.  We will take this away, but my guess is that the answer is, as it's before you, will still stand, but I will discuss it with Synapse and with management here.  And I will give that an undertaking to look at this further.  That will be JT4.4, and we'll provide you some response.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.4: TO examine further energy probe's requestS for analysis


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

Now, just a note to --


MR. O'LEARY:  Sorry, Mr. Millar, just to --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MR. O'LEARY:  I understand you are going to have to take it away and ultimately get instructions, but certainly the interpretation of what is being requested of Synapse appears to me to involve more than mere clarification of answers.  My concern would be if, in fact, you do receive instructions requesting that Synapse go back and do this impact analysis, that you are actually going to be filing a significant amount of additional very, I suspect, detailed evidence that would then not have been subject to any testing, and really would put many of us at a great disadvantage.

So I just wanted to express at this point in time the concerns I have about doing that at this late stage.

MR. MILLAR:  I understand your concern, so let's cross that bridge if and when we get to it, but we will respond to your question.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So just to note on the record that if this is not done, then basically the only option for ratepayer groups and our people is to ask Enbridge for their estimates of what these recommendations would entail in terms of participants, budgets, and so on.  And I know what their response is likely to be as well.

So we're going to have an impasse, because we will not drop this, as far as going to the hearing, one way or other, so -- because it is a major flaw in our view, in the record that is before the Board in terms of their decision-making as to whether to adopt some or all of the Synapse recommendations.

MR. MILLAR:  I understand your concern, and we'll respond in the undertaking.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So those are all my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin --


MR. TAKAHASHI:  Can I add one thing --


MR. MILLAR:  Sorry.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  -- to this question?  This is Kenji Takahashi.  So as we said in the report, we are not recommending every single item we have in the report.  We recommended that the companies take a balanced approach to consider our recommendations with the budget cap into their analysis, and I also want to note that our recommendations are not always recommending increasing participations, I mean, designs that increase participation, but also suggested recommended designs that reduced free ridership, eliminating unnecessary measures, providing financing, all of which will result -- would result in reduction in budget.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you for that clarification.  The point is that's part of impact.  That's negative impact.  The others might be positive.  So it is still part of the impact of your recommendations, I suggest.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Dr. Higgin.  I think we'll move on.

Mr. Gardner, are you on the phone?

MR. GARDNER:  Yes, I am.  Thank you, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I understand you have to get in this morning, and we've got you down for about 15 minutes; is that right?

MR. GARDNER:  Yes.  That's right.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Go ahead.
Questions by Mr. Gardner:


MR. GARDNER:  Maybe less.  Okay.  Thank you.

So panel on the phone, I am counsel for LIEN, the Low Income Energy Network, and our questions are mostly about information reviewed.  I know that Mr. Brett has asked some similar questions.  I don't have the answers in front of me to the written -- with the written responses, but I think the questions I'm going to ask aren't duplicative.  You can just refer me to his answers if they are.

So my first question is, what literature or materials did Synapse review?  What research did Synapse undertake about the history of low-income DSM programming offered by the utilities over the last many years in Ontario?  Or what were the terms of reference provided by Board Staff to Synapse in that regard?

MS. MALONE:  So this is Erin Malone.  The witness that put together the low-income review in our report is actually not with us today, so I think we'll have to take that one as an undertaking and discuss it with her.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  And sorry, that witness is...

MS. MALONE:  Jenn Kallay.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  So we could end up having a lot of undertakings today then --


MR. MILLAR:  Let's do them one at a time, Mr. Gardner.  So this one is JT4.5, and can you repeat the request, please?

MR. GARDNER:  Sure.  What literature or materials did Synapse review, what research did Synapse undertake, about the history of low-income DSM programming offered by Union and Enbridge in Ontario over the last -- well, since I'd say in the last ten years.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, that's JT4.5.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.5:  TO ADVISE WHAT LITERATURE OR MATERIALS DID SYNAPSE REVIEW, WHAT RESEARCH DID SYNAPSE UNDERtake, ABOUT THE HISTORY OF LOW-INCOME DSM PROGRAMMING OFFERED BY UNION AND ENBRIDGE IN ONTARIO OVER THE LAST TEN YEARS.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  So the next question, probably also an undertaking, is, is Synapse aware of the outcomes from the low-income working group?  You will see that referred to in both utilities' applications in a number of places.

So what is Synapse's awareness of that group and the discussions that were had within that group between stakeholders, intervenors, the companies over the last two years when discussing DSM and the programming and low-income customer needs?

MS. MALONE:  We will have to take that as an undertaking as well.

MR. MILLAR:  JT4.6.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.6:  TO ADVISE SYNAPSE'S AWARENESS OF THE LOW-INCOME WORKING GROUP AND THE DISCUSSIONS THAT WERE HAD WITHIN THAT GROUP BETWEEN STAKEHOLDERS, INTERVENORS, and THE COMPANIES OVER THE LAST TWO YEARS WHEN DISCUSSING DSM AND THE PROGRAMMING AND LOW-INCOME CUSTOMER NEEDS.

MR. GARDNER:  I guess along the same vein, did Synapse request any specific materials about low-income DSM before preparing its report?

MS. MALONE:  Requested who?

MR. GARDNER:  From Board Staff.  And I guess the undertaking is, if there was a request, can we have information about the discussion or the terms of reference or whatever there may be, and if there's not, then the answer is just no.

MS. MALONE:  We believe the answer is no, but -- so subject to check we will take that as an undertaking as well.

MR. MILLAR:  We'll mark that just in case, so that will be JT4.7.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.7:  TO ADVISE WHETHER SYNAPSE REQUESTED ANY SPECIFIC MATERIALS ABOUT LOW-INCOME DSM BEFORE PREPARING ITS REPORT AND, IF THERE WAS A REQUEST, TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION ABOUT THE DISCUSSION OR THE TERMS OF REFERENCE OR WHATEVER THERE MAY BE.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  Thank you.

So I'm about to get specific into three different areas.  The first is multi-residential/multi-family programming, or offerings, rather, then into low-income new-construction offerings of the companies, and then finally furnace upgrades.

And the questions are similar.  I want to know a little bit more about what Synapse was provided in terms of reference, what materials were reviewed, and what research Synapse conducted.

So specifically for multi-residential for both applicants, what was Synapse tasked with or given materials about and what research did Synapse conduct about some of the barriers and the general landscape of low-income tenants and landlords in Ontario?

MS. MALONE:  So I'll refer you to our response to Enbridge's Interrogatory No.3, Exhibit M.EGDI.3.  Sorry, this is Erin Malone again.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay, I have that up.  Yeah.

MS. MALONE:  So this is a direction to review the reference section of our report, and this also indicates the specific Ontario Energy Board documents that we reviewed while preparing our report, so to the extent that there is low-income [voice cuts out] and directives within those documents, then we reviewed those.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  Are there any other documents outside of this list that would relate to multi-residential, low income programming in Ontario and the relationship between tenants and landlords, and just the landscape in Ontario for low income tenants in the multi-residence situation?

That would be my undertaking request, just to see if there is anything in addition to what is perhaps contained in these OEB public documents.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Gardner, why don't we take that as an undertaking?

I think the answer may be no, but the person who was responsible for this was not on the call, so we'll take it as an undertaking and get back to you.

So it is JT4.8, and that is to confirm if there is anything in addition to what appears in Enbridge interrogatory 3, with respect to low income multi-family.  Was that it?

MR. GARDNER:  Yes, and while we're at it, we might as well add low income new construction programs.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so that's JT4.8. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.8:  to confirm if there is anything in addition to what appears in Enbridge interrogatory 3, with respect to low income multi-family dwellings and low-income new construction programs


MR. GARDNER:  Thank you.  I'm going to refer you to your response to Union's Interrogatory No. 8.  I just want clarification on your answer to make sure I understand it correctly.

MS. MALONE:  Okay, we're there.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.  So in your response you're stating -- I think you're stating that you now understand that Union proposes to only conduct a demonstration of its low income multi-family offering in 2015, and then it's to be fully launched in 2016 onward to 2020.

Are you agreeing there that given the multi-rate part of this offering is new, because there are two parts?  As Union stated, there is the social assisted housing component that's already been an offering for some years -- since 2012, I believe -- and then there is this market rate option that's new.

Are you confirming that this makes good sense, that Union's proposal to pilot or demo this market rate part of the multi-res program this year and then launch it next year makes good sense, and fits within your recommendations?

MS. MALONE:  We'll have to take that as an undertaking as well.

MR. GARDNER:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.9.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.9:  to confirm whether Union's proposal to pilot or demo thE market rate part of its multi-res program this year and then launch it next year makes good sense and fits within SYNAPSE'S recommendations

MR. GARDNER:  I'm trying to get a bit of a clarification on your answers to LIEN's interrogatory.  We this we've only had one, broken up into three pieces; so this is LIEN Interrogatory No. 1, and I'm switching gears to the low income new construction offering, or offerings by both.

MS. MALONE:  Okay, we're there.

MR. GARDNER:  Again, I'm going to kind of repeat what we asked, and I'm trying to get a sense of what actual local conditions -- or Enbridge territory, customer-specific information about low income customers that form the basis form Synapse's recommendation that Enbridge roll out their low income new construction proposed program fully right away, as opposed to piloting it first.

MS. MALONE:  We'll also take that one as an undertaking.  Apologies that Jen couldn't be with us today.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.10.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.10:  to provide a response to LIEN's Interrogatory No. 1; to advise what local condition or low income customer-specific information for Union's territory forms the basis for Synapse's recommendation that Union offer a similar new construction low income offering to that that Enbridge is offering as a pilot

MR. GARDNER:  And the flip to that is what local condition or low income customer-specific information for Union's territory forms the basis for Synapse's recommendation that Union offer a similar new construction low income offering to that that Enbridge is offering as a pilot.

MS. MALONE:  Okay, we'll take that as an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  Can that be part of the same undertaking, 4.10?

MR. GARDNER:  Sure, yeah, that makes sense.  I was just going to suggest that.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay. 

MR. GARDNER:  So moving on, this is my last area of questions for furnace upgrade.  If you could turn to Union number 10, interrogatory 10?

MS. MALONE:  We're there.

MR. GARDNER:  I think you're suggesting in your response that the Board and Union consider eliminating Union's proposed furnace end of life offering, because I think you're suggesting that it may be -- I think you are proposing it, and I think you used the word "possibly".

But you are suggesting that the Board look at and Union look at whether there is duplication between the furnace end of life offering and Union's home weatherization offering.

Do I characterize that correctly?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Could you repeat the question?

MR. GARDNER:  Sure.  I'm wondering at the core of -- if you have to take this away as an undertaking, I'll try to make it more of an undertaking.

What is Synapse's position on the furnace end of life upgrade offering versus the home weatherization offering?  Let me put this to you, and then we'll formulate a proper undertaking that you can take away.

My understanding is that Union's home weatherization offering, you know, there will be only so many participants in that program, because only so many will qualify under the eligibility criteria.

So there is a group of low income folks who qualify for that program, home weatherization, and within home weatherization they'll be offered a furnace upgrade, the implementation of that.

So my understanding is that what Union is proposing is through the stand-alone program, the furnace end of life offering outside of the home weatherization offering.  They are trying to capture those low income customers who aren't going to be covered and qualified for, and participate in the home weatherization offer.

So that way, there is a greater outreach to low income customers for furnace upgrades.

So my question is: Does Synapse share that same understanding, or what is Synapse's understanding if they think -- if you think that I've mischaracterised it?  I want to understand why Synapse suggests that these two programs are duplicative, because in my view, in LIEN's view, I see them as incremental.

MS. MALONE:  Okay, we'll confer within and take that as an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT4.11.  That was a long blurb.  Can you summarise it in twenty words or less, Mr. Gardner?

MR. GARDNER:  Let me try, Michael.  So what is -- I think the undertaking is for Synapse to go back and look at Union's furnace end of life upgrade program or offering, and Union's home weatherization offering, and consider that low income customers will -- that are not qualified to be participants in Union's home weatherization offering will then have out-reached -- will be reached by Union for the furnace end of life upgrading offering.

Therefore, my question or the undertaking is: Does Synapse then consider this to be -- these two programs to be incremental rather than duplicative.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  That's 4.11.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.11:  to REVIEW Union's furnace end of life upgrade program or offering and Union's home weatherization offering and advise whether SYNAPSE considers them to be incremental rather than duplicative

MR. GARDNER:  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Gardner.  Mr. Quinn, how much do you have -- okay, that should take us to the morning break.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I thought, Mr. Millar, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.

Questions by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  I really don't have specific questions.  If I may, I want to address a small administrative matter for the record.  In going through the transcript yesterday, I noticed that Mr. Buonaguro was missed in the appearances for the Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers.

If there is going to be changes to the transcript, it would be good to add him because, as the transcript does show later on, he was of course here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  And what I want to make is a comment more than a question at this juncture, Mr. Millar.

Dr. Higgin certainly covered very well the concerns that FRPO has had in reading the evidence and the responses of Synapse.  And so I understand there's another undertaking and we'll be certainly interested in the result of that.

At the same time, I also heed Mr. O'Leary's concerns about the procedural aspects of evidence at this juncture, and I am concerned as to the effectiveness of any additional analysis and what the process would be to make sure it's duly vetted and in front of the Board in a proper manner.

So with that, we don't have any questions for Synapse.  We appreciate they provided some background from Massachusetts that was helpful for our understanding, but we have no questions at this time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, does anyone have five minutes or less?  Ms. DeMarco, can you take us to the break, please?
Procedural Matters:


MS. DeMARCO:  I think I can, and I also have some tidying commitments from yesterday's transcript.  Is it appropriate now, or...

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, why don't you do that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Certainly.  This is for the record.  Page 43, line 13, it mentions SB, as in Bob, G, and it should be SP, as in Paul, G.

Similarly, page 45, line 5, page 52, line 16, it should be 10 on 160, not 106.

Page 54, line 5, again, SB as in Bob, G, not SP as in Paul, G.  Same on line 15, page 54.

Page 70, it was an undertaking regarding the exchange rate, and I don't know if that was captured correctly.  I would just ask that Board Staff check that.

Page 71, it's mentioned as the Regie, as in the Regie de Gaz, Regie d'Energie, in Quebec.  It's RGGI, capital R-G-G-I.

Page 113, line 19, it's refers to short auction.  And it should be reductions.

Similarly, line 13 on page 113, it is mentioned as introduction.  It should be reductions.

Page 130, line 19, it is mentioned as "alleged", and it should be legislative.

Those are the changes there.

MR. MILLAR:  You had some questions as well?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, very short.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.
Questions by Ms. DeMarco:


MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you, panel, and I'm referring specifically predominantly to the APPrO references, the APPrO IRs, which are Exhibit M.Staff.APPrO number 1 to 6, predominantly the first four.

Do I take it that your experience does not include implementing energy efficiency programs for large-scale power generation customers; is that correct?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That's -- I'm sorry, this is Alice Napoleon, and that is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  Thank you.

Do you know what a NUG is in the Ontario context?

MS. NAPOLEON:  A non-utility generator.

MS. DeMARCO:  And are you familiar with the contracts that govern the operation and maintenance and payments to and from electricity generators in the province?

MS. NAPOLEON:  This is Alice Napoleon again.  I am not specifically aware of the contracts that exist between -- for the non-utility generators.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Now I'm referring, in particular, to your evidence at page 84 and Appendix A at A16.  You recommend that efficiency recommendations be mandatorily undertaken in certain instances, so is it fair to say that you have no idea whether or not those would be permitted under the contracts that govern the operation and maintenance of electricity generation facilities in the province?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I'm sorry, could you repeat the references?  You said 84, page 84 of our report, and did you say something else?

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it's the summary of the recommendations outlined at A16 of your report as well.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Perfect.  So this is Alice Napoleon again.  So the recommendation has been -- actually, I'm sorry, hold on for just one moment, please.

For one I would like to refer to our response to another interrogatory by -- excuse me, the exhibit is M.OEB.Union.13. 

MS. MALONE:  Sorry, it is actually Staff.  It is M.Staff.Union.13.  It is Union interrogatory; is that correct?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yeah, is this the reference for our...

[Witness panel confers]


MS. NAPOLEON:  Oh, okay.  Sorry about that.  Erin, would you say the reference, please?

MS. MALONE:  Sorry, this is Erin.  It is Exhibit M.Staff.Union.13.

MS. DeMARCO:  I've got that up, and I've reviewed it.  I'm just scratching my head trying to understand how that relates to the question asked.  And let me repeat the question.  Specifically, you indicated that you have no knowledge of the contracts governing power generation operations and payments to and from the facilities themselves.

So is it fair to say that you have no idea as to whether or not mandatory energy efficiency recommendations and mandating implementation would be permitted under those contracts?

MS. NAPOLEON:  The reason why the interrogatory response that I just referred you to -- this is Alice Napoleon -- is relevant is because it indicates that Union should consider, the word "consider" being that -- or meaning that various factors should be considered, and whether the requirement would be applicable to all customer classes or all manufacturing sectors is relevant to this question, including non-utility generators.

MS. DeMARCO:  So just to be clear, you're not suggesting that Union is a party to those electricity generation contracts, are you?

MS. NAPOLEON:  No --


MS. DeMARCO:  No.

MS. NAPOLEON:  -- I'm not suggesting that they are a party to it.  I think that as a part of a collaborative undertaking to develop an appropriate mechanism to ensure that the large-volume customers are actually achieving savings, that APPrO and other similar entities could participate in the development of such a program.

MS. DeMARCO:  You are not suggesting that APPrO is a party to those individual generator contracts, are you?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I do not know whether or not APPrO is a party to those contracts or not.

MS. DeMARCO:  Subject to check, would you accept that the industry association is not a party to an individual generator contract?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I'm sorry, could you repeat the question?

MS. DeMARCO:  Subject to check, would you accept that an industry association is not a party to an individual generation facility contract; i.e., a power purchase agreement or a form of an off-take agreement?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Synapse has no knowledge whether they are a party to such a contract.

MS. DeMARCO:  Have you ever heard of an industry association being a party to a power purchase agreement?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I have not.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  So, really you've got no knowledge of the confidentiality provisions of those contracts, either?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I am aware -- I have viewed power purchase agreements previously, and I am aware that confidentiality issues are significantly present in power purchase agreements.

MS. DeMARCO:  So given that generally -- of course, you've got no experience on these specific contracts, as you've indicated -- generally there are confidentiality provisions, you have no clear idea as to whether or not a program administrator can be provided the information you've suggested; is that correct?

MS. NAPOLEON:  I would volunteer that it's not -- it's not clear that the specific contracts need to have relevance to the development of a program for large volume customers.

MS. DeMARCO:  So we've indicated that most of them do have confidentiality requirements; you agree?

MS. NAPOLEON:  On some aspects of the contracts, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that could certainly limit information-sharing, broadly; you'd agree?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And to the extent that that information was relevant to energy efficiency, you would agree that --


MS. NAPOLEON:  Sorry, certain aspects of the contract could have confidentiality provisions on them.

MS. DeMARCO:  So to the extent that aspects of the contracts were relevant, or the information would be relevant to energy efficiency programs, you would agree that it's possible for those confidentiality agreements or provisions to restrict the information that could be provided?

MS. NAPOLEON:  It is possible that it could restrict the information provided.  In my experience, a lot of the elements that are confidential include price.  That's one of the main elements that is held confidential.

It's not clear to me that all elements that would be relevant to a program administrator are going to be held confidential.

MS. DeMARCO:  But you don't know.  That's fair to say?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That's fair to say.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would it surprise you if there were efficiency standards or maintenance requirements in a power purchase agreement?

MS. NAPOLEON:  There may be efficiency requirements or there may not be, to my knowledge.

MS. DeMARCO:  And maintenance requirements?  Would it surprise you to see that that would be a regular term of a power purchase agreement?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Maybe.

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm going to ask you specifically whether or not you've looked at the financial efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed recommendations, and I think this is along the lines of the questions that Mr. Higgins -- Dr. Higgins was asking you.

Have you assessed how much your recommendations would cost, first, the power generation customers that you are recommending them for, and secondly, end-use customers?

MS. NAPOLEON:  So we have not done that form of an impact analysis, because it is outside the scope of what we were asked to do.

MS. DeMARCO:  So we don't know the wallet impact for end-use customers?  Fair?

MS. NAPOLEON:  We don't specifically know.  But as Mr. Takahashi noted earlier, there are elements that both would increase the cost, and elements that would tend to decrease the costs.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you really say that, if you have no idea about the off-take contract requirements?

MS. NAPOLEON:  The response that I just made was relative to the whole portfolio, not specifically for any one individual offering.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  So, have you assessed which entity, whether it's the large volume customer itself, or the gas utility, or end use customers, is best placed financially, legally and contractually to undertake any energy efficiency measures?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Would you repeat the first part of that question?

MS. DeMARCO:  Have you assessed which entity the utility, the end use customer and/or the large volume customer is best placed financially, legally or contractually to undertake any energy efficiency measures?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I'm sorry, we are looking for information right now.  Just give us a few moments, please.

MR. MILLAR:  While they're discussing, Ms. DeMarco, we are past five minutes.  Are you nearly done, or should we take a break?

MS. DeMARCO:  Why don't we take a quick break, and I'll pop back?

MR. MILLAR:  Synapse, if you can hear, we're going to take our morning break just because it's ten past eleven now.  That will give you a moment to review the question and see if there is an answer for that.

We will come back at 11:30.


MS. MALONE:  Okay, thank you. 

--- Recess taken at 11:11 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:31 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, everyone.  Why don't we get started again?  Just to confirm, are the Synapse folks on the phone?


MS. MALONE:  We're here.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Ms. DeMarco, would you like to continue?


MS. DeMARCO:  I believe I was waiting on a response from Synapse.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, of course you are.  So Synapse, are you prepared with a response to that question?


MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.  I'd like to refer you to Exhibit M --


MR. MILLAR:  This is -- sorry, this is Ms. Napoleon?


MS. NAPOLEON:  I'm sorry, yes, this is --


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.


MS. NAPOLEON:  -- Alice Napoleon, and I'm going to -- referring to Exhibit M.Staff.APPrO.5, part (a).


MS. DeMARCO:  I've got that, yes.


MS. NAPOLEON:  So my understanding is that this is a very similar question to what you just asked, and if you want to ask a different question, maybe you could clarify how it's different.


MS. DeMARCO:  The question was:  Which entity is best placed.  You haven't looked at that.  So have you looked at it or have you not, yes or no?


MS. NAPOLEON:  We have not specifically analyzed who is in the best position, and we're just drawing on our experience -- our experience with projects, as I provided 

-- we provided some information about the different large-volume programs that we have reviewed and critiqued, and also based on the literature.


MS. DeMARCO:  So fair to say that you have not looked at this in the Ontario context; is that fair?


MS. NAPOLEON:  That's fair.


MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask you to touch upon, I believe it's APPrO number 3 -- sorry, APPrO number 3, which refers to the Navigant report.


MS. NAPOLEON:  Is that APPrO 2?


MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry, that's APPrO 2.  Thank you.


Just fair to say that in the U.S. many electricity generators using natural gas as a fuel are often not subject to DSM CRM measures in the U.S.?


MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes, as we responded in part (a), we are aware that electric generators using natural gas in the U.S. are often not subject to cost recovery mechanisms such as a DSM CRM.


MS. DeMARCO:  And there is a policy rationale for that particularly related to the economic bypass of the pipeline; is that correct?


MS. NAPOLEON:  I cannot speak to the rationale for that.


MS. DeMARCO:  So you are not aware as to whether or not there are economic bypass-related issues?


MS. NAPOLEON:  We are not aware whether there -- I'm sorry, would you rephrase the question?


MS. DeMARCO:  So you are not aware whether or not there are economic bypass-related issues?


MS. NAPOLEON:  In the U.S. or in Ontario?


MS. DeMARCO:  Either.


MS. NAPOLEON:  I am not aware --


MS. DeMARCO:  So you have no reason to disagree with the reference cited in the -- in the reference in the introduction to that interrogatory, which is EB-2012-0337?


MS. NAPOLEON:  I have no reason to disagree with the passage cited in that interrogatory in APPrO.2.


MS. DeMARCO:  Would you take it subject to check that there are instances of economic bypass in Ontario for power generators?


MR. MILLAR:  Ms. DeMarco, when you say "subject to check", where should we check?


MS. DeMARCO:  With the Board public documents.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Ms. Napoleon, are you able to answer that question?


MS. NAPOLEON:  I'm sorry, we're conferring.  Give me a moment, please.


I'm sorry, so are you asking, would you like to submit an undertaking?  I guess I'm a little unclear [voice cuts out]


MR. MILLAR:  Could you repeat the question, Ms. DeMarco?


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, would you accept, subject to check, that there are instances of economic bypass for electricity generators in Ontario?


MS. NAPOLEON:  I can't speak to whether there are instances of economic bypass in Ontario.


MS. DeMARCO:  So would you accept, subject to check with your client, that there are at least two instances of economic bypass in Ontario, the Greenfield Energy Centre and the Green Electron project, that have been approved by the Board?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. MILLAR:  I think we can accept that, Ms. DeMarco, if helps.  The client is not -- or pardon me, Synapse is not specifically aware of those, but I don't think that's in dispute.


MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  My next question is in relation to, in part, APPrO 3(a) and (b), specifically the efficiency and effectiveness of large-volume customers, and particularly gas-fired power generation customers, to evaluate and undertake and implement energy efficiency programs on their own, and specifically in relation to 3(b)(ii)9.  Do you have that reference up?


MS. NAPOLEON:  (b)2...  Oh.  Okay.  Yes.  Yes, I have that up.


MS. DeMARCO:  These were all measures that we had asked you to confirm whether or not they would be valid reasons for large-volume customers to directly undertake and invest in energy efficiency and conservation measures.  3(b)(ii)9 relates to avoiding border measures on higher-emission export products like electricity, such as the first jurisdictional delivered program measures in Quebec and California.


You indicate that you are not familiar with that; is that correct?


MS. NAPOLEON:  That's correct.


MS. DeMARCO:  In fact, you haven't looked at any carbon pricing-related measures in this analysis; is that correct?


MR. TAKAHASHI:  Correct, we did not review.


MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I'm going to move on to (c).  You indicate in your response to (c) that Synapse is generally familiar with a variety of measures, including but not limited to motors, CHP compressors, pumps, lighting, air handling, et cetera.


I just want to explore exactly what you have done in relation to direct large-volume customer energy efficiency, and conservation measures.  Have you designed them for large-volume customers?


MR. MILLAR:  Ms. DeMarco, I don't mean to interrupt, and certainly I am happy to have the witnesses answer the questions.  I do observe that Mr. Woolf is not on the call, and he may have some additional things that he's done.  So I am happy to have these witnesses answer the questions.  We may also want to take an undertaking to provide any additional information that Mr. Woolf has.


MS. DeMARCO:  I'm happy to have that undertaking.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.  But let's hear from the witnesses first.


MS. DeMARCO:  Why don't we take the undertaking at this point, and --


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So it will be JT4.12.  Would it be easier just to do the whole thing by undertaking?  Would that satisfy you?  Or do you need to hear --


MS. DeMARCO:  I would love to hear in relation to the specific evidence just that understanding of what "generally familiar with" means of the panel that's available to us.


MR. MILLAR:  So just to mark the undertaking, it will be to provide any additional information related to --


MS. DeMARCO:  Direct large-volume customer energy efficiency and conservation measures that Synapse has directly done, or been involved with.

MR. MILLAR:  We'll take that undertaking.  But if the witnesses on the phone can provide an answer, that will be helpful, too.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.12:  Synapse to provide any additional information related to direct large-volume customer energy efficiency and conservation measures Synapse has directly done, or been involved with


MS. DeMARCO:  Have you designed them?

MS. NAPOLEON:  This is Alice Napoleon.  I have not been involved with the design of any engineering program projects involving these measures that were listed.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Have you implemented them any way, shape or form?

MS. NAPOLEON:  We are involved in -- I've been involved in program or offering design, not with the actual implementation of the specific measure.

MS. DeMARCO:  What about after the fact?  Have you assessed the energy efficiency, (a), and the cost effectiveness, (b), of them?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.  Yes, we have assessed cost effectiveness of those measures.

MS. DeMARCO:  After they were directly implemented by a large volume customer?  That's the question.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Takahashi, did you hear that question?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Just to say we would like to clarify that we have used utility reporting of energy savings and of cost to consider the savings and the cost effectiveness of these measures.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, that's distinct from directly doing it for the large volume customer; fair?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  And then similarly, for -- directly for that large volume customer, have you assessed the impacts on their end use customers for their products or services?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Are you asking for experience?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, "generally familiar with", as you report.  I want to understand whether or not you've done that directly, or whether you've just come into contact with reporting, or some other range of experience.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yeah, we have reviewed numerous energy efficiency potential studies across North America, which included numerous measures, and these measures included measures for large volume customers.

MS. DeMARCO:  So your experience is in relation to review of studies; is that fair to say?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Correct, fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I'm moving on to APPrO sub 4, that's IR 3 (4) in relation to viable measures.  Specifically there, the response was -- sorry, it's sub (d), not sub 4.

When you talk about viable measures in your response, which indicates in about fourth line down:  
"The literature on this subject indicates that barriers to energy efficiency persist for the industrial sector, and not all viable measures are implemented."


I just want to better understand what you take to mean as viable measures.  Do you mean financially viable measures?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Sorry, I had the wrong question response up.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's APPrO sub 3, sub (d).  And that's my fault.  I'm sorry, I said sub 4 and it's actually sub (d).

MS. NAPOLEON:  By viable?  I would say that that means cost effective from the program administrator's perspective, or from the total resource cost or societal benefits perspective.

MS. DeMARCO:  So financially viable from the PA or TRC perspective?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Also the customer's perspective, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Legally viable?  Would that be included in your definition of viable?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Legally viable would be important.  That's not -- I do not believe that legally viable was specifically looked at by the studies that I've consulted.  However, it is suggested by these by these studies that since the efficiency measures were implemented as a result of the program administrator's efforts, that they were in fact legal.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's more in relation to the measures that were not implemented.  You didn't look at whether those measures were legally viable, did you?

MS. NAPOLEON:  For measures that were not implemented?  No, we did not look at those.

MS. DeMARCO:  And similarly, you didn't look at those measures that were not implemented were contractually viable?

MS. NAPOLEON:  We have not considered whether the projects that were not implemented were not implemented as a result of contractual issues.

MS. DeMARCO:  Similarly, you haven't looked at whether or not those measures that weren't implemented were viable in the context of capital stock turnover cycles; is that fair?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  That should be taken into account usually when utilities estimate energy savings potential.

MS. DeMARCO:  As I understand your answer, it would be very prudent for a large industrial customer to directly themselves take into account capital stock turnover cycles when assessing whether or not to implement a measure; is that right?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Similarly, you didn't take into account an examination of whether the measure is viable in the context of a carbon pricing regime?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Then I'm going to ask you to move on to APPrO IR No. 6.  I just want to get a sense of what you assumed in terms of the internal LVC resources relating to energy efficiency professionals, or professional   engineering staff.  Have you assumed that they don't have dedicated energy efficiency professionals?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Could you repeat the question?

MS. NAPOLEON:  And define the acronym as well?

MS. DeMARCO:  Large volume customer, LVC. Sorry about that.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Have you assumed that the large volume customer has no internal professional engineering or energy efficiency professionals dedicated to energy efficiency and conservation measures on staff?

MS. NAPOLEON:  We have not assumed that there are no 

-- there is or is not an internal energy manager on site.

MS. DeMARCO:  Or many of them, in terms of even vice-presidents?  There could be a whole range of staff dedicated to optimization and energy efficiency on staff; would that be fair?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That would be fair, although I would not say that the presence of staff that are dedicated to energy efficiency means that there isn't a contribution that could be made by a utility that's providing technical assistance or other kind of assistance for supporting energy efficiency.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would you accept that dedicated staff internal to the large-volume customer would have a much better knowledge of the operations of the entity than a third-party utility operator?

MS. NAPOLEON:  In general, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Ms. DeMarco.

MS. DeMARCO:  Mr. Millar, if we could, we'll take our leave at this point and follow on.

MR. MILLAR:  Of course.  Of course.

MR. O'LEARY:  Ms. DeMarco, just before you go, I just -- it is really just a matter of nomenclature, and I appreciate that all of your questions have been referring to large-volume customers, but there are several rate classes that the several utilities have.

If I look at the APPrO Interrogatory No. 1, your very first question refers to Enbridge's Rate 125 rate class, which is our -- we'll call it the gas generation rate class, and then there is the Union T2 and Rate 100 customers.

Am I correct in understanding that your questions, when you refer to large-volume customers, Ms. DeMarco, are referring to essentially the customers in those rate classes?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, that's a fair assumption.

MR. O'LEARY:  All right.  Because it is understood that Enbridge has other rate classes, and sometimes they consume what some might call large volumes, but certainly not something of the equivalent of what we see in those rate classes.  I just wanted to make sure we're clear on that.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. O'Leary.  Thank you, Ms. DeMarco.  We'll see you tomorrow or in the coming days.

Mr. Elson, are you prepared to proceed?  And just for the benefit of the witnesses, poor Mr. Elson has broken his jaw, so if it sounds like he's speaking to you through clenched teeth, he is, but it's not because he's impolite, it's because his jaw is wired shut, and we will ask Mr. Elson to speak directly into the mic so that we are sure that we can hear.
Questions by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Millar, and I can assure you that if you don't understand one of my questions it is just the way I'm speaking, not the way I have formulated the question, but again, if you do need any clarifications, please don't hesitate to ask.

So good morning, Mr. Takahashi, Ms. Malone, and Ms. Napoleon.  As Mr. Miller pointed out, my name is Kent Elson, and I represent Environmental Defence, and I'm going to be asking you a couple questions about on-bill financing, shareholder incentive, and a few other minor issues.

So starting with on-bill financing, I gather from your evidence that your opinion would be that on-bill financing is a promising option to pursue further; is that a fair summary?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yeah, that is a fair summary.

MR. ELSON:  Would you agree that one of the benefits of an on-bill financing program is that you can potentially design it to provide lower interest rates for energy efficiency upgrades than would otherwise be available to certain customers?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And just to provide an example of that, I have printed a page from the website of Enercare, which is a major HVAC company in Ontario, and if you could pull that up.  I believe you should have a copy that I sent around earlier.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Elson, I propose that we mark that as an exhibit.  That will be KT4.2, and that is the Enercare document entitled "Feeling the Chill".

MR. ELSON:  Thank you. 
EXHIBIT NO. KT4.2:  ENERCARE DOCUMENT ENTITLED "FEELING THE CHILL".

MR. ELSON:  Do you have that printout in front of you?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, we have it.

MR. ELSON:  If you can turn to the second page:

"Enercare advertises for furnace upgrades that they can provide interest rates as low as 7.95 percent."


Do you see that there?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Do you believe that on-bill financing program can be designed to have an interest rate that's lower than that?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. ELSON:  And would you be able to estimate a range that you see in some of the jurisdictions of low interest rates?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, we have seen a number of literature that have lists of on-bill financing programs with information on interest rates that we can provide.

MR. ELSON:  Are you prepared to provide that by way of undertaking?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  And I believe that undertaking would be examples of some of the lower interest rates in on-bill financing programs.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  And with my review, the rates have ranged from 0 to 5 percent.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we will give the undertaking number as JT4.13. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.13:  TO PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF SOME OF THE LOWER INTEREST RATES IN ON-BILL FINANCING PROGRAMS.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Takahashi.

And would you agree that one of the ways to achieve low interest rates is through competitive procurement with third-party financial institutions?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. ELSON:  In your report you recommend a working group be developed regarding on-bill financing, and I'd like to ask you a little bit more about what that would entail.

I gather this working group would be focused more on the technical design of on-bill financing program, rather than simply stakeholder consultation; is that right?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  More so on technical aspect of the financing options.

MR. ELSON:  So it would be more of a technical working group than a consultation.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Right, but still it's very important to take into account of -- account opinions of different stakeholders on what kind of financing is necessary.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

And so what kind of parties or members do you think should be part of this kind of technical working group?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I -- all kinds of stakeholders, but especially low-income, multi-family, small business sectors.


[Witness panel confers'


MR. TAKAHASHI:  And financial institutions definitely.

MR. ELSON:  So the working group would consist of people with expertise in this issue, parties who are supportive of on-bill financing, and parties who would represent people who would benefit from or use on-bill financing?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I'm sorry, could you repeat the question?

MR. ELSON:  I was saying that the working group would consist of people with expertise on on-bill financing, parties who are supportive of on-bill financing, and parties who represent individuals who might avail themselves of on-bill financing?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I believe so.

MR. ELSON:  I gather that on-bill beginning program could, to a certain expect, represent competition with HVAC companies such as the example of Enercare that I just gave; is that your understanding as well?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I do not know about Enercare personally, so I cannot answer the question.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I can ask the question more broadly:  In jurisdictions such as Ontario there are HVAC companies that provide furnaces through financing options, and an on-bill financing program could be seen by some of those companies as competition; would you agree with that?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I'm not sure.  They may -- they could use on-bill financing.  They can -- actually, often the contractors should know about financing options available for customers, and on-bill financing could be one of the options that they could offer.

MR. ELSON:  So maybe it would be accurate to say that in some cases they would have an incentive to have on-bill financing go ahead, and in other cases they might not be supportive because they would be a competitor; would that be fair?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yeah, yes.

MR. ELSON:  In the interrogatory responses from Union in their response to Board Staff Interrogatory 1, attachment 1, they discuss an example of an on-bill financing program in Manitoba.  That's a program where there was low-interest financing from third parties coupled with a network of contractors.

I'm wondering if you can provide an undertaking to comment on the effectiveness of this program, and how it could potentially be implemented in Ontario, after reviewing this information and any other information you might have on this program.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  You are asking us to review the material, and provide our comments on the program?

MR. ELSON:  Your comments on the effectiveness, and how it could potentially be implemented in Ontario.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Elson, are you asking them to give a response now?

MR. ELSON:  No, I think an undertaking would be appropriate.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, sorry, could you repeat the question?  I want to understand exactly what you're asking them to do.

MR. ELSON:  To review the Manitoba program and comment on its effectiveness, and how it could potentially be implemented in Ontario, based on information here and any other information they might have on this program.

MR. MILLAR:  I think we are probably going to refuse that.  I'm not going to ask our experts to do additional work and review additional programs. 

I'm happy to have them provide you with whatever thoughts they have right now, but we're not asking them to do any extra work.

MR. ELSON:  Would they be able to provide comments on it -- I mean, I don't know if makes sense for them to read it now.  That's why I suggested it by way of undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we do this?  I will give you an undertaking number and -- rather than waste time now, if they can read it and provide some thoughts for you, I'm happy to have them do that.


I'm not going to ask them to go and read the underlying reports and prepare their own reports, but we'll see what we can get for you.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That will be JT4.14. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.14:  TO REVIEW THE MANITOBA PROGRAM AND PROVIDE SOME THOUGHTS


MR. ELSON:  And I can just explain that that program seems very promising to Environmental Defence, and we would benefit from Synapse's views on that, to see if they also agree.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  I'll move on to the shareholder incentive, and perhaps could I start by asking which of you would be the most familiar with the shareholder incentives provided to the utilities in Ontario.


MS. MALONE:  That would be me, Erin Malone.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, Ms. Malone.  I'd like to ask you some questions about the current shareholder incentive from what, I guess you could say, would be an economics or a game theory perspective.

I understand, Ms. Malone, that you have a background in economics and you would be familiar with those sorts of things.

MS. MALONE:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  My understanding is that the primary goal of the shareholder incentive structure under the Board's guidelines is to encourage utilities to meet and to exceed their targets; is that a fair characterization?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So once the budgets have been approved, the targets have been approved, the utilities have an incentive to meet and exceed those targets?

MS. MALONE:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  But earlier in time, when utilities are drafting their DSM plans, they do not have an incentive to propose aggressive targets based on the current framework; is that right?

MS. MALONE:  I hate to ask you to do it, but do you mind repeating the question?

MR. ELSON:  Please don't hesitate to do that.  When we had just discussed was the fact that once the targets have been approved, the utilities have an incentive to meet those targets, and you agreed with that.

And my next question relates to earlier in time, and my question is this:  When the utilities are drafting their DSM plans, they do not have an incentive to propose aggressive savings targets, do they?

MS. MALONE:  Well, yes.  I mean, it depends on Ontario's policy directives and how they've structured the shareholder incentive.  And I believe they're required to meet the Board's principles, as well. 

So I think -- well, hold on for just one second.

MR. ELSON:  Ms. Malone, if you would like, I could walk you through this with some smaller steps.  Would you like me to ask you another couple of questions in relation to this?

MS. MALONE:  Sure.

MR. ELSON:  So my understanding is that if the utilities have lower targets, it will be easier for them to meet those targets, and therefore easier for them to achieve their financial incentives; would you agree with that?

MS. MALONE:  I would agree with that.

MR. ELSON:  So when they are putting together their DSM plans, they have an incentive to propose lower targets that are easier for them to meet.

MS. MALONE:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So it seems to me that they have incentives to meet targets once their plans have been developed, but they don't have an incentive to develop a plan that maximizes the overall gas savings.

Is that a fair characterization?

MS. MALONE:  That's where I keep getting hung up a little bit.  So I'm going to put you on hold for one more second while we discuss the answer.

What I'm struggling with is that the incentive structure as established in Ontario requires the utilities to account for the Board's key priorities.  And if they're doing that fully, then it's -- they may be setting goals that are appropriate.

MR. ELSON:  I guess what I'm asking you is more from an economic financial incentive perspective. 

Now, of course, they have to set targets that are reasonable; they can't set lowball targets.  But they don't have an incentive to develop a plan that maximizes the overall gas savings, because the incentive is capped at a certain level regardless. 

Do you see that?  Do you agree with that?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.  I agree from a financial perspective, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.  This is what this all comes to.  We understand these guidelines are up for review in a couple of years and so, with that in mind, what are some of the ways in which the shareholder incentive could be tweaked to give utilities an incentive to propose plans that are as aggressive as possible in terms of gas savings? 

You can provide that answer now, or some thoughts now, and follow up with an undertaking, if you'd like.  I will leave it up to you.

MR. MILLAR:  Just while they're thinking, Mr. Elson, I don't object to this question.

Certainly there are or there may be some things in their report authority they can point to, and I don't mind them answering if they have some further thoughts on it right now. 

Again, we're not going to ask them to go do additional research on this topic.  But I'm happy to have them provide an answer, either now or by way of undertaking, that hopefully assists you.

MR. ELSON:  And the reason I'm asking them is that they have obvious expertise, and have looked at other Jurisdictions.  And I would appreciate the thoughts of the panel on the phone, as well as Tim Woolf on this.

MR. MILLAR:  Synapse, would this be one for an undertaking?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's call that JT4.15.  Mr. Elson, why don't you describe it?

MR. ELSON:  The question is: What are some mechanisms in which the shareholder incentive could be tweaked to give utilities a financial incentive to propose DSM plans that are as aggressive as possible in terms of gas savings.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.15:  to describe mechanisms in which the shareholder incentive could be tweaked to give utilities a financial incentive to propose DSM plans that are as aggressive as possible in terms of gas savings

MS. MALONE:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  I sent another report around from the Mowat Center, and it is entitled "Ontario-Made:  Rethinking Manufacturing in the 21st Century".  Would you be able to pull that up, please, and perhaps we could mark it as an exhibit.  And I think it makes sense if we just refer to the excerpt, which is about seven pages long.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  The exhibit number will be KT4.3, and that's the Mowat Centre report entitled "Ontario-Made:  Rethinking Manufacturing in the 21st Century".
EXHIBIT NO. KT4.3:  MOWAT CENTRE REPORT ENTITLED "ONTARIO-MADE:  RETHINKING MANUFACTURING IN THE 21ST CENTURY".

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I'm going to review some of the conclusions of this report and ask you to comment on them.  But first I'll start by referring you to page 29 of this report.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE SPEAKER:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  And on page 29 there is reference to a comparison, in terms of energy efficiency of Ontario, with 18 other jurisdictions, which is 19 in total, and the Mowat Centre concludes that Ontario ranks 17th or third-last in terms of energy efficiency.

Do you see that there in the underlying paragraph?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.  This is Alice Napoleon.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Ms. Napoleon.  And further down the page, the authors of this report disaggregate the numbers and find that even when you do a comparison on a sub-industry level that Ontario lags most of its international peers in terms of energy efficiency.  Do you see that there, as well?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  If you turn over the page to page 30 and you see figure 29, this is the figure that corresponds to what we were just discussing; do you see that there?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Did you say figure 29?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, figure 29, which is on the following page, page 30.

MS. MALONE:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  And this figure breaks out the electricity use and the gas use of Ontario versus these other jurisdictions; do you see that there?  The gas use is in green and the electricity use is in pink.  The pink is the upper bar and the green is the lower bar for each jurisdiction.


MS. MALONE:  Okay, yes, I see that.

MR. ELSON:  And I just want to confirm that I'm reading this figure correctly, and it looks to me that Ontario would be the fourth-least efficient of all these jurisdictions when you are looking at gas usage.


MS. NAPOLEON:  The third, right, of these jurisdictions that were selected for this report; correct.

MR. ELSON:  Now, that's third in terms of the electricity usage, but if you look at the gas usage, and you will see there is a dotted line here -- I'm just looking for confirmation that I'm reading this figure correctly, that there are three other jurisdictions which -- that are less efficient in terms of gas, so it is the -- Ontario is the fourth-efficient; do you see that there?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That's correct, yes, we see that now.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Now, because Ontario's manufacturing sector uses natural gas less efficiently than these other jurisdictions, would it be reasonable to conclude that there is a higher DSM potential in Ontario in this sector compared to the other jurisdictions?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Based on my limited review of this report, I do not -- I don't see the evidence specifically supporting the paragraph at the end of page 29, where they say that it's -- if you disaggregate the manufacturing sector and compare sub-industries for Ontario specifically.

However, if we hold the manufacturing sectors constant for each of these jurisdictions, it does suggest to me that there is substantial potential for improvement -- energy efficiency improvement, that is.

MR. ELSON:  That is available.  In other words, that would be -- a DSM potential would be the same way of describing that.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes, DSM potential.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I have no further questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Elson.

Mr. Poch, did you have a couple of things?
Questions by Mr. Poch:

MR. POCH:  Just a very few.  Panel, you --


MR. MILLAR:  Could you introduce yourself?

MR. POCH:  Yes, I'm David Poch, I'm counsel for the Green Energy Coalition, and we are the organization that sponsored the evidence of reports of Mr. Chernick and Mr. Neme in this case.

I just wanted to confirm, in the evidence there is a reference to an AESC, or avoided energy supply cost, in New England, 2013 report, that includes DRIPE, demand reduced -- demand reduction induced price effects for electricity, for gas, and for cross fuel effects.

And Mr. Hornby et al. -- it is listed as a Synapse report by Horn by et al.  You can confirm that Synapse is the principal author of that report?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  So I take it your firm has some expertise in this area?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, we do.

MR. POCH:  And I don't know if of any you on the panel have any expertise in that, but perhaps I can ask, is there any reason to think that commodity DRIPE, gas commodity DRIPE, is not in play in Ontario?

MS. NAPOLEON:  We're going to confer for a moment.

MR. POCH:  Sure.

Witness panel confers]


MR. POCH:  I should just say I appreciate you haven't studied it specifically, and I'm not going to ask you to venture any numbers.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  So in terms of DRIPE, demand reduction induced price effect, if the gas market is deregulated, that would have an impact on gas price from DSM program.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And I also note that -- you can confirm that Mr. Chernick on his report refers to the 2015 -- the carbon price report published by Synapse, and that's Luckow et al., "2015 Carbon dioxide price forecast."


Are you familiar with that work by your organization?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  And are any of you on the panel aware of any more recent or better estimates of carbon pricing -- forecasts for carbon pricing?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  We -- I'm sorry, which -- when was it published?  2015...

MR. POCH:  I -- the only reference I have is that this is 2015 carbon dioxide price forecast.  I apologize, I don't have the publication date at hand.  I assume that was 2015.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I believe that would be the most recent report on this subject from Synapse.

MR. POCH:  And -- it's the most recent from Synapse.  And are you aware of any other organizations that have put out reports since then that would be applicable?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I'm sorry, could you repeat the question?

MR. POCH:  I'm just wondering if any of you work on this particular area and are aware of any more recent reports you would recommend?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I see.  Although this is outside of the scope of our work on this specific --


MR. POCH:  I understand that.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I am aware of a few other reports which are --


MR. POCH:  All right.  Let me just ask this then, since you've indicated you are aware of a few other reports:  Are Synapse's 2015 reports, in your view, still a reasonable projection?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  I -- actually, I cannot speak to...

MS. MALONE:  This is Erin Malone.  We -- while there are folks here at Synapse who are experts on this, this is not our area of expertise.  We've focused on the energy efficiency programs offered by the utilities for this project, so I feel like we're sort of venturing outside our scope of comfort in responding to you.

MR. POCH:  All right.  That's fair, then.  I won't press that further.

In response to APPrO's first interrogatory, there's a mention -- you mention a -- you reference a study that your organization did for -- in New Jersey for -- that was with respect to large industrial customers who were requesting relief from efficiency surcharges.  Let me see if I can find it for you.

Well, does that ring a bell, first of all?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.  This is Alice Napoleon.

MR. POCH:   And was that a yes?

MS. NAPOLEON:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  We looked for that online and we couldn't find it.  I am wondering if you could undertake to file a copy of that?

MS. NAPOLEON:  That was -- can we?  I'm not sure.

MR. POCH:  Either file a copy, or just file the --


MS. NAPOLEON:  Can we provide an undertaking?  I'm not sure actually if we are able to, or if that is protected by confidentiality with the client.

MR. POCH:  Understood.  Let's make that an undertaking that if confidentiality limits allow, you will file such a copy.  How's that?

MS. MALONE:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT4.16.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.16:  if confidentiality allows, Synapse to file a copy of a document prepared with respect to large industrial customers who were requesting relief from efficiency surcharges in new jersey


MR. POCH:  And then finally, in response to Green Energy Coalition's to Interrogatory No.1 to you, we were asking, in the absence of constraints from the Board's guidelines, would Synapse agree that in setting six-year DSM budgets, economically optimal plans should seek to ramp up at a manageable rate to obtain all cost-effective and achievable efficiently for all rate groups.

And your response was in that:

"Absent those policy constraints, Synapse agrees that plans should optimize cost effectiveness, and that budgets should be set accordingly."


I wanted to nail down what you meant by cost effectiveness.  Were you referring there to the tests of cost effectiveness, like TRC, TRC Plus and PSE?

MS. MALONE:  Yes.  This is Erin Malone.

MR. POCH:  Thank you, those are all my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Poch.  Mr. O'Leary, Mr. Smith, who would like to go first?  Mr. Smith?
Questions by Mr. Smith:


MR. SMITH:  Thanks very much.  So for those on the phone, this is counsel Alex Smith, counsel for Union Gas.

I have a few questions for the Synapse panel.  First of all, you will recall that just a few minutes ago, Mr. Elson was asking you about budgets and targets and the like, with respect to the utilities and incentives for setting targets.  Do you recall that?

MS. MALONE:  Correct; this is Erin Malone.

MR. SMITH:  Thanks very much.  And so I just wanted to clarify: Do you have any reason to believe that Union's target are not credible?

MS. MALONE:  Could you be more specific with the term "credible"?

MR. SMITH:  Well, exercising your professional judgment, and on the basis of the evidence that you assessed in preparing your report, did you come to the view that, for any reason whatsoever, Union's targets are not credible in any respect whatsoever?

MS. MALONE:  Hang on just for a second.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Smith, while they're conferring, it does occur to me that the principal of this report, Mr. Woolfe, may take a view on this as well.

I am happy to have the witnesses give whatever answer they're comfortable with, but it may be something we want to give you an undertaking for as well, or entirely done by way of undertaking, but I'm happy to hear whatever response the witnesses have.

MR. SMITH:  Why don't we hear from the witnesses we have, and take it from there?

MS. MALONE:  Again, this is Erin Malone.  I would agree that I would prefer to have Mr. Woolfe weigh in on this response.

I'll just -- what I'm sort of struggling with is that our report is full of ways for both Enbridge and Union, ways in which they could improve their program designs which would impact their savings.

MR. SMITH:  I'm aware of that, and my question is focused on an implicit distinction, which I will now make explicit, between suggestions for improvement, of which you have many, and evidence of what Union has proposed not being credible.

In looking at your report, I didn't see anything that suggested to me that you had concluded that Union's targets were anything other than credible.  I would like to know, from the witnesses on the phone now, if I was wrong about that.


Is there anything that is in your report that shows that you formed an opinion that Union's targets were not credible?

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Smith, it may be -- as the witnesses have indicated before, they may be struggling with the term "credible".  By credible, do you mean optimal or ideal, or improper being the converse of credible?  Does credible mean achievable?

MR. SMITH:  Credible means reasonable and --


MR. MILLAR:  Appropriate?

MR. SMITH:  Reasonable -- appropriate is a little softer.

MR. MILLAR:  Understood.


MR. SMITH:  Reasonable, I think, is the term that is the closest synonym to credible.

MR. MILLAR:  Again, I will not cut off the witnesses and they can give whatever answer they feel is appropriate.

I do feel this is an overarching question, and we would certainly want to hear from Mr. Woolfe on this, who is the principal behind the report.

So I am going to volunteer to give an undertaking to an answer it, and that is not meant to cut off the witnesses in any way.

So may I mark this as an undertaking, and you can still get your answer from the witnesses?

MR. SMITH:  You may, and I would still like the answers from the witnesses we have here.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking would be JT4.17.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.17:  synapse to provide its view on whether Union's targets are credible 

Witnesses, is there anything that you can provide to assist Mr. Smith?

MS. MALONE:  Just one second.  We are still conferring.  Sorry.

[Witness panel confers]


MS. MALONE:  Okay, this is Erin Malone.  Based on your clarification for what "credible" means, I would agree that the savings projections may be reasonable.

But based off our recommendations in the report, we see evidence that they could be improved or even higher.

MR. SMITH:  Thank you.  Can I just get a confirmation from Board Staff that Mr. Woolfe will be here for the hearing, and the entire Synapse panel is going to be in the hearing room?

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Woolfe will be here, and I believe it's Mr. Takahashi who will be joining him on the panel.

MR. SMITH:  Thanks very much, and those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Those are all your questions?

MR. SMITH:  That's it.  The only other thing I was going to do -- at your suggestion, Mr. Millar --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes.


MR. SMITH:  -- was point out that we sent a letter, Union sent a letter on July 31, 2015, indicating the composition of our three panels.

We thought we should just advise all parties that with respect to panel 1, Chris Shorts will not in fact be on that panel.  It will be Drew Quigley.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Sorry, just before we get to Mr. O'Leary, I should have checked on the phone.  Is there anybody else on the phone who had questions for the Synapse panel?

Okay, Mr. O'Leary, bring us home.

MR. O'LEARY:  Like a Uber cab?
Questions by Mr. O'Leary:


Just while we're on the housekeeping issue, our panel number 2 has been described in the communications that we've sent to the parties as involving new commercial.  It has other areas, but it is also described as new commercial.

That really was mis-worded.  It should actually read new construction.  So we thought we'd identify that now and perhaps tomorrow morning, so that when parties are preparing for panel number 2, which deals with those programs, they understand it's new construction and not limited to new commercial.

I only have several questions.  It's -- panel, it is Dennis O'Leary for Enbridge Gas Distribution -- and they relate to a couple of the IR responses you've provided to Enbridge, and if you could go to 17.  So that's M.Staff.EGDI.17.

And the first question was asking you to provide a list of the natural gas utilities that currently use DSM programs to avoid or defer natural gas transportation and distribution investments.

And your response was that you have not developed such a list.  I just simply wanted you to confirm that you are not aware of any gas utilities undertaking such activities and that's why you didn't develop a list.


MR. TAKAHASHI:  This is the area of Mr. Woolf more in, actually...

MR. MILLAR:  Can we undertake to respond to that, Mr. O'Leary?  I know it's a simple question, but if it was Mr. Woolf who looked at that, I think the best way would be an undertaking.

MR. O'LEARY:  Fair enough.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That's JT4.18. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT4.18:  SYNAPSE to confirm that they are not aware of any natural gas utilities that currently use DSM programs to avoid or defer natural gas transportation and distribution investments, and that's why no list was developed; (B) IN THE EVENT THAT THERE ARE GAS UTILITIES IN THE UNITED STATES THAT HAVE UNDERTAKEN OR USED DSM PROGRAMS TO AVOID OR DEFER NATURAL GAS infraSTRUCTURE SPENDING, to describe their UNDERSTANDING AS TO ITS APPLICABILITY HERE; (C) to advise why, IF THERE ARE UTILITIES THAT DO SO, WHY IT'S NOT SET OUT IN THE REPORT.

MR. O'LEARY:  And in the event that there are utilities in the -- gas utilities in the United States that have undertaken or used DSM programs to avoid or defer natural gas infrastructure spending, I would appreciate Mr. Woolf's understanding as to its applicability here.

MR. MILLAR:  So we'll make that part of JT4.18.

MR. O'LEARY:  And why, if there are additional -- if there are utilities that do so, why it's not set out in his report.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That will be all be part of 4.18.

MR. O'LEARY:  And then if you could turn to Interrogatory No. 20.  And the question asked was -- there was reference to section 10.1, and the preamble simply states that: 
"This suggests that demand response programs where customers are provided specific incentives and tools to postpone or avoid gas consumption during peak periods could play a significant role in mitigating gas infrastructure needs.  Enbridge should include a comprehensive assessment of demand response potential in its gas infrastructure planning study."


Question (a) was: 
"Please further expand on what types of demand response programs and/or technologies that Synapse believes would be able to postpone or avoid natural gas consumption."


So coming back to -- it is almost a related question.  Here there wasn't a full answer.  We'd like you to list what technologies you are aware of from these jurisdictions in the United States that are currently undertaking DSM programs to defer infrastructure, what technologies are they relying on.  We'd like a list of those technologies; is that possible?

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. O'Leary, the response is that they did not investigate that.  So are you asking them to investigate that?

MR. O'LEARY:  They have indicated that they have not investigated demand response programs, and I'm wanting to know if that also refers to technologies, because if there are technologies there the question related to that as well.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, does the panel have a response to that?

MS. MALONE:  This is Erin Malone.  Sorry, I was confused by your clarification at the end there.  It says that we do not investigate demand response programs or technologies.

MR. O'LEARY:  All right.  So it's as simple as that.  You don't have any information in respect of either?

MS. MALONE:  We did not investigate that as part of our scope of work.

MR. O'LEARY:  All right.  So there is nothing that you will be putting forward in this proceeding which would be of assistance to the Board in respect of demand response programs or technologies; right?

MS. MALONE:  Not at this time, no.

MR. O'LEARY:  Okay, and then one just general question.  You've made a number of recommendations in respect of various evaluation measurement and verification protocols in your report in respect of numerous of the programs and program offerings, and I'm just looking for your response at a fairly high level.  You'd agree with me that to the extent that a particular program offering has been around for several years, has been vetted on a number of occasions, in terms of reviewed by various intervenor groups and the Board on various occasions in terms of the confirmation of results and any savings that it has generated, that in those circumstances the need for a formalized evaluation would be less so than in respect of newer programs or programs that have seen less scrutiny?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  You're talking about impacts and process evaluations?

MR. O'LEARY:  Yes.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, in general, but with a caveat that nothing has been changed in terms of market, you know, customer mix, you know, minimum efficiency level, and also -- we also noted that we did not see previous evaluation studies across many offerings, so if there is a study available, then there's less need to investigate further the impact and the process of specific offerings.

MR. O'LEARY:  So Mr. Takahashi, if I can restate what I think I'm hearing you saying, is if a program has been around for several years and it's been the subject of earlier evaluations and consideration, there is less need for an evaluation to be undertaken again, because you've had the prior experience with the program offering; correct?

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, in general, but less so to custom program -- custom offering.

MR. O'LEARY:  I understand that.  I was really simply trying to understand whether or not the recommendations you are making in your report are prescriptive to the extent that they must be undertaken in every case or should they be informed by the extent to which the program has been operated and evaluated in the past already.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. O'LEARY:  Okay.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  And also, but it is another consideration.

MR. O'LEARY:  Okay, those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  That's all?  Okay.  Unless there is anything else, that concludes the second technical conference.

I'd ask the parties to stay in the room for a moment after we go offline just to discuss a few housekeeping matters, but for now, thank you very much to the panel.  You are excused, with the Board's thanks, and we'll see you again in the next couple of weeks, and a reminder to the parties that the hearing proper begins at 9:30 tomorrow morning, where we will have Union's panel number 1.

MR. SMITH:  We'll be starting with the presentation --


MR. MILLAR:  With the presentation, that's right, and then we'll get to panel 1.

Okay.  So thank you very much to the parties, and we are adjourned.

MS. MALONE:  Thank you.

MS. NAPOLEON:  Thank you.

MR. TAKAHASHI:  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 12:39 p.m.
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