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Wednesday, January 23, 2019
--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.

MS. SCOTT:  My name is Jane Scott with the OEB.  I am just filling in for our lawyer, who will be here shortly.  We are here for the technical conference for Energy+, EB-2018-0028, and I will pass it over to Ljuba.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, good morning, everybody, and apologies for the delay.  Blame it on the traffic in the elevators in this building.  We have convened the technical conference, and I believe Jane has already given the introductions.

Have we had appearances yet?  No.  Okay.  Let's start with that, and we will start with the back with Mr. Garner.


Appearances:


MR. GARNER:  Mark Garner, with the consultant with the Vulnerable Energy Consumers' Coalition.

MR. HARPER:  Bill Harper, also a consultant with the Vulnerable Energy Consumers' Coalition.


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

MR. ANDRÉ:  Henry André with Hydro One.

MR. MOLON:  Dan Molon, manager of regulatory affairs and financial planning at Energy+, and I am here to answer questions related to issue 3.5 and 3.6, RTSR and LV rates, as well as issue 4.2, LRAM VA and group 2 DVAs.

MR. BACON:  I am Bruce Bacon.  I am senior utility rate consultant at BLG, and I am providin​g assistance to Energy+ with regards to cost allocation issue 3.2 and distribution rate design issue 3.1 -- 3.3, sorry.

MS. HUGHES:  Good morning.  Sarah Hughes, chief financial officer for Energy+.  I have responsibility for the overall preparation and oversight of this rate application and here to support all of the issues in question.

MR. MILES:  Ian Miles, president and CEO of Energy+, and I am here primarily to answer questions relating to the ACM portion of the application.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Ron Sinclair, vice-president, engineering of Energy+, here to answer questions related to the engineering aspects of cost allocation issue 3.2 and rate design issues 3.3 and 3.4.

MR. VELLONE:  Good morning, John Vellone, counsel to the applicant, Energy+.  To my right is Umar Waqas from Energy+ and to my left an articling student from BLG, John Manachini.  John will be attempting to bring us through the electronic evidence to make things a little bit faster, so you can direct what you want to have up on the screen to him and he will do his best to pull it up.

MR. POLLOCK:  I am Jeff Pollock.  I am a consultant representing TMMC in this case, working on cost allocation rate design issues.

MS. COLLIS:  Melody Collis, Toyota Motor Manufacturing Canada.

MS. NEWLAND:  Helen Newland, counsel to Toyota.  To my right is Dennis Mollin, an articling student who will be assisting us today.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, and I am Ljuba Djurdjevic.  I'm legal counsel for OEB Staff, and with me on behalf of staff are Shuo Zhang, Andrew Frank, and Jane Scott.
Procedural Matters:


Now, I understand there is a couple procedural points we need to address.  One is the order of the issues that we would -- we would ordinarily go through the issues list, you know, numerically, but I understand there's been some discussion about dealing with cost allocation and rate design first.  So late-breaking news -- so first we will be dealing with the facilities plan, then the monthly billing, on which update evidence has been filed, then we will deal with cost allocation and rate design and then the balance of the issues that are outstanding.

I also understand there's some confidential documents that have been filed, and I propose that when we are talking about the confidential documents that we go in camera, off the record.  The other option would be to have it transcribed and then edit the transcript later.  I believe the former is the more straightforward way to go about it rather than editing the transcript after the fact.

Does anybody have any issues with that, or...

MR. VELLONE:  Just from a sense of timing, I think we have to kick some people out of the room when we go in camera as well.  Does anyone have a sense as to whether or not they are going to dive into confidential materials or not at this stage?  We won't hold you to it, but I am just trying to figure it out.  A lot of head shakes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So it won't be an ordinary amount of material or time that will be expended on this, but just to make sure the parties that are staying in the room have signed the confidentiality, that original undertaking, and those that have not will have to leave the room.

Okay.  So have the parties discussed an order of questioning that you want to start with?  Okay.  So we have agreed Staff will go first, and so I will turn it over to Ms. Zhang and Mr. Frank.

MR. VELLONE:  Before we get started, last night the applicant, Energy+, did circulate to the parties responses to the all the technical conference questions that were circulated in advance.  Could I get that document which is available if anyone wants a hard copy -- it's been circulated to all the parties -- marked as an exhibit, please.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, so it is -- I know there were a number of documents.  Are you proposing to have all of the documents as one package marked as an exhibit or do you want to make them individual exhibits?

MR. VELLONE:  I am in your hands.  It's all together in one binder which has been distributed to everybody in the room, so I was going to suggest marking the binder as a whole, a single exhibit.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, let's do that, and if we need to refer to individual documents within that, then we can make that separate exhibits if necessary.

So that will be Exhibit No. KTC1.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KTC1.1:  ENERGY+'S RESPONSES TO TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS.

MS. NEWLAND:  Toyota filed its responses to interrogatories, technical conference interrogatories, received from OEB Staff, from Schools, from VECC, and from Energy+.  We filed those yesterday.  There was one -- there was -- the response to Energy+ was filed on a redacted basis; the rest were not confidential.  So I am in your hands as to whether you want to give each response to each intervenor a separate number or just give them one number.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Let's do the same as we did for Energy+'s material and give it one exhibit number.  And that would be KTC1.2.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you. 
EXHIBIT NO. KTC1.2:  TOYOTA'S RESPONSES TO TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS.

MR. VELLONE:  We do have one correction to make before we start the questioning process.  The question is in respect to the response to VECC technical conference question 63, part B.  That response can be found at page 8 and 9 of 126 if you are in the PDF or following along.  I will let the witness make the correction.

MR. MILES:  It's -- on your screen, item number 7, under the list of permits for construction.  The date reads January 20th, '19.  It should be January 20th, '20.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  We are now good for questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, thank you very much.  We will now turn it over to Board Staff.
ENERGY+ INC. - PANEL 1

Dan Molon

Bruce Bacon

Sarah Hughes

Ian Miles

Ron Sinclair

Issue 3, Load Forecast, Cost Allocation and Rate Design
Facilities Plan

Examination by Ms. Zhang:


MS. ZHANG:  Good morning, panel.  I just want to clarify regarding the class C cost estimate.  So am I understanding it correctly that in the updated evidence, the class C estimate was 7.5 million?   And now in responses to SEC, there is attachment of the design brief, and in attachment H, it's showing that the class C cost estimate now is 6.7 million?  


So is this the latest class C cost estimate for Southworks facility?

MR. MILES:  That's correct, yes, it's the latest.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  And the total ACM you are asking for is still 8.1 million?

MR. MILES:  That's correct.

MS. ZHANG:  And you mentioned in responses to Staff TC question number 1, part B, there is an additional estimated 608,000 architectural fees.  So that's additional to the class C cost estimate?

MR. MILES:  Yes, that's correct.  The class C estimate pertains to the renovations and the construction component only.  There's still some soft costs, like the architectural fees, that are included in the overall total of the 8.1 million that we are asking for in the ACM.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay.  So the detailed breakdown is in responses to SEC 1?

MR. MILES:  Correct.

MS. ZHANG:  In the table here?

MR. MILES:  That's correct.

MS. ZHANG:  Okay, thank you.  That's all my questions on the facilities plan.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, any other questions on the facilities plan from intervenors?
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  I have a few.  Mark Garner for VECC.  If you can turn up VECC technical question 62, I think is where I'd start.  And I just want to clarify some dates, Mr. Miles, on that.

You have the Southworks for the construction period being March 2020 to March 2021.  But then later on in that response, I think you go on to say it could be six to nine months later.

Are you saying the construction period could start for Southworks as late as, I guess, nine months from March 2021, which would be roughly January 2022.  Is that fair,  it could be as late as that?

MR. MILES:  In terms of occupancy, yes.

MR. GARNER:  In terms of occupancy, not construction.

MR. MILES:  Right.

MR. GARNER:  Can you just help me as to what causes that variance, that uncertainty?  What's the uncertainty that's --


MR. MILES:  We are very close -- I say we, the developer, is very close to eliminating a lot of that uncertainty.  They are expecting to get site approval from the city by mid-February.

Once they have that in place, they are prepared to go out for tender for the construction of the two condominium towers.  And that's sort of a key component for our plans, because our parking space is going to be in the -- in one of the parking podiums of the condo towers.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. MILES:  So they have gone through, you know, a lot of the uncertainty with respect to environmental permits and whatnot.  That's all now sort of behind them, and we expect a pretty solid timeline will emerge in later February.

MR. GARNER:  Right, okay.

MR. MILES:  But at this point, I just wanted to point out that there is still that sort of six to nine month uncertainty right now.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And pardon me if we have gone through this in some of the other events that we have had.  So as I understand it, the building that you would occupy, which is the historical building, and then there's two condos that arise out of -- or within sort of the property of that.

MR. MILES:  Adjacent to it, yes.

MR. GARNER:  Adjacent to it, yeah.  And all of your parking issues are reliant on that condo unit being built.  Are any other constructions of the historical building, the renovations, also reliant on that condo building, or is that all separate from that?

MR. MILES:  It's really separate.  The other component to the building that we are going to occupy is an event space kind of area, and the parking for that is going to be on the street or -- you know, I don't know where it's going to be, frankly.  But we have about 70 employees that will be working there every day, so it's important that we know where our employees are going to park when they come to work.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  I think you have said this at some point, is it right that you cannot occupy your building until the parking is completed in the condo?  Is that correct?

MR. MILES:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  And so in some sense, regardless of the construction of Southworks, the occupancy of Southworks is totally dependent upon the condo being completed and the parking being available.

MR. MILES:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  And is that end of -- I'm sorry, when I look at that table, when does that occur?

MR. MILES:  Well, there has been some discussion with the developer about occupying Southworks when the parking podium component of the condo tower is finished.  So construction could still be happening on the upper floors, but the parking would be safe and clear of construction and available for parking.

So if that were to occur, then we could be in there as soon as July 2021, which, you know, is what we have stated in the table.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  That seems unusual.  I have never heard of anybody doing that, but if they say so.

Can I just go to the next page on that.  You have the shared facility with BPI, and you have a construction period of to be determined.  And when does that construction -- when will you know that construction period?  Like when do you get certainty around the BPI shared facility?

MR. MILES:  So that project is being controlled by BPI exclusively.  We have committed to partner with them, but I can't answer your question.

MR. GARNER:  You really don't have an answer to that, okay.  Sorry, I just went through these this morning.

This morning you did this correction on number 7 of technical question 63, with the building permit, part of building for January 2019, and that was for the item 7.

But items 5 and 6, do those stay the same?  Building permits for the two residential towers, building permits for the north building being 2019?

MR. MILES:  Yes, they do.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Sorry, I am just quickly going through these.

So, I think maybe you can point me to this, for Southworks, what are the costs that are being incurred in 2019?  Is that somewhere in the evidence?

MR. MILES:  No -- well, I think we did file something on the architectural fees.  We continue to incur fees for the architectural and design work.  And we have, in one of the answers, talked about what we have spent to date as of the end of 2018.  It's a little over $200,000.

We will continue to incur some design fees as we go into 2019, likely another two to three hundred thousand dollars, and it's possible that some of the base building work will also occur in 2019, so the roof and the windows and the fire wall that separates the building.  The fire wall has actually already been constructed and we've agreed to pay 50 percent of that cost with the developer.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Miles.  Would I be correct to say the reason you want to do the ACM versus an ICM later, when you might have more certainty, is that it's not the financial burden you have over '19 and maybe even '20; it's the uncertainty you would enter into in entering into any construction without the certainty you will be able to move forward.  Is that really the issue?

MR. MILES:  That's correct and that is the issue, yes.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  One final question, and this is just a broad question.

Why -- and I am sure you have this in the evidence, but since we are talking, why would Energy+ want to go into an historical building with all of the incumbent issues all around -- you know, renovating it and doing whatever -- as opposed to what I would call a greenfield site and just simply build a consolidated, you know, entity to meet all your needs?  Why do what you are doing?

MR. MILES:  We looked at many of those options, and I think it is outlined in our evidence.  We looked at it over a period of years.  We weren't able to find -- we found some sites, but to build an entirely new sort of consolidated facility would have been 32 to 35 million dollars, so about four times the cost of what this solution is.

This solution also -- the location is also ideal for us.  It's more central to our service territory for both the Brant County portion as well as the Cambridge and North Dumfries portion, so it was a good site and a good solution.

MR. GARNER:  Did you have conversations with the municipal city council about occupying the site?  Did they have conversations with you about the desirability of you taking that site?

MR. MILES:  We had conversations -- actually, I did go as a delegation to a council meeting when the developer was there presenting their pitch, if you will, for the zoning amendments.  They had to get some zoning by-law amendments for the condo towers, and I went there to state my support for it, that I thought it was a good solution for us as Energy+, and I didn't comment on the height of the towers or anything like that, but I simply said that this works well for us.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And on your board of directors how many municipal counsellors of -- it's Cambridge, right?  This is in the Cambridge city?

MR. MILES:  Cambridge.

MR. GARNER:  How many municipal councillors of Cambridge on your board --


MR. MILES:  So there's one, the mayor.  The mayor is on the board.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I think those are all my questions.  Thank you, Mr. Miles.

MR. MILES:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Mr. Harper, any questions on the facilities plan?  Hydro One?  Anything on -- any other intervenors hiding back there that I can't see?  Oh, CCC, here you are.  Ms. Girvan, did you have any questions on the facilities plan?

MS. GIRVAN:  [microphone not activated.]

Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just one or two, just so I can understand the interrelationship between the projects on the broader facilities plan, just so I understand.  If the -- I think it's the Garden facility is the one with BPI?  Am I correct?


MR. MILES:  Garden Avenue, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to understand.  If that project for whatever reason does not go ahead, what impact does that have on the Southworks project?

MR. MILES:  It doesn't have any impact at all, really.  The Southworks project is intended to house our administrative employees.  The facility down in Brantford is an operations facility to cover that portion of the service territory.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I know the Bishop facility is not within this DSP period, but just help me understand the interrelationship with the Southworks project.  I know the Southworks project is before that.  If that does not happen, if the Board does not approve the Southworks facility, does that impact the Bishop facility?

MR. MILES:  It would, yes, because we wouldn't be able to relocate the people from Bishop and undertake the renovations that we plan to do out in 2024.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just going back to the Garden facility, I understand there's no -- is there a relationship, not with the project going ahead versus not going ahead, but a delay in the project?  If the project is delayed by six months, one year, does that impact the Southworks facility schedule in any way?

MR. MILES:  No, it doesn't, because we still have a facility in Paris, in Brant County, that we are utilizing for an operations facility.  We have a lease on that that we can extend out to 2022.  So if the Garden Avenue or a shared facility does not move forward, then we have time to find another solution for our ops centre in Brant County.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My last question is just with respect to the schedule and the steps.  You provided in response to SEC 7 -- we had asked you for the dates, the forecast dates of some of the milestones.  I want to understand in your view what is the go/no-go from your perspective, something that's -- I understand there's permits, and obviously if you don't get permits you can't build a facility, but things that are within your control, primarily, and would I be correct that that would be the construction agreement that you're forecasting to enter into in April 2019?  That's really the big decision about going forward or not going forward with the project that you control.

MR. MILES:  That's one of the larger milestones, correct, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so is it a go/no-go from your perspective if you, once you enter into that agreement -- obviously we don't know what the agreement looks like, but sort of in a general sense, have you made the decision to go forward with the project?

MR. MILES:  Well, there's several steps after that -- we enter into that agreement.  The type of agreement that we plan on entering is a construction management agreement, and so all of the trade work and the materials, everything will be tendered out on kind of an open-book basis, and we will see the prices.  The contractor will see the prices as well.  I would say that after -- if after we go to tender we don't get the results back or the cost is much higher than we had anticipated, that could be a go/no-go decision.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So help me understand just so I can better get a sense of how you have done the -- or not yourselves, I understand, the company who has really done the budgeting or at least the forecast right now.

MR. MILES:  Right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If you haven't done the tendering at all for the project, how certain are you with the forecast?

MR. MILES:  I'd say we are much more certain now than we were even back in the fall now that we have this updated class C estimate.  And I say that because it's been through several iterations now and it's based on an architectural design that's about roughly a third completed.  There's still more detailed design work to be done with respect to the mechanical and electrical systems, but a lot of the big pieces of it have been designed and costed out in this class C estimate.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You provided --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Mr. Rubenstein, could you speak up just a little bit?  We are having a hard time hearing on this side of the room --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  You have provided a class C estimate, and that gives you a variance on the cost.  What is your expectation on the variance with the schedule?  So this is an ACM for a 2020 in-service date.  What's your -- sorry, 2022, yes, 2022 in-service date.  What's your view on the likelihood that it will take -- will happen in 2022 versus 2023 --


MR. MILES:  As I mentioned before, I think it's the -- the uncertainty is diminishing greatly.  The developer anticipates getting their site plan approval next month, and that will enable them to start construction in March.  So once that starts, there's much more certainty around the timeline.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are we talking about 20 percent chance that it will not -- it will happen after, 30 percent chance that it will not happen, it will happen in 2023 as opposed to 2022 --


MR. MILES:  I don't know how to put a number on it -- a probability number on it.  I just know that a lot of the time-consuming front-end work has been done and has been approved, like, the record of site condition has been approved.  And once the site plan is approved, that pretty much paves the way for them to get going.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And from a regulatory perspective is it your expectation that when you are in here seeking your rate adjustment for 2022, so sometime, I guess, in the fall of 2021, if the outlook on the in-service date will have changed to outside of 2022, at that point you will not seek to have the rider calculated and implemented for 2022?

MR. MILES:  Yeah, we would adjust it with the timing; that's right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Those are my questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.  Ms. Girvan, anything on the facilities plan?
Examination by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, I apologize for being a bit late.  I had another commitment.

Just one question, and I wasn't here to hear the beginning, but -- so the 8.1 from your perspective is the solid number, and that's the number you are proposing today?

MR. MILES:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you, that's all.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Mr. André?  Oh, nothing.  Okay, sorry.  So Toyota, you don't have any questions on the facilities plan?

MS. NEWLAND:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Mr. Vellone, was there any follow-up or clarification?

MR. VELLONE:  Not on my side, nope.
Monthly Billing

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So the next issue we will cover is monthly billing.  And so, again, back to start with Mr. Garner.  Any questions on that topic?

MR. GARNER:  No, I do not, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, all right, and OEB Staff didn't have any.

Mr. Rubenstein, behind the post.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

Just one question.  If I could ask you to turn to your response to SEC 10, part C.  And in your response, you provide your views, I guess, on what I had provided to you. And at the bottom in the last bullet point you say:
 "The methodology assumes that all customers have converted to bi-monthly to monthly billing.  In the CND service territory, only customers the residential and GS under 50 rate classes were impacted by the conversion."

So just to clarify what you are saying in this, were the other rate classes already on monthly billing?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they were.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Are you able to provide us, then, in -- so utilizing the 2014 approved revenue requirement, what percentage of the revenue that you would be collecting from that revenue requirement was attributable to classes that were on the bi-monthly billing that were later converted to monthly billing?

MS. HUGHES:  So just in terms of clarification, just trying to understand what you would utilize that information for, in terms of providing additional information to help support.  We've done our best to try and identify the revenue for both those rate classes at the time of converting to monthly billing as part of the response to an OEB Staff question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I haven't -- since I got this.  So if there's information that already exists in an IR, I haven't had a chance to look at it.

MS. HUGHES:  I just want to understand.  So you are wanting to understand the percentage of the revenue requirement for the Cambridge that was attributable to those customers who are on bi-monthly billing?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MS. HUGHES:  If we were to do the calculation, it would be an approximation.  I don't think we have the revenue requirement, and we would have to do some percentage allocation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to get -- I assume, if I was doing the calculation, I would simply take a look at the revenue requirement split between the revenue classes for the purposes of the 2014 application, the approved, you would just tell me what's in the residential, what was allocated to residential, what was allocated to GS under 50.

I just want to make sure we're all -- there's not going to be an issue about the numbers, if I do the work.

MR. VELLONE:  Is the information in Staff technical conference question 2 helpful to this discussion?

MS. HUGHES:  I think we could go back and look at the revenue requirement by customer class in the cost allocation model at that time, and do a percentage allocation of the revenue requirement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, thank you.

MS. HUGHES:  We could do that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, we will make that an undertaking, JTC1.1. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.1:  ENERGY+ TO REVIEW THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BY CUSTOMER CLASS TO CALCULATE A PERCENTAGE ALLOCATION OF THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT ATTRIBUTABLE TO CLASSES THAT WERE ON THE BI-MONTHLY BILLING THAT WERE LATER CONVERTED TO MONTHLY BILLING

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's my only question, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Ms. Girvan, nothing on monthly billing?

MS. GIRVAN:  No, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  So I guess that wraps up the first two issues.  And the next group of issues we are dealing with is cost allocation and rate design.  So, Staff will go first.

Okay, nothing from Staff.  Mr. Garner, any...
Issue 3.2, Cost Allocation and Rate Design

Examination by Mr. Harper:


MR. HARPER:  Yes, I have got a number of follow-up questions on the responses you provided under issue 3.2.  And the first one, if you could turn up your response to VECC TCQ number 70.  Here we asked in parts A and B whether your overhead primary facilities could be viewed as an alternative to the underground facilities, and you say technically yes, but in practice, no.  And then you go on and provide a bit of an explanation.  Help me with my simple mind.  Would it be fair to say the reason where the answer is no because alternatives suggest there is a choice and, in your view, there really isn't a choice?  Either there are financial issues or bylaw issues that means there isn't a choice between the two?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.  Typically, financially there really isn't a choice.  It's just so much more expensive to go underground.

MR. HARPER:  Like I said, I was just trying to frame the answer in simple terms.  If we can turn to your response to TCQ 71, and just flipping through part B here, here you identify in the response a number of assets that are included in account 1835 that, I guess, haven't been identified for direct assignment to TCMP and the various scenarios where you have done direct assignment.

I think there are two of those you provided.  One where there was a large user class in direct assignment; the second is where there are two large user classes and direct assignment.

Would I be correct in saying that in both of those cases, the TMMC load doesn't attract any costs associated with the assignment you identified in response to part B?

MS. HUGHES:  So I think we identified that there are those assets in 1835 that would actually be used by both TMMC and other customers.  The challenge for Energy+ in many -- in making many of these estimates is we haven't done a detailed cost allocation study.

We also group our assets on a pooled basis.  So to go back historically and try to identify the value of these assets was just too difficult to do.

MR. HARPER:  I actually wasn't proposing that you were doing it, and I understand why you didn't.  I was just trying to understand the implications of that and the implications was that -- as I understand it, and maybe I'm just asking you to confirm -- that the costs associated with these assets, really the TMMC load doesn't attract any of these costs in those in those scenarios where you were doing direct assignment.

MR. BACON:  Yes, that's correct.  When we did -- in the direct assignment for TMMC, we did not -- we made sure that there was no cost in 1835 going to them.

MR. HARPER:  That's really -- I just wanted to understand the implications of that.  I wasn't proposing that you try and do it at this point in time.

If you could turn to your response to VECC TCQ 73A?  And here you talk about the fact that the question of whether or not a separate rate class should be created, should really be assessed with respect to the various principles set out in the principles of utility rates as articulated by Mr. Bonbright.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  I am not proposing that you do it if you haven't done it, but have you done such an assessment or not?

MS. HUGHES:  An assessment using all of these criteria?

MR. HARPER:  Criteria with respect to the question of whether, say, TMMC and the other large user should be two separate customer classes.

MS. HUGHES:  No, we have not.

MR. HARPER:  Like I say, I am not proposing you do it. I just wanted to understand whether you have done it or not.

MS. HUGHES:  No, we have not.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you.  Can we go to TCQ 75?  Parts B and D asked for copies of the revenue requirement work form associated with the two scenarios.  And in looking at the shared file that you gave me last night, I couldn't find either of these revenue requirement work forms on that shared file.

I would just ask that you make sure that they are actually uploaded on the OEB website when you forward them to the OEB, so they are available for that means.

MR. BACON:  Sure, we can do that.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.2. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.2:  ENERGY+ TO FILE COPIES OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT WORK FORM ASSOCIATED WITH THE TWO SCENARIOS AS REFERRED TO IN TCQ 75B AND D 


MR. HARPER:  And those are all my questions with respect to 3.2.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Mr. Rubenstein, questions on issue 3.2?
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, just one question.  First, in your response to SEC 11, appendix A, where you provided -- first of all, thank you very much.  It's very useful, especially the scenario and assumption page.  And actually, I'd ask that Toyota in their response to our similar question regarding bill impacts, if they could similarly use the same format, I think that would be helpful to the Board.

I would just ask if you are able to provide the appendix -- bill-impact appendix in an Excel format.  That's my only question.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we can.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be Undertaking JTC1.3. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.3:  ENERGY+ TO PROVIDE THE BILL IMPACT APPENDIX IN AN EXCEL FORMAT.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Anything else, Mr. Rubenstein?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.

MS. NEWLAND:  Mr. Pollock will have questions on behalf of Toyota.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Sorry, I was kind of going along the road there, but the problem is I can't see Mr. Rubenstein behind the post, but your questions -- you are finished your questions on this issue?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yes, okay.  Ms. Girvan, any questions?

MS. GIRVAN:  No questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Then I guess we can move on to Mr. Pollock -- sorry?
Examination by Mr. André:


MR. ANDRÉ:  I just had a couple of questions.  My first question is relating to VECC technical conference number 68.  So part A -- in part A the response confirms that all of the greater than kV 50 facilities are allocated to all the classes except the embedded distributor class, and then in part B you've confirmed that those greater than 50 kV facilities are related to MTS number 1 and Powerline MTS.  Is that -- I am reading that right?

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Okay.  So my question is, can you confirm if any of the Hydro One embedded load is supplied from MTS number 1 or Powerline MTS?

MR. SINCLAIR:  None of the Hydro One embedded load is supplied by either MTS 1 or Powerline MTS.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Great, thank you.  And then just one other question on -- following up on VECC No. 78, technical conference number 78.  So in part A you were asked to confirm that all customer classes, including the embedded distributors, are assessed RTSR charges.  I think the response says that all customer classes are assessed those charges, so if I could ask you to turn to appendix -- in Exhibit 8, Appendix 2W, where you calculate the bill impacts for Hydro One's embedded HONI number 2 delivery point.  It's on page 145 of Exhibit 8.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Is this correct?

MR. ANDRÉ:  Yes, that's the correct one.

So I don't know if the panel can see it, but if you zoom in there, on the calculation of the charges, yes, so move over to the right.  So you can see there is a -- there is -- there are no charges associated with RTSR charges associated with Hydro One embedded delivery point on 2.

And my understanding was that that correctly reflects the settlement arrangement that Hydro One has with Energy+ whereby we back out the load that's taken at King Street, Brant Drive, Pleasant Ridge Road, and King Edward Street.  We back that load off, so we don't actually charge Energy+ for RTSR, and they then in turn don't charge RTSR for the embedded load within their system.  So we are not charging you RTSR and you are not charging us.

So if you can confirm that?  And this is just for that HONI embedded -- embedded HONI No. 2, that RTSR charges do not apply.  I am happy to take an undertaking if you can't confirm it.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we can confirm that.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Okay, perfect.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.4. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.4:  ENERGY+ TO CONFIRM WHETHER FOR EMBEDDED HONI NO. 2, THAT RTSR CHARGES DO NOT APPLY.

MR. ANDRÉ:  And then --


MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, for the sake of clarity, did you just confirm it?  Is there a need for undertaking?

MS. HUGHES:  We will confirm the undertaking, confirm to take an undertaking.

MR. ANDRÉ:  They will confirm it -- in the undertaking you will confirm that there is a settlement arrangement with regards to HONI embedded No. 2.

I guess just to clarify, I mean, it if it turns out that, you know, if RTSR charges did apply for that point, I am indicating that Hydro One would then have to in turn levy RTSR charges on the load that comes from its points, so I think that's why I want to get that on the record.

And so in continuing with technical conference number 78, I just -- in part B -- let me just turn to it -- in part B of the response in the second paragraph at -- the end of the sentence says:
"Hydro One's embedded distributor load in energy service territory is not included in the computation of ST charges."

And again, that's -- I have the same understanding.  We don't charge you for ST.  So I just wanted to confirm, can Energy+ confirm if any of Hydro One's embedded distributor -- or embedded class load contributes to the LV charges or the sub-transmission charge that Hydro One charges you?  So are any -- is any of the embedded load that you supply to Hydro One, does that contribute to the ST charges that Hydro One charges you and then becomes your LV costs?

MR. SINCLAIR:  So not related to Hydro One, but as the last sentence indicates in 78, part B, the charges levied by Brantford Power to Energy+ for LV may include the load for servicing Hydro One.  So not Hydro One, but Brantford Power LV.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Okay.  That's great.  And that was all I had.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, I understand Mr. Pollock on behalf of TMMC has some questions.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:


MR. POLLOCK:  I do, thank you.

Let me start with the responses to TMMC's technical questions, IR number 1, and it's particularly 1A.  And while you have that in front of you, could you also get the response to the Table TMMC IR 2D kind of side by side so you can be looking at both the responses and the table.  It might help to be able to associate the words and the numbers.  Let me know when you are ready.

MR. BACON:  Actually, just to be helpful, could you repeat the references again, please.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  Start with technical conference TMMC, IR 1, start with 1A, and then have that, and then we will get Table TMMC IR 2D.  That's the table that shows feeders, poles, meters contribution.  There is also an Excel workbook with the same information on it.  Yes, that's it.  Okay.  All right.

So 1A asks, you know, to confirm that the following assets are used exclusively to provide distribution service to TMMC.  So what I want to do is I want to read each of the assets that are used exclusively and then I want you to tell me, you know, are the costs of those assets included in the table.

So the first is 21M24 and 21M30 overhead feeders.  Are those costs included under fixed assets in table IR2D?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are the first line item called feeders.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  What about the next one, insulators, clamps, bolts, bracket connectors and switches associated with 1.  Is that also part of the cost of the feeders?

MS. HUGHES:  We believe it's included in the feeder line item.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  How about number 3, two TMMC-specific load-break switches?  Are those costs included in any item in that table?

MS. HUGHES:  We are just deferring for a second.  We are trying to look for a response to a VECC question that has the breakout of the actual asset issues that are in the feeder line.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  Can you pull up the response to VECC technical conference question 71A?

MS. HUGHES:  So going back to that line item, it was the clamps -- it's not on my screen anymore, but it is in the total of the feeder cost.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  We are talking about the load break switches?  Or are we talking about the insulators, clamps, bolts and brackets?  Which one, 2 or 3?

MS. HUGHES:  In the clamps, brackets, insulator bolts, I believe.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so that's included in feeders.  What about the TMMC-specific load-break switches?

MS. HUGHES:  So those are in that figure as well.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  What about the few solid blade switches?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, it's in the feeder line as well.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  What about the poles located at the Preston transmission substation?  I assume that would be under poles.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  What about the lightening arresters on  21M24 and 21M30 overhead feeders?

MS. HUGHES:  Those have all been included in the feeder costs.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, all right.  Let's go to B, IR 1B, and ask for any assets not listed above that are used exclusively to provide service to TMMC -- for example TMMC-specific meters -- and the answer is yes, there are four meters.  Are the meters -- the 4 meters the same as the four meters listed under the meters in that table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are listed under meters.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  What about the fibre-optic link between Hydro One-owned relays at Preston transmission substation and TMMC-owned relays at TMMC?

MS. HUGHES:  So, no, in the response, we clearly indicated that we did not include any costs related to fibre-optic networks.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So the cost to of the fibre-optic network is not in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  No, it is not.

MR. POLLOCK:  In what account would the fibre-optic cost be found?

MS. HUGHES:  So our recollection is this dates back to 1996, and would have gone in the overhead conductor line item.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Just out of curiosity, is the fibre-optic link something that -- the response says Energy+ owns the fibre-optic link.  That is an asset that's part of Energy+'s distribution assets?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And just say again, where would that cost be?

MS. HUGHES:  We believe that it's in the overhead conductor account.

MR. POLLOCK:  Overhead conductors, but it's not part of the feeders that are shown in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, not included; it is not included.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, all right.  Let's go to C, 1C.  All right, it lists the -- please confirm that the following assets are used to provide distribution service to TMMC, as well as to other Energy+ customers.

And let's talk about the 109 poles that support the 21M24 overhead feeder.  The cost of those -- are an estimate of the cost of those reflected in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And the 145 poles that support 21M30 feeder, that's also in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  It's included in the estimate, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And we talked about the four meters that's included under meters.

What about the PTs and CTs at the Preston transmission substation?  Are any of those costs included in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  No, we have not included those costs.

MR. POLLOCK:  What account would we find those costs included in?

MS. HUGHES:  We don't know the account number offhand, but we believe it to be in a primary metering account.  We can undertake to tell you what that account number is, if required.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So part of the metering account, but not part of the cost of the meters, the four meters that we talked about before?

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  Usually PTs and CTs are associated with Meters, right?  That's why am kind of questioning it.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are.  We use a work order system within our financial systems, and so sometimes we separate out the cost to get a better indication of costs.  But I can't say for sure.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So we will ask you to -- if you can provide the account number or sub account number where we can find the PTs and CTs.  We want to ask you to undertake to tell us which account number we can find the costs of the PTs and CTs associated -- or sub account where we can identify what those costs are.  Thank you.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we will take that as an undertaking.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.5. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.5:  ENERGY+ TO ADVISE THE ACCOUNT NUMBER OR SUB ACCOUNT NUMBER WITH PTS AND CTS, AND THE ACCOUNT OR SUB ACCOUNT WHERE THE COSTS OF PTS AND CTS ARE IDENTIFIED

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, let's continue down the page.  So then there's some responses to some other parts of this I want to talk about.

So of the 109 poles that support 21M24, three that are used exclusively for TMMC located at the Preston transmission substation, are those three poles included in the costs of the poles that are listed in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And then the remaining 106 poles that are used to provide distribution service to TMMC as well as to other Energy+ customers, are the costs of all those other poles also included in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And likewise the 145 poles that support the 21M30 overhead feeder, three poles located at the Preston TS that are exclusively for TMMC and the remaining 142 poles provide service to TMMC as well as Energy+ customers.  Are the costs of those poles also included in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, they are.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.  Then if we can go to IR 1D the response to 1D, I think this is a similar question that was asked previously, but:

"Are there other assets not listed above that are used to provide distribution service to both TMMC and other Energy+ customers?"

And the response was:

"Yes, there are guys, anchors, grounding, neutral conductors used to provide distribution service to both TMMC and to other Energy+ customers."

Are any of those costs reflected in the table?

MS. HUGHES:  No, I believe I answered this question already.  I do not believe they are in there.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, sorry if I missed it.  Is it possible to determine what accounts those costs would be found?  Or would they just be part of the overhead conductor account?

MS. HUGHES:  We believe it would be included in accounts 1835, which again are pooled, and be difficult, I think, for us to estimate at this point.

MR. POLLOCK:  The specifics as to -- the specific equipment that you list in the response?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  I think you had said earlier in response to a previous question that the study that we are talking about that resulted in the table, which are the costs associated with distribution equipment that is used to serve TMMC, that you didn't view this as a detailed study and that you would like to do a more in-depth study; did I understand your answer right?

MS. HUGHES:  So our response was that we did not do a detailed study.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, was the study you did fairly detailed for what it was?

MS. HUGHES:  So I would say we -- we could do our best estimate, which is what we did, on the feeders, the poles, the meters, and the capital contributions.  Some of that data was more readily available.  We used estimates based on the group pooled method and the age of the poles.  It was quite -- there was some effort involved.  I would say on the O&M, which I think you haven't spoken about yet, that is where we did not go line by line on all of the operations and maintenance costs to ascertain the level of effort with respect to these operations and maintenance accounts.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, if you were doing a more in-depth study than what you did, do you have any idea how would that more in-depth study be different than the study that you have provided?

MS. HUGHES:  So I would say we didn't do a study.  I would say that we, you know, collected our -- some of our resources across the organization to get an understanding of the areas whereby we provide Toyota with services and did our best to provide a high-level estimate.  To do a more detailed study could involve doing some time studies, looking at past services that we have provided to really get a better understanding of the time and effort associated with this particular customer.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So just to get kind of a clear picture, so if we are looking at the service -- distribution service that TMMC receives from Energy+, is it fair to say that essentially the TMMC is served from two direct and dedicated feeders that are directly connected to the Preston transmission substation, and they are all primary voltage?  Is that a yes?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Just before I answer, just to make sure, I believe the single-line diagram was treated as confidential.  Is it okay if I answer that with everyone in the room?

MR. POLLOCK:  I don't know.

MR. ANDRÉ:  I haven't signed the confidentiality agreement.

MS. NEWLAND:  It's our information.  We are fine with you proceeding.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Okay.  Yes, served by two dedicated 27.6 kV feeders from the Preston transformer station.

MR. POLLOCK:  And there are no other Energy+ facilities other than the feeders and the supporting structures that allow those feeders to go directly from the substation directly to TMMC.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, there's overhead conductor, there's the poles, insulators, brackets, that we have discussed.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  What we characterize as supporting structures.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Supporting structures, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Would it be fair to characterize this service as a kind of a radial system?

MR. SINCLAIR:  That was the subject of one of the questions.  The feeders themselves, yes, are radial, but the tie-breaker is normally closed at the customer site.  So they are actually operated in parallel as a looped supply.

MR. POLLOCK:  The two feeders; right?

MR. SINCLAIR:  The two feeders, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  But if for some reason the substation went down the two feeders would not be getting any service.  There's --


MR. SINCLAIR:  They would both be out of service if we --


MR. POLLOCK:  They would be out of service.

MR. SINCLAIR:  They would be out of service.

MR. POLLOCK:  The single source of supply is the Preston transmission substation?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, it is, correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  All right, we need to go to the O&M expense estimates.  So I understand that the O&M expenses are -- were estimated based on several assumptions.  Let's just talk about some of those assumptions.

I think one -- one was the -- based on the time and I guess overheads associated with a planned project for 2019?  Is that the description of the costs that are included in total overhead maintenance?

MS. HUGHES:  That was the premise of the estimate we made, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And this was a project that is being done in 2019?  This is a one-time project?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, it's a one-time project.  It's the Fountain Street relocation work being done by the Region of Waterloo.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so you wouldn't expect that these expenses would be incurred every year?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Not for this particular project.  But as outlined, we regularly schedule work outside of the customers' production hours, so --


MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  There would be some normal recurring maintenance that you would do here every year.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, we would still have costs in other years.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  And that's like tree-trimming, for example.  That would be a recurring --


MR. SINCLAIR:  Tree-trimming is an example, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  And the expense you gave for tree-trimming was, what, like one-fourth of the tree-trimming costs that you do every so many years?  How would you describe the tree-trimming estimate, the cost estimate.

MS. HUGHES:  So, yes, we estimated on a, over a four-year period divided by four, yes, correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, all right.  I just wanted to make sure I understood that.

I guess lastly, so there have been lots of different cost allocation models filed in response to the various technical questions, including some of ours and some of VECC's.  Which of the studies that have been filed, if any, would you characterize as the cost allocation study that you would support today?

MR. VELLONE:  I am not sure the applicant has a view on that question.  As you can see, we haven't really talked about it.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  Yeah.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  I mean, is the applicant going to have a view at some point in time?

MS. HUGHES:  We have filed our settlement proposal as our current position.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MS. HUGHES:  I believe it's in VECC 76.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, that's -- I wanted to make sure that was the one that you identified.  That's the current, basically, settlement version of the cost allocation model which you are supporting?

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, that's fine.  Thank you, those are all the questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, so I guess that -- so that, I believe, concludes the questions on issue 3.2, cost allocation.  And the next of the unsettled issues that we are -- that are the subject of this technical conference is 3.3, it's rate design.  And Staff does not have questions on that.  VECC -- does VECC have any questions on 3.3, rate design, including distribution rate harmonization?

MR. HARPER:  No, no, I don't.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you.

Mr. Rubenstein, anything on behalf of SEC?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And Ms. Girvan?

MS. GIRVAN:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Mr. André, no?

MR. ANDRÉ:  No.
Issue 3.5, Retail Transmission Service Rates 


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, then the next issue will be 3.4, residential rate design -- no, actually, we are not covering that one.  Yes.  Okay.  So we are skipping over those to -- 3.5 would be the next issue, retail transmission service rates and LV rates.  Staff doesn't have any questions.  VECC, any clarification questions?
Examination by Mr. Harper:


MR. HARPER:  A clarification on two of the responses.  The first one is -- if you could turn up your response in the technical conference question, VECC 77?  I must admit I was a bit confused by the response to part (a) as the response asked for the revenues received by Energy+ from LV charges that you made.  But the response sort of was -- had titles for CND and BCP, which aren't customers of -- customers you receive it from, they are sort of more of the two parties that you receive LV charges from.

And I was just curious whether the table you have provided there is a summary of the revenues you received each year, or a summary of the cost you charged by the two -- by the two distributors you are embedded in, which is Hydro One and Brantford?

MR. MOLON:  So those figures are in fact the revenues we have received and -- sorry.

MS. HUGHES:  I think the breakout was to delineate between our service territories.  So the CND versus the BCP is with respect to service territories.

MR. HARPER:  I understand.  So it's customers with respect to those territories?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, we have separated out between the revenues.

MR. HARPER:  Sorry, I was getting confused between -- that's fine, I understand that now.

And the -- you said you have corrected the LV rates to be designed around a cost of 507,967 forecast for 2019.

MS. HUGHES:  That's correct.

MR. HARPER:  And that's -- the 8 percent compared to the revenues received, the 2017 actuals.

If I understand that table correctly, the actual revenues received in 2017 were $463,809.  Those were the actual revenues received from LV charges in 2017?

MS. HUGHES:  That looks to be a decrease -- I mean an increase, my apologies.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  I was having trouble how the 507-thousand-plus could be a decrease over the 2017 actuals.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, that's correct, it is an increase over the 2017 actuals.

MR. HARPER:  So the decrease should read increase then?

MS. HUGHES:  Correct.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, fine, thank you.  The next question I had a follow-up on was VECC 78.  This is the one you were previously responding to questions on from Hydro One.  And I must admit I am not as familiar with the nuances of the billing, but I was trying to understand this a little bit better.  And I was trying to understand -- there is a distinction between where you don't -- if I understand correctly, you don't -- for the one embedded distributor, you don't charge Hydro One as an embedded distributor LV charges, and they don't charge you for the LV charges on the delivery point that's associated with that customer for the loads associated with the embedded distributor?

MS. HUGHES:  That is our understanding, and we did undertake to review that in further detail.

MR. HARPER:  Right, right.  Now there is a difference between -- so that sounds like it's a bit of a quid pro quo arrangement, if I can put it that way.

MS. HUGHES:  Yes, that would be my understanding as well.

MR. HARPER:  But the more fundamental question is -- so you set rates and based on an understanding basis, I guess, for simplicity of billing decided that you would waive charges, they would waive charges.

I guess the question is when the LV rates -- these ST rates consist of two parts, as I understand it.  There is the charge for the LV facilities themselves, and then associated with that would be an RTSR charge?

Like when you are charging an embedded distributor, you have got an LV rate and there is also an RTSR charge that applies to embedded distributors as well, am I correct?

MR. SINCLAIR:  I will try to explain.  It relates to a supply situation that it might be helpful to turn to 7 --VECC 47 in the original interrogatory round.  It's got some of the diagrams in there.  But there is a supply situation in the Brant area.

MR. VELLONE:  Can you repeat that reference?

MR. SINCLAIR:  VECC 47, I believe, has all of our descriptions of our supply.  So page 116 would be probably the best location to look at it.

So what's highlighted in blue there is what is designated as the 12M21 feeder.  And the feeder is a 27.6 kV supply feeder from the Brant transformer station which is owned by Hydro One.

But the feeder itself, the sections highlighted in blue, is owned by Hydro One.  Hydro One owns the poles, Hydro One owns the wire.

In our service area, it also supplies our customers, but it extends on, and you will see the delivery points.  You will see King Street, you will see Brian Drive, Pleasant Ridge Road.  It flows out of our service area into Hydro One's area.

So we can't charge Hydro One a low voltage charge or an embedded rate, because we don't actually own the line.  It's a Hydro One-owned line, so we can't charge Hydro One a fee for a line that is owned by Hydro One.

That's the reason that we don't charge Hydro One an embedded rate.

MR. HARPER:  But you would charge them an RTSR charge?

MR. SINCLAIR:  That's what we will check.  You see, there's primary metering units at the boundary, so we have -- there's a primary metering unit right at the transformer station, and then there's primary metering units at each location where the power flows out of our service area.

So we are responsible for the RTSR charges for our load; Hydro One is responsible for the RTSR charges for its load.  Subject to -- we will confirm.  It's probably correct, but we have to confirm it, that Hydro One likely settles up the RTSR charges itself based on the outflows from our service area, and we likely settle up based on the difference between the measurement at the transformer station and the outflows.  But we will confirm it.

MR. HARPER:  Actually, maybe when you just -- like I said, what I was trying to understand was whether, in essence, the rates were applicable, but you had this billing arrangement, a quid pro quo, you don't charge each other, or whether in determining the rates, the associated loads are actually excluded and the rates and are not applicable at all.

I guess maybe when you are responding to the undertaking, you could address that particular -- you can address that particular situation for me, and that would be really helpful from my perspective.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, we can confirm that.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you very much.  I think with respect to issue 3.5, those are the only questions that I had.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Mr. Harper.  Mr. Rubenstein, anything on 3.5?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, Ms. Girvan?

MS. GIRVAN:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Mr. André?
Examination by Mr. André:


MR. ANDRÉ:  Yes, just to follow-up on what Bill was asking about; it's back on VECC 77, VECC technical conference question Number 77.

So I think Bill's clarifications helped and your responses to his questions helped, so I just wanted to confirm -- so the 507 referenced in part B, those are the charges from Hydro One and presumably Brantford Power as well, those are the costs to you for LV which you then in return recover from your customers?

MR. MOLON:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Would you happen to know, of the 507, how much of that are related to Hydro One ST charges and how much come from Brantford?  Do you have that breakout?

MR. MOLON:  I do not recall.

MR. ANDRÉ:  I think that would be helpful to us, for our position, so if you could undertake to provide that, that would be good.

MR. MOLON:  We can undertake to provide that.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.6.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.6:  ENERGY+ TO PROVIDE A BREAKOUT OF HOW MUCH OF THE 507 IS RELATED TO HYDRO ONE ST CHARGES AND HOW MUCH COMES FROM BRANTFORD.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, so any questions from Toyota on this issue?  No, I don't believe so.

Now, I am just mindful of the time, and we are -- our court reporter's endurance.  I know we have another -- I don't think there's many questions on issues 3.6 and 3.7, and then we do have some on issue 3-point -- Staff technical questions number 4 and 5, which is the LRAM VA, and I believe we can deal with that relatively quickly, so -- and then take a break.  Sorry?  So -- okay.  So do we have anything on --


MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, can we have a break, please?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Oh, all right.  Okay.  Well, let's do -- is 10 minutes enough?  Or 15?  15, okay, let's have a 15-minute break.
--- Recess taken at 10:54 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:16 a.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, welcome back everyone.  So before we broke, we had -- I believe, one more party has questions on issue 3.6, gross load billing.  Ms. Newland, did you have questions on behalf of Toyota?

MS. NEWLAND:  Yes, thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  We do have an answer to one of the undertakings.  Do you want to just knock that one off first?

MS. NEWLAND:  Sure.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay, let's deal with that.  Which undertaking are we addressing?

MR. MOLON:  For undertaking JTC1.6, I just want to confirm what was being asked.  You were looking for the breakdown of the $507,000, or the $507,967 broken down between Brantford and Hydro One; correct?

MR. ANDRÉ:  That's correct.

MR. MOLON:  Okay.  So the breakdown is 355,939 of cost from Hydro One, and $152,028 from Brantford.

MR. ANDRÉ:  Great, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, Ms. Newland, your question now.
Examination by Ms. Newland:


MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you.  During the break, Toyota had an off-the-record discussion with Energy+ with respect to Energy+'s response to VECC TCQ 80A, and I would like to get that discussion on the record, if I may.

So I think the question is for you, Ms. Hughes.  VECC TCQ 80 presents an updated proposal for RTSR.  And as I understand it, there were two adjustments that were made to your proposal as originally filed.  One was to remove the 30,443 kW for RTSR network and replace it.  And you also replaced the 30,443 kW for standby with a demand adjustment of 74,376 kW for RTRS connection rates to reflect gross billing.

Could you explain in a little bit more detail what you did, and why you did it?

MS. HUGHES:  Yes.  So for purposes of calculating the RTSR rates, we had utilized the load forecast.  And so the load forecast includes -- assumes there is a capacity level for standby.  So with respect to RTSR connection, the charge that we receive is on a gross load billing basis, and so what we have done is removed the capacity amount and replaced it with the gross load amount, so that we can calculate the rate on the same basis the rate is charged to Energy+.

And on the network connection, we confirmed that the network is not done on a gross load billing basis.  So we made the adjustment for the capacity.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you, we understand.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So now we are just going to clean up and see if anybody has any questions on issue 3.7, the standby charge for the large user class.  Nobody?
Issue 3.7, Standby Charge for Large Use Customers

Examination by Mr. Harper:

MR. HARPER:  I have one question.  The first question had to do with your response to VECC technical question 83B sub 2.  And here you talk about how, for a customer that does not opt for standby contract, Energy+ would monitor their circumstances to see whether or not there should be a standby contract quantity.

And in the second bullet under sub part 2, I guess I was just trying to understand -- and this maybe goes a bit to sort of in contrast with Mr. Pollock's proposal.  Would the customer -- would a customer be deemed as having required standby to supplement its own load displacement generation if both units -- if they had multiple units and all units were operating, but at less than full capacity and so therefore, there was some supplemental -- some of the load was being, as you describe here, supplemented by delivery from Energy+?  Or would it only be deemed as requiring standby when one or more units was actually out of service?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Our position would be that it wouldn't be based on the units, it would be based on the kilowatts because we would be looking at what the customer contracted in terms of how many kilowatts of standby capacity.

So we wouldn't be looking at number of units per se.  We would be looking at the kilowatts that were required to be supplied from the Energy+ system.

MR. HARPER:  All right.  And I guess this goes to another question, because my understanding is in your proposal, you aren't establishing a number of kilowatts of standby per se.  You're establishing a total contract quantity which includes supplying all -- a contract quantity in total which would include all of the load, even the load that would be supplied by Energy+ when the -- whether or not the units were operating at all.

So that I guess you don't -- in your process, as I understand it, you don't physically define a contract amount for the amount of standby that's being provided.  You have the bigger number, which is a contract quantity for the total amount that we provided; is that correct?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, it would be going above the contracted capacity.

MR. HARPER:  So given that context, that there is no specific contracted amount for the standby, how does that fit with your determining whether or not they actually used standby?  I want to understand this a little bit more closely.

MR. SINCLAIR:  From the metering, we would be able to tell if the load on our system went above the contracted capacity.

MR. HARPER:  And so it really wouldn't be a matter of whether or not their generating units were operating or not.  It would be a matter of whether the total load went above the contracted capacity.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  And that would be the basis on which, under bullet 2, you would deem whether or not they had used too much standby or not?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, and we would verify that by meter readings and/or or SCADA inputs.

MR. HARPER:  Now, in the circumstance we talked about here, where there is no -- where they haven't contracted for standby, so there is no contract demand amount, which is what I was talking about here, if there is no contract demand amount to use to gauge that against, how do you make that determination as to whether or not they use standby?

Like if they've opted out completely, there is no contract amount in which to make this measurement against.  So how would you make the determination that they were actually using standby?

MR. SINCLAIR:  If they sign for a standby backup of zero kilowatts, we would be able to tell whether the generation was in service and what amount of generated power was in effect.  And we would see, when the generation output fell and there'd be a corresponding load increase, as our system picked up that load.

MR. HARPER:  But you said in your response, sir, that that assumes that they signed a contract for standby for zero.  So if they opt out, are they required to sign a contract for zero?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, they have to have a contract.

MR. HARPER:  I am just trying to understand how this all fits together. So every LDG customer will have a standby contract and for those customers that opt out, basically the amount would be -- the amount of standby would be zero.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  And therefore the maximum demand would be the maximum demand that's seen, assuming there's no power supplied by Energy+ to supplement their load displacement generation?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.  Yes, we would have to enter into contracts and specify an amount for each customer, in terms of agree upon what the contracted capacity value would be.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Now just as a final question, and this wasn't included here, that maximum amount is an amount that you've -- that's an annual amount, right?  That's an annual amount that's set -- that's an amount that's set and it's the same amount that's applied every month of the year.

MR. SINCLAIR:  For a period of one year, yes.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  So if the plant load actually varied month to month, which it may well do for operational reasons or other reasons, could you not find situations where the adjustment to get up to that maximum from the meter demand up to that maximum contract quantity could actually exceed the total capacity of their generators?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Could you rephrase that?

MR. HARPER:  Well, if you are setting a maximum contract quantity based on the maximum amount during the year --


MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes --


MR. HARPER:  -- and let's say you got a -- maybe not TMMC, but let's say you have got a customer whose plant output and plant production varies on a seasonal basis sort of thing, maybe they're only in the summer because they are processing tomatoes or something or maybe they are only in the winter because they are doing something else, and so their load is varying during each month.  You could find months where the load is down not because they are using lots of generation, but -- of their own generation, but because the plant is actually having -- producing less of whatever widgets they are producing and therefore the adjustment up to your contract quantity that you've defined could actually -- in principle could end up being greater than the total capacity of their load displacement generation.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Just -- I would say, though, we would still have that upset limit of contract capacity.  So even if their load was down it would never go above the contracted capacity in the low season.

MR. HARPER:  Yeah, but the contracted capacity is a maximum amount.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  That's set over the course of the year.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Well, on a monthly basis.  On a monthly basis.  We plan a one-year contract so that we are not negotiating capacity on a monthly basis.  So we are setting that contract capacity for a one-year period, but it would be settled each month.

MR. HARPER:  I know, but it's the same number every month; right?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  So that if in a particular month the plant has a low level of production, let's say you've set the plant -- let's say the contract capacity is -- excuse me if my example is bad going along, because I am doing this on the fly, but let's say the contract capacity is 30 megawatts, and that's because the plant at its -- that's taking into account that the plant when it's up and running full is -- requires 20 if its load displacement generation is operating but 30 if it isn't, and so that's the basis on which they have set the 30 megawatts.

Let's say during a particular month the plant load decreases significantly so it's down to 10 megawatts, even with the generator operating, well, you are going to -- under your contract quantity you would be increasing that 10 megawatts up to 30, whereas they only actually -- which is a 20 megawatt increase, where they actually only have 10 megawatts of generation.  And I am just wondering whether that scenario is possible under your proposal and, if it is, whether you'd see any need to sort of make some adjustments under such circumstances.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, that is what would happen under our proposal.  Like, we would bill at the contract capacity each month for that one-year period, and then there'd be after that one-year period a discussion with the customer to reset -- if it was some permanent, you know, change that the customer needed to go for a lower contract capacity, we would negotiate with the customer to go to a lower contracted capacity.

It just doesn't seem practical to negotiate a contract capacity each month.  That's the --


MR. HARPER:  I understand that.  I am just trying to understand what your proposal is and how it works.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, yes.

MR. HARPER:  We will get to talking about the merits at some future point in time, but that's fine.  Thank you very much.  Those are all my questions.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Thank you, Mr. Harper.

So I that, I believe, wraps up issue number 3, and we will move on to issue number 4.  And Staff has some questions on issue 4.2, and I believe that is some clarification questions on Staff technical questions number 4 and 5.  So I will turn it over to OEB Staff.
Issue 4.2, Deferral and Variance Accounts

Examination by Ms. But:

MS. BUT:  Hello, hi, okay.  I am Judy But, representing OEB Staff.  I will be asking you questions today on the LRAM VA.

So we filed two questions back on January 16th.  That's technical conference questions 4 and 5.  We reviewed the responses and the attachments provided and have some follow-up questions.

So let's first start off with your response to question 4, part E.  Okay.  So in response to this question, you said that you contacted the IESO to obtain confirmation on the amount of the annual net peak savings from the CHP that should have been reported as part of your 16 and 17 final verified results report.  Based on the IESO memo that you attached in your responses it appears that the IESO's response only recognized the peak demand savings in the summer months of the year, and it looks to me that the IESO memo basically confirmed annual peak savings of [REDACTED] --


MR. VELLONE:  Stop, stop, stop, stop.  The numbers are confidential.

MS. BUT:  Oh, okay, I am sorry.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  There are redacted -- there is a redacted version of this document, so perhaps we should work with that.

MS. BUT:  Oh, sure, yeah.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Unless we need to talk about the specific numbers --


MS. BUT:  Oh, sure.  No, okay.  I am sorry about that -- okay --


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  So we'll go in camera?

MS. BUT:  Sure, so is it confirmed that the IESO memo basically verified summer peak savings for 2015?

MR. VELLONE:  Just for the purposes of the transcript, can we get the numbers that she started saying redacted?

THE REPORTER:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Thank you.

MS. HUGHES:  So, yes, that's correct, that is what the IESO has reported.

MS. BUT:  Okay, thank you.  So were you able to clarify from the IESO why only the peak demand savings for the summer were recognized?  So in other words, were you able to confirm that the savings, you know, for other months of the year were also confirmed by the IESO?

MS. HUGHES:  So our understanding is that the IESO only reports on an annual basis, and it's done on the basis of this summer peak value, so we did not ask the IESO to confirm any other months.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  Can you undertake to provide the full verification report from the IESO to support the 2015 summer peak demand savings that were filed as part of the IESO memo?

MR. VELLONE:  I think Toyota has already filed these.

MS. BUT:  Okay.  We are looking for the full verification report --


MS. NEWLAND:  Toyota filed both the first annual and the second annual M&V reports in response to Energy+ 1, technical conference 1, and they were filed on a confidential basis.

MR. VELLONE:  Correct.

MS. BUT:  Okay, thank you for that.

We would like to ask if you can confirm whether the third-party verifications that were filed explains the appropriateness of claiming 12 months of demand savings when the IESO only confirmed three months for summer peak.

MS. HUGHES:  Our understanding is that the IESO only reports annual savings, and, so I am not certain whether the report will provide the information that Board Staff might be looking for.  I guess Energy+, you know, submits that we did the calculation based on actual meter data, and so we view that as being, you know, the best information in which to do the calculation.

MR. VELLONE:  Just to shed some clarity on this, when you do look at the M&V reports they include both the summer peak demand savings as well as average demand savings, and I think that second number is the one you are looking for, so those are available on the record.  They are confidential numbers, however.
Examination by Mr. Harper:

MR. HARPER:  Could I perhaps just ask a couple clarification questions around this?  One is that you indicated that you did some calculations, and Mr. Vellone just indicated that the IESO reports and averages, I guess -- are your numbers, if I look at them on an average basis, average kilowatts per month, are they different from the IESO's numbers?

MS. HUGHES:  So we did the calculation on a monthly basis, and I think you will see that the average is actually lower.  The amount that we are claiming for LRAM based on the kilowatt hours reported is actually lower than the average.

MR. HARPER:  And in doing that calculation on a monthly basis, did you mirror or mimic the approach that the IESO used when it calculated it just for the winter months?

MS. HUGHES:  I don't believe so.

MR. HARPER:  I am just trying to understand the differences in methodology, that's all.

MS. HUGHES:  Yeah.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you very much.

MS. BUT:  Okay, thank you very much.  Can we move on to technical conference question 4 part A?

Can you tell me more about how the load for generation was developed in the absence of the CHP project?  So we just wanted to know more about how the baseline was developed.

MR. MOLON:  Sorry, can you repeat that question?

MS. BUT:  Sure.  So how is the load for the generator developed in the absence of the CHP project?  Can you confirm with me basically you're adding back the generation from the CHP to the load, right, in this case Energy+'s supply, to calculate a counter fact demand as if there was no CHP technology installed.  Is this correct?

MR. MOLON:  Correct.  So for the two peaks that we calculated, the first peak, the net load is the peak off of Energy+'s supply.  The other peak for the gross load would be the sum of both the Energy+ supply plus the metered amount from the generation.

MS. BUT:  Yeah, I am just failing to understand how that counter fact would be developed because your CHP technology is assumed to run.  So in the absence of the technology, how are you developing that counter fact generation?

MR. VELLONE:  I am going to attempt to rephrase the question in a way I think the witnesses might be able to answer you, and you will see if we get it there.

MS. BUT:  Sure.

MR. VELLONE:  Can you explain the metering arrangements that are available and where you are pulling the data from to run these calculations, because I think that's where they are trying to get to.

MS. BUT:  Sure, yeah.

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, I can.  So Energy+ measures the energy flowing off our distribution system into the customers' facility on the two feeders that we discussed earlier.

Energy+ also has revenue metering on the output of the behind the meter generation.  Therefore, Energy+ knows the load of the entire facility by adding up the inputs from each feeder coming off our distribution system, adding that to the output of the generation.  That gives us the total load on the whole facility.

For our billing purposes, at present we are only billing based on the quantity of power taken from the Energy+ distribution system.  But we are using the metered output of the generation for the gross load billing charges that are payable to Hydro One, because the facility is applicable to Hydro One charges for gross load billing.

So we know completely and exactly.  It's Measurement Canada approved metering both on the generation and on the load from our system.  So we know exactly the total load of the facility.

So if the generation was not in place, the load on the distribution system would automatically be the load from our feeder meter points from the two feeders, plus the generation meter.  So we know these variables exactly and we have done it on a monthly basis to determine how much the load would be different.

MR. VELLONE:  Does that help?

MS. BUT:  Yes.  Can we just clarify one more point?  So that gross load is actual, or is that based on rated capacity of the facility?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Gross load is actual based on measured, metered quantities on an hourly basis throughout the year.

MS. BUT:  Okay, great.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, can I just ask a follow-up question to that?  It actually goes to the standby rate question, and maybe I can ask for your views on this.

If that's the case, so you know at any given time essentially what the generation is producing, why isn't your proposal for the large user class essentially a gross load basis for determining the standby rate, which would essentially be why have you proposed this contracted methodology?

MS. HUGHES:  So as part of our review, we did -- we did consider gross load billing.  It was an option that we said was available.  Our view was that the contracted capacity allowed the customer some input into -- in fact, they could be installing perhaps technology or undertaking programs that could, you know, result in them not requiring as much as the nameplate capacity.

So I think we felt that that was a flexible approach of both the customer and from Energy+'s --

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand why you don't want to use nameplate capacity.  But if you actually know what they are generating, that's not the nameplate capacity, that's their actual capacity at a given point.

MS. HUGHES:  So, you know, I think it goes back to the fact that we felt that the contract capacity provided for the customer to identify perhaps load shaving opportunities where they didn't actually require the nameplate capacity, or the gross -- I mean that over time, their profile could change or --


MR. BACON:  The reason we didn't actually use gross load billing is, in our view, the gross load doesn't hit the -- doesn't hit the distribution system.  They don't take the gross load off the distribution system.  So we decided to use -- we looked at it, and one of the reasons we used the contract capacity amount is that's the peak amount that they actually take off -- take as load from Energy+.

If you look at the gross load amount and if we charge them on a gross load amount, it would never -- in our understanding of it, the gross load amount would actually never be taken off as load.  Does that make sense?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  I mean, I don't have a preconceived view on this.  I am just trying to understand.  I understand that rationale.

And then let me ask you this question.  With obviously a generation facility as large as Toyota's, there will be a meter essentially that tracks their generation.  For smaller facilities, I assume that's obviously not the case. So if you put solar panels on your roof, you are not -- can you help me understand who has a meter, who doesn't, and what sort of size of a facility would there simply just not be -- you wouldn't -- where you couldn't do gross load billing even if you wanted to?

MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, our proposal is to utilize the capacity standby for the greater than 50 kilowatt class and above.  We agree for smaller customers, say a residential home, we are not proposing to install a meter for this type of purpose where they are putting behind the meter generation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But talk about GS over 50.  A school or a Home Depot puts solar panels on the roof, which is increasing.  I just want to understand at what size of an LDG facility do you put a meter?

MR. VELLONE:  I am not sure if there is size threshold.  There is actually a net metering regulation that's available, and the customers can choose a net metering option.

So when you are net metering, you are behind the meter, you are not installing a separate revenue quality meter, Energy+ would be bound to comply with that regulation, as would the customer.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  If you just maybe give me a sense of, is there a point where you actually don't have the visibility to know -- I am just trying to understand the visibility perspective from your view.  Would you just -- you don't have visibility to what is actually being produced on the other side, so then obviously there is a problem with gross load.  I am just trying to understand what is the size generally are we talking about?

MR. SINCLAIR:  It would be for greater than 50 kilowatt.  Somebody could put in, you know --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's a customer size, not the generation capacity size.

MR. SINCLAIR:  You are looking for the generator size?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, what are we talking about?  Are we talking about, you know, 100 kilowatts?  Are we talking about 500?  I am just trying to get a sense of --


MR. SINCLAIR:  Yes, I would -- for even like a 100-kilowatt or 500-kilowatt generator we would put a demand meter on the output of the generator and kilowatt hours we would get as well in order to implement a capacity charge. But it's not extraordinary for us to put a meter on a 100-kilowatt or 500-kilowatt load, so the generation is not out of the ordinary, you know, for that amount of load we would put on a meter, so for that amount of generation we would also put on a meter.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Ten-kilowatt?  I am just trying to understand what's the sort of lowest that you would generally put a metre on.


MR. SINCLAIR:  We haven't run into one.  I would say quite that small, I mean, microFIT was typically less than 10 kilowatts.  That was, you know, the regulation less than 10 kilowatts.  We certainly put meters on all of that even though it was small because we had to pay the customer for the generated electricity.  So it certainly was done many, many hundreds of times in the case of Energy+ that we have put a meter on for less than 10 kilowatts of generation because we had to use that to settle up with the customer.  So --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But in a net metering world?

MR. SINCLAIR:  So I would say it would be relatively few cases, but we would likely still put a meter on at 10 kilowatts.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And what's the cost, roughly, to put a meter on for a facility like that?

MR. SINCLAIR:  It varies by size in terms of whether we have to install potential transformers and current transformers.  At the smaller end we would be in the hundreds of dollars; at the higher end we can be in several thousands of dollars.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much, that's helpful.

MS. BUT:  Yeah, thank you.  So as a follow-up to the meter data, can you undertake to provide the evidence showing that the net load and gross load are, in fact, actual billings?

MR. VELLONE:  Sorry, so we need to clarify that question, I think, just to make sure we are understanding it.  Are you asking them, the applicant, to provide evidence that the data they are using for this calculation are actual revenue metered data?  Because that's a different question than what's billed.  That's a different question.
Continued Examination by Ms. But:


MS. BUT:  Okay.  We can hold off on that, okay, thank you.

In response to question 5 on street lighting, we just have a couple of questions.  So it is not clear to us whether the savings for the street lights were all part of the IESO upgrade program or if some of the savings are actually inclusive of new incremental savings that were outside of the IESO program.  So we would like to ask whether you are able to track the bulbs that were upgraded to a higher efficiency level or whether you are just counting total bill demand potentially inclusive of new additions and subtracting that against the total bill demand in January 2016?

MS. HUGHES:  We don't have the information readily available here.  Are you...

MS. BUT:  Okay.  Sure, it's okay.  I can continue to ask questions.  So if there are new additions, we'd like to know what types of bulbs would have been installed in those cases for new streetlight installation in the absence of an IESO incentive.  It appears that you are simply comparing back to the same level, to the same set of lightbulbs that were installed back in January, and basically for any new installations that may be outside of the program, would that be appropriate in making that comparison?  Or would your baseline have changed from January?

MR. MILES:  We may have to do an undertaking on this one, but it's my understanding that in the calculations that we have put on the evidence that we have only counted the streetlight bulbs that were changed as a result of the incentive programs.  So any new street lights that may have been installed after that are not part of this calculation, we just limited it to the ones that had the IESO incentive applied to them.  But we need to confirm that.

MS. BUT:  Yeah, if you don't mind undertaking to confirm whether there are new incremental streetlight additions included in the LRAM VA that were not part of the January 2016 set of street lights.

MR. MILES:  Sure, we will undertake that.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.7.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.7:  ENERGY+ TO CONFIRM WHETHER THERE ARE NEW INCREMENTAL STREETLIGHT ADDITIONS INCLUDED IN THE LRAM VA THAT WERE NOT PART OF THE JANUARY 2016 SET OF STREETLIGHTS.

MS. BUT:  I just had one more area.  It appears from the spreadsheet you sent us yesterday that the 2017 streetlight savings may be different than what was filed previously on the LRAM VA work form, so I just wanted to confirm if that's the case.  In the LRAM VA work form for 2017 you have 1903 kW savings persisting into '17.  In row 31 of the spreadsheet that you provided for question 5, it looks like there is 1896 kW as the correct number.  So if there are any corrections would you also refile that LRAM VA work form?

MS. HUGHES:  We will review and determine whether we need to file an update.

MS. BUT:  Sure, okay, thank you.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And that would be an undertaking, JTC1.8. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.8:  ENERGY+ TO REVIEW AND DETERMINE WHETHER AN UPDATE OF THE LRAM VA WORK FORM NEEDS TO BE FILED.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And those are all the questions from Staff on issue 4.  And do any of the other parties have questions on issue 4.2 or issue 4?   Nothing?  I see no hands or nodding heads.  Okay.  So what we will do now -- I guess the parties have discussed -- is take a break, do our lunch break, and then we will have the Toyota panel up for questioning on the rate design and cost allocation issues and evidence updates and take it from there.  So is an hour enough?  An hour is appropriate?  Okay.  So let's come back at, let's make one o'clock, and start with the Toyota panel.  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 11:55 a.m.
--- On resuming at 1:05 p.m.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Welcome back, everyone.  We now have a change of panels, so the witnesses for Toyota are now in the hot seat, as we call them.  And we have questions that have been prefiled by the parties, and I think a number of people have clarification questions.

So unless there is anything preliminary or procedural we need to address first -- yes, Ms. Newland?
Preliminary Matters:


MS. NEWLAND:  So I stated earlier that Toyota had filed responses to technical conference questions yesterday afternoon.  So those should be in people's hands.

Attached to our response to Schools number 1 was a PowerPoint presentation, or a PowerPoint document.  I propose that we have Mr. Pollock take us through the PowerPoint today, because I understand people have some questions about the PowerPoint.

If we can deal with standby first, we'll make the presentation and people can ask their questions on that topic, and then we will move to other topics covered by our evidence.  Does that work?

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That sounds good to Staff.  Does anybody have any concerns?  All right, let's go ahead.
TOYOTA MOTOR MANUFACTURING CANADA - PANEL 1

Melody Collis

Jeffery Pollock


MS. NEWLAND:  Just for the record, we have, on behalf of Toyota, Melody Collis from Toyota and Jeffery Pollock, who is our expert consultant.
Presentation by Mr. Pollock:


MR. POLLOCK:  All right, so let me kind of set the stage a little bit.  So a number of questions have been asked about TMMC's standby proposal and particularly how something like that would be -- I will say generically applied across multiple classes if you have load displacement generation that gets added in the future.

And so what we did was develop this PowerPoint to kind of generically describe the proposal, and also generically kind of illustrate how that would be applied to any customer class, not necessarily a large-use class or TMMC-use only class.

So the first thing to first understand is to, you know, understand the definitions and what is standby distribution service -- you probably need to push it again.

So first of all, it's probably pretty obvious that standby distribution service would apply to a customer that has load displacement generation located behind the customer's meter, and it represents the additional delivery service that's required to serve that customer most likely during an outage, although not always necessarily during an outage, but most likely because of an outage of the load displacement generation.

And, so that service is provided -- go back, sorry.  That service is provided when the LDG sustains an outage, and this is the important thing, you know, there can be an outage, but there also has to be a net increase in the customer's peak demand as a result of that outage.

In some instances, and I've dealt with this with other clients, the generator is so integral to the client's operation that when you lose a generator and you lose the steam production, it also affects the plant load because now there's not enough steam to continue the production.  So there could also be some reduction in demand as a result of the outage, so that the amount of standby use is not just necessarily a replacement of the generation, if the customer has taken steps to curtail or demand has been curtailed because of that outage, that offsets the need for purchasing additional delivery service.

So two conditions have to be met.  It has to be an outage, and that outage has to result in a net increase.  What we don't want to do is change how a customer's supplementary or 24/7 use is billed and that.  We don't want to change that.  What we want to do is attach a program that accurately reflects the additional cost of providing standby distribution service.

So what's the cost basis for that?  Next slide -- so first we recognize there are two different types of distribution facilities.  There are local facilities; these are facilities that are much closer to the customer, and there are also shared facilities.

To use the analogy of a highway and a driveway, so the shared facilities would be like the highway and the local facilities would be like the driveway.  Everybody uses the highway; only the customer uses the driveway.  So first you need to figure out what portion of the distribution facilities are local and what portion are shared.

So once you identify that, so the local distribution facilities are, to identify what those are, those are the facilities that serve specific customers.  So this could be the primary and secondary overhead lines, poles, towers, conductors, underground conduit, underground conductors.  In some instances, it may only be parts of it.  For example, if you have a customer served from a radial line, that's really not a shared facility.  That is a local facility.

But if you have something other than a radial system, then some of those facilities could potentially be shared facilities.

For purposes of this application, we have defined the shared distribution facilities as those that essentially provide all -- distribution service to everybody and, in this case, these are costs that are allocated on a coincident peak basis as opposed to the local distribution facilities that are allocated either on a direct assignment or an NCP or class peak allocation basis.

So with that definition, why do we distinguish between local distribution and shared distribution?  Go to the next slide, please.

So local facilities, as I said, are electrically closer to the customer, which means that the closer you get to the customer, the less diversity there is, the more likely that that customer's maximum demand will cause the need to the utility to size the equipment to meet that load.  So it's sized to meet maximum demand.  These are costs that are incurred 24/7 any time of the year.

They're incurred -- next one -- local distribution costs are incurred regardless of the amount of standby service, so it doesn't matter if they are using some standby service in the year or no standby service in the year; these facilities are annual cost and, as we will see a little bit later, we have a charge that covers the amount of cost, again irrespective of the amount of standby.

So based on that, the recovery of local distribution cost should recognize the expected maximum peak demand of the customer that is going to be using that additional service.

Shared distribution costs by contrast rarely occur coincident with the peak.  And the reason for that is that forced outages are random, non-recurring events.  We don't know ahead of time when a forced outage is going to occur.  They don't always occur every year.  Sometimes you may go years without a forced outage; sometimes you may have lots of forced outages.  These are unpredictable.

But even when they happen, the fact that they seldom happen coincident with the system peak means that's another cost characteristic to recognize. Because if your load is less coincident with the system peak, your costs on a per kW basis are going to be a lot lower than a load that is more coincident with a system peak.

So that's forced outages.  Maintenance outages, on the other hand, are planned.  Sometimes they can be planned well in advance, which is a form of control diversity, which means very seldom are you going to have a maintenance or planned outage that ever occurs coincident with a peak. So in designing a rate to recover shared distribution costs, it's important to recognize the diversity or the different characteristics of forced and maintenance outages.

So diversity is an important element in the recovery of shared distribution costs, because as -- the next, push it again -- so as more standby distribution services used, the more days in a month that service is actually required, the more likely that load is going to occur coincident with a system peak, and therefore cause additional costs to be incurred.

So given that as a background, what's the cost basis for a distribution standby service rate?  Let's go to the next slide. So we divide the cost basis into basically two separate charges, something we're calling a contract volumetric rate, which pretty much sounds like it is, and then a daily volume metric rate, also pretty much what it is.

So the local distribution costs we incur all the time, you know, those are going to be recovered in the contract volumetric rate.  It will be based on an amount of demand that the customer identifies as a need for standby,  additional service to compensate for outages and other effects.  And so that volumetric rate will recover local distribution costs.  It will be based on a standby contract demand and recognize that, you know, that contract is fixed; it's not effected by the amount of service that's actually provided.

In contrast with daily volumetric rate, so this --we are calling that rate recovering the bulk distribution costs, it will be applied on a daily basis.  And the reason we do that and we look at daily demand is that, you know, if you only use one or two days a month, it's very unlikely that those two days are going to happen to occur coincident with the peak.

So the more time, the more number of days you use, the more daily demand charges or volumetric charges are incurred that kind of reflects an increasing diversity -- or a decreasing diversity as more service is being used, so that the more the service is used, the more likely the outage is going to occur coincident with the peak and the higher the costs incurred.

So there's a direct relationship between the amount of days that the service is used and the actual cost.

So let me give an example of how you would develop these two rates.  So let's assume that for a hypothetical customer class that we are designing rates to recover a million dollars, and let's assume that the service charge recovers 100,000 of that, so we basically have $900,000 to be recovered as volumetric revenues.

So the first thing we figure out is how much of that 900,000 is shared and how much is local.  For purposes of the example we are assuming $200,000 of shared costs and therefore 700,000 of local costs.

So when you develop the rate for supplementary service, full-time service, we would still take the 900,000, divide it by the projected billing determinants of 300,000.  That gets you a demand charge of $3/kW a month for supplementary service.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I could just interrupt just to ask for clarification.

MR. POLLOCK:  Please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  With respect to the shared versus local costs, is this on a class basis or is it on for -- the local costs for an individual customer within the class?

MR. POLLOCK:  This would be on either a class basis or on a shared basis.  I have seen it where you would actually develop the shared costs on a system basis, look at the system-wide costs and the system-wide coincident demand and develop a rate for that that would then apply to individual customers.  So it can be either.  It can be either on a class basis, you look at the actual amount of shared distribution costs, assign and develop a rate, or you can look at it on a total system basis and say, I have got X number of thousands of dollars of shared distribution costs, I've got -- I know what my coincident peak is, I know what the loss factor is.  I can develop a rate based on that as well.  And that rate can apply the same to everybody, so you wouldn't have to do a daily demand charge that would be different for any class except for losses.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But it's still on a class basis, not on a customer basis.

MR. POLLOCK:  The rate will be on a class basis.  So when you develop the contract volumetric rate, that would be based on the class's characteristics.  So what we are trying to do is develop a standby rate that reflects the same system-wide costs and characteristics that are used in the cost allocation model.

MR. VELLONE:  Can I keep going with the same line of questioning just to make sure I understand it?

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure, go right ahead.

MR. VELLONE:  So if I am hearing you right, the local distribution costs, which are those costs unique to individual customers, would have to be, say, GS greater than 50 class of customers.  You'd have to look at those local distribution costs for the entire class and calculate that on a class basis; is that what --

MR. POLLOCK:  Right, so in this case in the example we are doing for this case, what we did was we took the cost allocation model and we determined all the costs that were allocated on a class peak basis, all the distribution costs -- or that were not related to the service charge and just quantified the revenue requirement associated with those local distribution costs, and that's essentially the 700,000 on line 3.  You would do the same thing, you know  -- for each class you would then -- essentially you would functionalize or do additional functionalization in the cost allocation model that identifies the local distribution costs and the shared distribution costs by class.

MR. VELLONE:  So you are using the allocator that's in the cost allocation model as a shorthand for identifying local distribution costs and shared distribution costs; is that my understanding --

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, you are using the result of the cost allocation model, which is based on the allocation factors, to do that.  That way classes -- you are designing a rate for each class that reflects the characteristics of that class.

Okay.  Okay, so then we develop the contract volumetric rate by taking the local costs and dividing it by the number of billing determinants.  Now, in this instance we've assumed the class that doesn't have any standby yet, so the billing determinants are the same for both supplementary and standby.  So in that instance the rate is $2.33.  All right?

Then we start with a -- and we take a look at what the daily volumetric rate would be.  And I explained that there are two ways to do that.  We could have either taken the 200,000 and divided it by the class coincident peak or another way, which is the way that I have illustrated it here, because that way you can do essentially one calculation and then apply to each rate separately.  I have taken the system bulk distribution costs, so this is system-wide, and divided it by the system-wide coincident peak.  That gets you 60.9 cents a kW a month.  I then assume the customer has 10 per cent losses -- each class will have a different loss factor.

So once you take that system unit cost and apply the loss factor, then that would give you the -- essentially the unit cost at the delivery voltage of that class, and then you take that and divide it by the number of weekdays in a month, and I will talk about why we do that in a minute.  That gets you the daily volumetric rate.

One of the incentives we are trying to send in a standby rate is to encourage a customer not to use service during on-peak hours or critical hours when power demands are high and tends to tax equipment and things like that.

So as an incentive for that we are only applying a daily volumetric rate for any weekdays during on-peak hours in which outages or additional demand results from an outage.

MR. BACON:  So I have a question.  So the system bulk distribution costs, in the case of Energy+, they would be the costs that are allocated on a CP basis; right?

MR. POLLOCK:  That's what we've identified in this particular instance, yes.

MR. BACON:  But I don't know in what question it was, but I think we answered -- or Energy+ answered that in the case of Toyota the TS would not be -- potentially would not be used by them or the building or the land associated with that.

MR. POLLOCK:  Um-hmm.

MR. BACON:  And all those costs are the only costs that are allocated on a CP basis in the cost allocation model.  So if those costs are not being attributed to Toyota, wouldn't the bulk distribution costs be zero?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, if you do it -- yes, if you do it on a class basis --

MR. BACON:  By definition there wouldn't be a standby charge.

MR. POLLOCK:  There would be -- well, there would still be the contract volumetric rate.

MR. BACON:  But there wouldn't be a daily --

MR. POLLOCK:  But there wouldn't be a daily rate, that's right, unless you happen to identify other facilities that, you know, are shared, but there aren't -- really aren't any in this instance again.

MR. BACON:  Okay.

MR. POLLOCK:  Again, I was trying to do this more on a generic basis, how you would apply the methodology to any class, not -- kind of forgetting for a moment, putting aside the different characteristics of Toyota, but, you know, any cost study that, you know, is approved in this case, if there are bulk distribution costs, this is how they would be handled.

MR. HARPER:  Can I ask a question too?  I think you indicated that on line 4 your billing determinants did not include the standby contract?

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. HARPER:  But I think -- but don't you then -- I think in your derivation of your primary substation rate I think you included the standby?

MR. POLLOCK:  We did, because we already knew -- we already had a customer that has standby and has been taking standby, just hasn't been on a published tariff yet, so we had the ability to determine what the billing determinants are for standby service.

MR. HARPER:  So I must admit I am confused, so that if in this -- so if these are the billing determinants, these are the meter readings for supplementary service, if I can put that it way.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right.  This is a class that doesn't have any load displacement generation, no standby.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Okay.  There's no standby.  Okay.  That's maybe what was confusing me.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, yeah, I am trying to make it generic, because what you are trying to do is have a rate that will eventually apply if that class suddenly decides that customers want to build --

MR. HARPER:  But --

MR. POLLOCK:  -- displacement generation then it would apply.

MR. HARPER:  But if there was a customer that did have standby then your billing determinant for the local costs would include the contracted standby?

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, in both.  So you would have -- you would use the same billing determinant in both the supplementary rate and the local -- and the contract volumetric rate.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  So if we take that example and now apply it, go to the last slide, to show what would happen, so we are assuming a customer with a 50 kW round-the-clock demand, and they have a standby contract demand of 100, and let's assume during normal operations the customer's on-peak demand is 50.  The customer will of course pay the supplementary rate and in addition to that will pay the volumetric rate, which is $3, and that -- no daily charge, because there was no actual usage of standby service, so the charge is 383 for that customer.

Now let's assume there is a seven-weekday outage and during that outage the customer's on-peak monthly demand increases to 150 kW from 50 kW, so by definition if that's an outage, then that's additional demand as a result of that outage, the billing determinant for the maximum daily demand would be 100 kW, the difference between 150 and 50.  All right?  The customer would still pay the volumetric rate and then would pay the contract, so the contract volumetric rate for standby, and then pay the daily volumetric rate as a charge per kW day, so you would take the 3.2 cents a kW day times 100 kW times 7, sum them all together, it's $405 and change.

If that customer took standby service for the entire month, then it's pretty much a similar thing, except the only change is the daily volumetric rate would apply essentially for 20.9, days resulting in a charge of $67.  That's a total volumetric charge of $450.

If you happen to divide 450 by 150, you get 3.  And what that signifies if the standby customer looks exactly like a full-service customer, you should pay the same rate prosecute per kW.  In this case, the standby customer that takes a one-month outage that looks exactly like a supplementary customer, with no load displacement generation, pays exactly what that customer would pay in that month.

MR. BACON:  Just a question because it actually goes back to one of the questions -- the answers that we asked you.

I am just trying to understand.  The revenue from a daily volumetric rate, is that a piece of the revenue requirement, total revenue requirement, or is that supplementary on top of the revenue requirement?

MR. POLLOCK:  If you have a class that has standby and you know what -- you can estimate what the charges are from the daily volumetric rate, then that would be, you know, part of the revenue requirement.  It would be part of the revenues that would be collected in which you determine from that how much of additional revenue, you know -- you compare your revenues to the revenue requirement would determine how much of an increase you need.

So it would indirectly result in lowering the overall revenue requirement, because you're collecting these daily demand charges.

MR. VELLONE:  But to do that, you would need to forecast, I guess, the outages and when those outages would be occurring at system peak.  Is that...

MR. POLLOCK:  You would have to make some assumption based on characteristics as to how much standby service is actually used.

MR. HARPER:  Can I follow up?  I think in your evidence, the actual rate that you design in your evidence the daily volumetric charges resulted in incremental revenue over and above what the revenue requirement was, if I am not mistaken.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, that's right.

MR. HARPER:  So it was treated a little bit differently in your evidence, in terms of it was additional revenue that would still have to be allocated back to everybody in the...

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, it's additional revenue, okay.  So the revenue deficiency is total revenue -- the total cost minus the total revenue collect, while the daily charges would in the total revenue collected column and the difference would be the revenue deficiency.

So, yes, it would be counted and it would have to be then allocated back to the classes.

MR. HARPER:  Thank you.

MR. BACON:  I think -- well, in our world here, I think it would be classified as sort of a revenue offset.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, that's right, that's fair.

MR. BACON:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you -- can we go back a slide?

Can I ask you 1 through -- the inputs that goes into this.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you help me understand what, based on the current record, or the current information the utilities are filing, that Energy+ is filing in this proceeding, what information we have to do this, to say the GS over 50 class, and what information we don't have.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Essentially, you have all the information to do what is needed to be done in this chart.  So you would know for that class what the target rate design revenues are, whatever revenue to cost ratio you choose, whatever the increase is.  You know how much revenue would be collected in the service charge, you can subtract that.

If you look at the cost study, you can do like we did.  You can divide the distribution cost into two buckets, shared and local based on each line item that's allocated on either a coincident basis, which would be the shared pot, or on a class peak or non-coincident basis, which would be the local piece.  So we know we can derive those two amounts from the cost allocation model.

We know what the billing determinants are.  And we know what the system bulk distribution costs are and what the system 12 CP is that corresponds to those distribution costs, and we know what the lost factors are for each class.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So if we have all this information, can you undertake to provide what the three part rates would be for each class?

MR. POLLOCK:  It would be possible to do that.  It might take some time and effort, but it would be possible to do that.

MS. NEWLAND:  How much time and how much effort?

MR. POLLOCK:  It would probably take several days of analysts' time to do this.  We've got the model to be able to do it for one class.  We can apply that same model to do it for -- it would be better to have a subset of classes, but we can do it for maybe two other classes; that wouldn't be hard to do at all.

MS. NEWLAND:  We will give that undertaking.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.9. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JCT1.9:  TMMC TO PROVIDE THE DAILY VOLUMETRIC RATES FOR EACH CLASS, USING THE METHODOLOGY MR. POLLOCK PROPOSED, IN EXCEL FORMAT INCLUDING REFERENCES/CITATIONS


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just so we are clear, it's not just the end numbers, but --


MS. NEWLAND:  Mark, can you just restate what you are looking for by way of an undertaking?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I am looking for what the contract, the daily volumetric rates would be for each of the classes using the methodology that Mr. Pollock is proposing.

And just to be clear, the working papers that I guess -- I am using the term working papers, but essentially so we can sort of track how you derive the numbers.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure, okay.  Yeah, I will do that and we will provide the Excel workbook, we will try to source it to a specific worksheet so you can follow where the numbers come from.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  Which classes do you want us to do?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I guess it would have to be all of them.  To me, the residential would be -- there would not be for resident, since it's an entirely fixed charge.  But for the other classes -- or at least, I guess, for GS greater than 50, the large users.

MR. HARPER:  Would it be fair, Mark, to do the classes for which Energy+ is proposing a standby charge would apply?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, that makes sense.  So it's what?  GS -- those two?

MR. VELLONE:  Everyone over 50.

MR. POLLOCK:  Everyone over 50, okay.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  To clarify, this is part of JTC1.9, or an additional?

MS. NEWLAND:  No, it's part of.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Part of, thank you.
Examination by Mr. Vellone:


MR. VELLONE:  So I have a question and maybe it's --apologies if I am following along slower than everyone else; it's a little complicated.

I am trying to understand the daily volumetric rate, the decision, I guess, in lines 11, 12 and 13 to calculate a daily -- calculate and charge a daily rate.

So my understanding is -- let's say there's a forced outage and it happens at the monthly peak of the utility.  That customer would be charged the daily volumetric rate for that day?

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. VELLONE:  But not necessarily any of the other days in that month.  If there's no outage on those other days, you wouldn't charge that amount?

MR. POLLOCK:  If by sheer luck that outage occurred on the day of the monthly system peak, that's correct.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.  And if it doesn't happen on the monthly system peak, they still pay as long as it is, I guess, falling within your definition of peak hours, which is weekdays, they would be charge that.

MR. POLLOCK:  They would -- yes, they would be charged for each day that standby is used, regardless of how much or how long.

MR. VELLONE:  I think I understand that.  And you may have answered this before in the IR questions, but you were asked to provide examples from the US on, I guess, other regulators that may have used this type of rate structure.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  And those examples that you previously provided, do they generally follow the same outline that you've given here?

MR. POLLOCK:  Conceptually, yes, and one actually does follow it.  There haven't been a lot of evolution of standby rates in competitive areas where you basically only have a large utility.  But in New York, they have done a fair amount of study and have structured a -- I will call it more of a generic standby rate that very closely resembles what I presented here.  I am not even going to take credit for the term shared and local, because that comes directly from the New York Public Service Commission.

MR. VELLONE:  Which of the examples was it, just so we are looking at the same case?

MR. POLLOCK:  This was the example from New York.  I think we provided a New York decision that identified that to do a standby rate, you charge a fixed rate for local costs and you charge a daily rate, you know, for -- or something like a daily rate for the shared costs.  But it starts from that premise.

Now the concept of a daily rate has been pretty characteristic of many cost-based standby rates around the States.  I provided, I think, an order from Florida which is their generic order that applied state-wide to all utilities.  The board still uses that approach because all utilities in Florida are still investor -- fully-integrated, investor-owned utilities.  So they look at daily demand charges and use it in that context.

MR. VELLONE:  Just for the sake of the record here, we don't know of any circumstances where this has been done in Ontario.  So we really are looking at these other examples to inform the Panel; is that it?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, to my knowledge, yes.  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  Are you done your presentation?

MR. POLLOCK:  I am.  Do you want me to be done?

MS. NEWLAND:  Are there any more questions for Jeff on standby?

MR. HARPER:  Are you talking about the presentation, Helen, or overall?

MS. NEWLAND:  Overall?  Well, either.  I think if there are no more questions on this topic we will move to a different topic.

MR. VELLONE:  Our apologies, Ms. Newland, we haven't organized our question by topic, we just went through all the materials and flagged our questions, so I don't know how you want to manage that.

MS. NEWLAND:  I think whatever works for you, John.  Can you identify any more questions that deal with standby, or do you want to group, or -- it doesn't matter if you can't.  Well, this concludes our presentation, so I suggest maybe the easiest thing is just to let people ask their questions.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So these will be clarification questions on the responses that were filed and -- sorry, somebody behind the post again.  I see a hand.
Continued Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I just wanted to ask one more question.  So assuming the Board accepts your proposal and now there is an -- each rate class, a standby, there is a three-part standby rate, can you help me out -- so what happens next year?  So in Ontario the rates are set between these cost-of-service years by way of an incentive mechanism, which is essentially an I minus X adjustment?  Is it your understanding that that's how the Board should then adjust the standby rates in any given year outside of a cost of service?

MR. POLLOCK:  I would assume the standby rates would be adjusted in a similar manner as the other rates would, with everything done kind of proportionally.  So if a charge goes up 5 percent or something like that I would assume that that would apply equally, but I am not as familiar with the mechanics of that discussion, so --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then --


MR. POLLOCK:  -- I will leave it to your imagination.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then as Bruce mentioned, in Ontario I guess we call this -- at least the prose would be more of a revenue offset, so something is now collecting this additional revenue to return --


MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- back to customers?  Well, no, so I thought the problem is we don't.  You would have to -- this is what I am actually confused about.  Is the amount of -- let me back up, because I was confused, and maybe I misunderstood how this works.  Maybe using the example is beneficial.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You say the target rate design revenues.  Is that the revenues that would need to be collected because otherwise they would not be collected because of -- LDG would be replacing the load?  Or is this -- are we building in forecast standby load?

MR. POLLOCK:  No, no.  The million dollars in the example target rate design revenues would be whatever is derived in the final cost allocation model as a revenue target for rate design purposes for that class.  So it's the number we are using to set the numerator of the rate.  So we got -- the costs are set, we know what the billing units are, the denominator, and then that's how we are going to set the rate.  So we are going to design the rate based on test year parameters, the final cost allocation model, and billing determinants.  And that rate then applies on a going-forward basis like all the other rates would apply.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So maybe there is a question to Bruce.  When Bruce used the term "revenue offset", I am confused, because my understanding is the intent of the standby rate is it's -- the utility gets to keep the money because it's going to be something they are not collecting otherwise.

MS. NEWLAND:  Could we get -- which slide?

MR. POLLOCK:  Let's go to slide 7.  Let's put that slide up again.

MR. BACON:  So this is my -- sorry, my understanding of it, Mark, is that the revenue that would -- oh, sorry, can you go to the next slide?  Yes.  My understanding of it is the revenue that comes in from the daily volumetric rate is in addition to the revenue requirement, so -- it's in addition to the revenue requirement, so it actually becomes a revenue offset.

MR. POLLOCK:  If you have actual usage during a test period in which you are setting rates.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, you wouldn't be collecting the volumetric rate unless that happens.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right.  If you don't have any standby service in this class, in the generic class, then there would be no offset.  If you know how much standby service is being provided and that assumed in designing all the rates, then that would be a revenue offset.  It would only be a revenue offset when you are setting the rate.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And then that revenue offset should be returned to all customers.

MR. POLLOCK:  It would be in the case because you would take the revenues and redistribute it back, so you wouldn't collect it twice.  But now, fast-forward.  Let's say that now the class that didn't have standby has standby, because they have a couple of customers that have installed load displacement generation.  So what's going to happen in that situation?  So what will happen is if that customer replaces some of the supplementary power that they were buying, the delivery service that they were buying was standby, then the utility's going to actually collect less revenue from the monthly volumetric charge, they are going to make part of that up through the contract volumetric charge because the customer's going to have now a standby demand, and then they will also collect whatever daily volumetric charges that are recovered as that rate gets applied to actual outages or actual use of standby service.

So it will create a different revenue stream.  You will have less on the supplementary side and you will have more on the standby side.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let's just use an example.  Say in this Energy+ there's an approval of this for the GS over 50 class, Energy+ has no forecast or cannot forecast what type of standby -- or what type of LDG would be with respect to that class, but ultimately in the year there actually is some sort of load displacement on the system and they are charged the daily volumetric rate or they are charged components of the approved chart.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  For that class would Energy+ be over-recovering, under-recovering, or recovering the exact amount as if there had been no LDG or not?

MR. POLLOCK:  It could be any of these -- any of the above.  It just depends on, you know, how much standby rate, how much standby service the customer seeks and how much of that LDG offsets the supplementary load.  So it could increase revenues, it could decrease revenues.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And say it --


MR. POLLOCK:  Some years it could be higher revenues, some years it could be lower revenues, just depends on how much is actually used.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in your proposal, or at least in your experience with this sort of methodology in other jurisdictions, do we -- does the regulator do anything about that, or it's, you win, you lose, in any given year different things happen, and in the years where they over-collect the utility gets to keep it, in the years they under-collect because of this they, you know, they don't get -- there's no true-up.

MR. POLLOCK:  It's like any other rate.  I mean, going forward it's going to collect however -- the amount of revenues that actually, you know, show up at the table, and it may be higher, it may be lower than what we assume in the rate case, but it will be different.  By definition it will be different.
Examination by Mr. Harper:


MR. HARPER:  Can we just follow up a couple of examples on that?  So as Mark took his GS greater than 50 class and you design standby rates based on the forecast load that's in the Energy+ forecast.  Now, if at the end of the year the billing amounts for -- assume an LDG customer comes on-board.  If the billing amount for supplementary service plus the contract demand equalled the forecast load, then the only -- my understanding is the only excess revenues would be those coming off of daily volumetric rate.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, yeah.  The two exactly switch, so you are replacing equal amount of supplementary with equal amount of standby; that's right.

MR. HARPER:  So that --


MR. POLLOCK:  But remember, your standby charge is also going to produce a little less too because you are only recovering the local costs, not the shared costs.  So instead of $3 a month you are now going to collect 2.33 for the same amount that becomes standby plus any actual standby revenues that you get through the daily volumetric rate.

MR. HARPER:  Right.  Yes, I understand.
Continued Examination by Mr. Vellone:

MR. VELLONE:  Sticking on the standby theme, based on the evidence you saw in the application, it's fair for me to say your understanding is Energy+ doesn't currently bill using this three-rate structure proposal.  Is that -- you know that, right?

MR. POLLOCK:  I am sorry.  Can you repeat what you just said?

MR. VELLONE:  Sure.  Your proposed standby rate has three components.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  And Energy+ doesn't currently bill its customers using anything resembling those three components, is that...

MR. POLLOCK:  Particularly the daily volumetric, yes.

MR. VELLONE:  I would say there's an area of discovery that hasn't been fully explored around the costs associated with Energy+ actually implementing this type of proposal in their billing systems and processes, so as to be able to do this for all of the customer classes.  Is that fair to say?

MR. POLLOCK:  I don't know.  I am not aware of any estimate of that.

MR. VELLONE:  And you are not in a position to speak to those costs.  It would be Energy+ that would need to talk about what the cost of making these changes would be.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's fair.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.  I just want to make sure that's known.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So should we go around and just give anyone an opportunity to ask clarification questions on -- this is on issue 3, you know, including all of the sub issues.  Board Staff, do you have anything?

MR. VELLONE:  I have some process questions I wouldn't mind getting out of the way to start.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, go ahead.

MR. VELLONE:  So there were a number of technical conference questions -- and I will enumerate them, just for the benefit of the transcript.  Staff technical conference question 1, SEC TC 2, and Energy+ TC 2, 3, 4, 8, 9 and 10, where the answer was all roughly the same, which was the intervenor intends to file updated evidence on February 15th and it will be addressed in there.  So we don't want to answer that yet.

Roughly speaking, that -- did I get that right?

MS. NEWLAND:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Would it be possible to ask the intervenor to, when you file your updated evidence, to also file answers to all those questions at the same time, so we have a clear response to those technical conference questions with the updated evidence?

MS. NEWLAND:  I am only hesitating because I don't know in terms of timing.  Could we give you a best efforts that we will attempt to do that by the 15th of February, which is the deadline for the evidence?

If we can do both, we will.  Either that, or I would confer with Mr. Pollock and see how much work that would be.  We would have to review the questions.

So I can either get back to you, John -- I don't know if we are going to take a break or not, but get back to you and everybody in an e-mail, give you an undertaking to get back to you, or just accept saying we will try our best.

MR. VELLONE:  I am fine with a undertaking, if you are able to confer with your witnesses and find out.

MS. NEWLAND:  Okay.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  We will give that a number just for the record.  JTC1.10. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JCT1.10:  TMMC TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO FILE ANSWERS TO BOARD STAFF TCQ 1, SEC TCQ 2, ENERGY+ TCQ 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10 AT THE TIME IT FILES ITS UPDATED EVIDENCE ON FEBRUARY 15TH

MR. VELLONE:  And then a follow-up question on that same topic.  There has been a round of written interrogatories, there's been these technical conference, and now there's these oral questions that we are doing, all related to the evidence that's been filed on the record.

Now there is going to be, I guess, a new package contemplated in the procedural order for February 15th, with no opportunity to understand and conduct discovery on the new package.

Would the applicant be open to -- what I am trying to do is avoid circumstances where we are doing initial discovery in front of the panel during an oral hearing just to understand what's been filed.

MS. NEWLAND:  Yes, we would be prepared to accept new questions on the updated evidence in writing and respond to them between the time we file the questions and the time we go to hearing -- so pre-hearing questions.

Could I ask you a question, John?  Is Energy+ intending to file updated evidence on the 15th?

MR. VELLONE:  There is no intention for the applicant to file any updated evidence on the 15th.  We will have to respond to the undertakings that we have given today, but there is no intention to file updates.

MS. NEWLAND:  Could I just maybe ask Board counsel what is the practice with respect to pre-hearing questions?  Do people just send in questions in advance of the hearing, even if there's no procedural schedule so that we can get technical questions out of the way, all of them, before the hearing?

I am asking because I understand from discussions with other parties that that is a practice.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Well, I can't say that there is a practice, a rule.  But usually things are dealt with in pre-hearing discoveries and interrogatories.  But I think it would be helpful for everyone to have a date when these pre-hearing questions will be answered, and preferably it's not the evening of the hearing, before the actual hearing starts.

So you've indicated you will provide answers to the technical conference questions on a best efforts basis on February 15th, when updated TMMC evidence is filed.

MS. NEWLAND:  May I just stop you there?  I am going to confer with my witnesses, and we will get back to you precisely on what we can and cannot do by the 15th, in terms of the questions that have already been asked and where responses have been deferred.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  I think we can have this discussion during the break, and come up with some dates by which Energy+ will ask any questions it has on the updated TMMC evidence, and TMMC will answer those, you know, before the hearing.

So we can come up with some dates and then we will go to the Panel and say parties have agreed on this schedule, and we can put in an appeal if necessary, or we will just read it into the transcript near the end of the day.

MS. NEWLAND:  Thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  We are fine with that.
ISSUE 3, COST ALLOCATION AND RATES DESIGN


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So going back to the general overall questions on issue 3 of cost allocation, rate design, we will just go around and let each party ask their clarification questions.

And Staff, did you have anything?  Okay, OEB Staff does not have any questions for TMMC on this issue.  Over to VECC.

Examination by Mr. Harper:


MR. HARPER:  I have got a few, and the first one, if we could turn up your response to VECC TMMC technical conference question number 4(b).

And in the response, you address why you believe the two distribution feeders that exclusively serve TMMC should not be considered part of the integrated distribution system.

But what the question actually asked if you go back to it was:  Do you consider the poles that support those feeders as being part of the integrated distribution system or not?  So I was wondering if you could turn your mind to addressing specifically the poles as opposed to the feeders.

MR. POLLOCK:  Well, the poles are what support the feeders, so my answer would be the same for the poles as they are for the feeders.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Now, the poles are used to support feeders that also serve customers in other customer classes?

MR. POLLOCK:  That's true.

MR. HARPER:  And so does that mean that for those poles, somehow for those customers we're going to have to make some unique recognition of this different functionality for these poles in the cost allocation system.  Or how do we -- like we are making this distinction for TMMC and I guess there are other customers that are served using the same poles.

So do we have to make some adjustments to the system for these other classes as well, given that some of the customers in each case are served using these poles?

MR. POLLOCK:  It's certainly possible.  I haven't given that enough thought yet to figure out what the best answer is.  That's something we will address in the updated evidence.

MR. HARPER:  If you could, that would be great.  If I could go to number 6, TMMC number 6?  Here I was asking about the precedents and I guess I must admit, I did go and look at each of the three precedents that you referred to in Staff 3A, part 2.

And maybe I missed it, but from my initial reading of those precedents, it seemed to appear the only distinction was based on differences in voltage between customers.

So I was wondering if perhaps -- and maybe this is best done by way of an undertaking, if you could identify the two examples that you referenced in the response and identify where precisely in the tariff language it indicates that there are different rates for customers, that there will be different rates for customers served with the same voltage but using different types of facilities.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  I mean, in the two examples in both cases you had two customer classes that took primary distribution service.  One was called primary service, one was called primary substation service.  So technically they are both primary service, but one took primary service directly from a substation, so I think two of the three examples did that, made that distinction, that you actually had a separate class set up for customers that take primary service right out of the substation that's different from a class and a rate that takes service through the primary distribution system.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  But that's two separate customer classes as opposed to customers in the same class.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's right.  It is.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  So it's not quite exactly parallel to what you are talking about here.

MR. POLLOCK:  It's parallel because, you know, the rate design that we proposed, we essentially proposed separate rates for those two different circumstances, but we did it within the context of one class.

MR. HARPER:  I would still appreciate it if you could point out where in the language of the tariff this distinction is made.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Not to belabour it, but it's the fact that there are separate tariffs, is -- that's the distinction, that's how it's structured, so you don't have those two situations in different classes, or if it's in a single tariff then there is a separate -- a different charge for one as opposed to the other, but I will undertake what you want me to do.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.11. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.11:  WITH REFERENCE TO TMMC NO. 6, TMMC TO IDENTIFY EXAMPLES REFERENCED IN THE RESPONSE WHERE THE TARIFF LANGUAGE INDICATES THERE ARE DIFFERENT RATES FOR CUSTOMERS SERVED WITH THE SAME VOLTAGE BUT USING DIFFERENT TYPES OF FACILITIES.


MR. HARPER:  Maybe if I can go to your response to TC 7 in part F.  Here we were asking you to provide a revised version of your schedule JP7 that did not distinguish between an on/off peak, and I guess your response effectively was that the information to provide this was already -- information to do this calculation was already on the record and therefore I could do the calculation myself?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  And I guess, to be quite honest with you, would you agree that in order to do that determination one would need to know for all the months listed in JP7 when each of the individual outages occurred, what was the date and timing of each of the individual outages that occurred during each of those months in order to be able --


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  I thought we had information in the working papers on that --


MR. HARPER:  Oh, because in going through -- and it may be a distinction between what was filed during our discussions at the settlement conference as opposed to what's been filed on the record here, but in going through what's on the record here I could not find any details underpinning the derivation of JP7.  So if you could either point me to where the information is on the record for this hearing, either on a confidential or non-confidential basis, and if not provide me with the file, that would be great.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  All right.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  That will be JTC1.12.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.12:  TO PROVIDE A REVISED VERSION OF SCHEDULE JP7 THAT DID NOT DISTINGUISH BETWEEN AN ON/OFF PEAK, OR TO ADVISE WHERE IT IS ON THE RECORD IF IT ALREADY EXISTS.

MR. VELLONE:  If it helps, we are looking at JP7 to Mr. Pollock's evidence.  It's a schedule attached, I think.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, it was provided also as an Excel workbook that had all of the backup data in there.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Well, maybe I just missed it, because I couldn't find it in the materials that I had saved and downloaded that Excel workbook, so I'll just --


MR. POLLOCK:  We will look through it, and if there's something that we need to be able to calculate what you are asking for we will provide it.

MR. VELLONE:  And it would be password-protected confidential.  It will be in that category of materials.

MR. HARPER:  Yeah, well, I -- maybe I didn't download them all.  I apologize if I didn't, but -- because I did receive all the confidential password-protected material too.

I will just scroll down here and see where I am here. The last one was your response to technical conference question number 9.  And in response to part B you indicate that effectively there was a difference in the definition of what an outage was between the evidence that Mr. Pollock provided and the evidence that was filed by TMMC itself.  And I guess I was -- and the difference was not only in terms of what a definition of what outage was, but when it occurred, whether it was anytime during the month or peak versus off-peak, and the reason I asked the question was I was interested in trying to understand what that difference in definition would do in terms of the number of days you would deem there to be an outage or what the extent of the degree to which standby was taken.  And so I was just trying to understand the differences.

Now, I appreciate you say that it can't be applied, but I was wondering if you could reconsider providing that information so I can understand what the implications are for the differences in those two definitions.

MS. NEWLAND:  So, Bill, I think the issue that I have with your request is Mr. Pollock's evidence and proposal is based on his definition.  So, you know, you can test his proposal, but he is not -- his proposal does not incorporate the definition that was used by Ms. Collis in her evidence which was given for a different purpose.  It had nothing to do with the proposal.  So I guess I -- we would decline to respond to that question.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Well, I will have to --


MS. COLLIS:  For example, the outages include all of the planned outages, like on a weekend we can only run one generator, so, I mean, it's really not going to impact the peaks, the monthly peak or the coincident peak, because it's outside.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. HARPER:  Right.

MS. COLLIS:  So it's a lot of data there that really doesn't directly relate to what Jeff -- our purpose was just to plot all of that data, and from that you could sort of visualize how the generation works and how it relates to the monthly peaks.

MR. HARPER:  But there would be outages that would occur in the off-peak period that would increase TMMC's peak demand for the month.

MS. COLLIS:  Not usually.  Not -- I would say not at all in the fact that our weekend usage is very low.  That's why we only run one generator.  So we don't run production on the weekends.  We may Saturday mornings, but we don't see those kinds of peaks on a weekend --


MR. HARPER:  Well, I guess --


MS. COLLIS:  -- so we can't run the generation, partially not because it's on maintenance, but because we just don't have the load to do it.

MR. HARPER:  I guess I can juxtapose that -- some of the information I requested was actually provided by Energy+ in technical conference questions I asked them, and we can leverage that to pursue the material we want to do in cross, thank you.

MS. COLLIS:  Yeah, I am concerned that it would cause not clarity, but more misunderstanding of -- if you try and mingle those two source datas.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  I think that was -- those are all the questions I had, thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  I have a follow-up on -- I will just jump in here -- VECC technical conference question number 4 again.  I just want to put this one to bed.  Might as well.

MS. COLLIS:  Sorry, I didn't hear what you --


MR. VELLONE:  VECC number 4, part B.  So I am looking at the response, and my understanding is there's something unique about the feeders, in that they are used exclusively by Toyota; is that right?

MR. POLLOCK:  That's one of the unique things, yes.

MR. VELLONE:  What are the other ones?

MR. POLLOCK:  That it's a radial system.

MR. VELLONE:  And it's radial.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.  For the poles that carry the Toyota feeder and the other feeders, those are not used exclusively by Toyota; right?

MR. POLLOCK:  Correct.

MR. VELLONE:  So going back to the question that VECC asked, are the poles serving TMMC part of the integrated distribution system referred to in response to VECC 11-2, the poles, not the feeders?

MR. POLLOCK:  Well, it's still a radial system.  I mean, the feeders -- the lines emanating from Preston substation are all feeders.  They are all basically radial feeders.  I haven't done a study to see if they are integrated with other Energy+ feeders.

MR. VELLONE:  Not the lines, the poles.

MR. POLLOCK:  The lines, yeah.

MR. VELLONE:  So the question is specific to the poles --


MR. POLLOCK:  Well, I mean, you can make the argument that the poles -- even if there were other conductors on -- no other feeders that were supported by those poles, they would all be potentially directly assigned to TMMC.  The fact that you have got additional feeders on the poles that can serve other loads, that's, you know, that's a little different circumstance.  It just means you are using the same equipment to provide distribution service to other customers.

MR. VELLONE:  Right.  And so in that circumstance, the one that's actually factually what we are faced with here, those poles that are providing service both to Toyota and to other customers, those would be considered part of the integrated distribution system?  Is that a fair question --


MR. POLLOCK:  Well, I mean, to the extent that you've got to try to allocate some of those poles to the other loads besides TMMC, I'm not sure how you would characterize it, but...

MR. VELLONE:  I guess - what's your resistance to answering that?  I'm trying to get at that.

MR. POLLOCK:  I'm sorry, I don't think I was resisting.  You know, we're just kind of confronted with the fact there's loads served on these other feeders and the amount.  So we really haven't had time to digest the information to decide what's really the right way to handle that.

So I haven't formulated an opinion to be able to answer your question exactly the way you think I should --or the way I think I should.

MR. VELLONE:  Do you need more time?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. VELLONE:  Is this an undertaking where you can take it away, think about it, and get back?

MR. POLLOCK:  It's obviously something we are going to think about between now and the 15th.  And if we do an allocation, we will explain the basis for that.

MS. NEWLAND:  I think your question is more properly put by way of cross-examination.  Mr. Pollock will file his updated evidence, and then you have an opportunity ask questions.  And if you feel we haven't addressed it well, you can follow-up.

MR. VELLONE:  Okay.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  So continuing with issue 3 and going around the room.  SEC, any questions?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  No clarification questions.  And nothing from CCC either?  Okay.  Then we are -- anything further from you Mr. Vellone?

MR. VELLONE:  We have a few, yes.  Can I start with Energy+ technical conference question number 6?

So in this question, we were just trying to get at an issue we're foreseeing with regards to implementation depending on what the Board decides to do, specifically if the Board went down the road of accepting some of the proposals that TMMC is putting forward.

Our understanding is that the rate portion of that proposal is currently redacted and considered as confidential, and we were trying to figure out how the Board Panel would deal with a final approved rate tariff where one of the rates was actually redacted in the publicly available tariff.  We were trying to figure out how that would work exactly.

And, so, I guess -- I understand the response, which is the numbers we've been using to derive the rate are confidential, and I don't think any party has -- well, that's not true exactly.  Energy+ has understood why those numbers are confidential.  But the rate itself, like, I am just not sure how you set rates when one of the rates on the tariff is not publicly available.

MS. COLLIS:  I think our expectation would be, on a go-forward basis, that the rate itself would be not considered confidential.  And the understanding is that it would be part of the tariff.

I think the focus right now is with the consultation process, that it would make it extremely visible.  But in the future, that wouldn't be as visible.  So I think going forward, it would not have to be confidential.

MR. VELLONE:  So at some -- so what I am hearing you saying is that at some point in this process, you are going to step away -- waive confidentiality of the specific rate.

MS. COLLIS:  Correct.

MR. VELLONE:  I guess in the draft stage ordinary over the process.  Would that be the right spot?

MS. NEWLAND:  Yes.  Our concern right now is that you can reverse engineer the rate with all the -- and get to the billing determinants because of everything that's under consideration.

But once this process is done, so when you file your draft rate orders, we would not ask that the rate be held confidential on a go-forward basis.

MR. HARPER:  Can I just follow up on that, John?  Because -- and please don't ask me for examples, but I know there are other utilities in this province that have a large user class with only one large user.  And for those large users, the full derivation of the rate, loads, costs allocated, all of that is on the public record, along with the final rate.

My understanding is your proposal would be that while the rate may be on the public record, the derivation of the rate would not be on the record, because that would involve revealing TMMC's loads?

MS. NEWLAND:  Can I get back to you, Bill, on that?

MR. HARPER:  Yes, I think that sort of -- in my mind, it's not only the rate, but the transparency of how the rate was actually derived is the second issue that is in my mind.

MR. VELLONE:  Which is, to be frank, the cost allocation model, all of that type of stuff you would expect to be on the public record?

MR. HARPER:  Right.

MS. VAN SOELEN:  I didn't hear Ms. Collis say that the cost allocation model could be publicly available.

MS. COLLIS:  No, not at this point.

MS. NEWLAND:  She didn't.  We are just addressing your question, which was the rate.  So Bill has widened the question a little bit.

I am not familiar with those examples you have given, Bill.  But for us, our concern is commercial sensitivity of the underlying data.

MR. HARPER:  I understand that.  If you look at the Board's yearbook, though, it has number of customers by customer class.  I think you will find there are a number of utilities...

MS. NEWLAND:  That may be, and they may not have the same sensitivity.  I don't know.  I can't really -- and I don't know if we can address specifically your question.

We wouldn't have information about these other customers.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You have the opposite problem.  You don't know the name -- the large user's name is not produced.  So the flip side here is where actually everybody knows who that customer is.

MS. NEWLAND:  That's a good point.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's usually the scenario, right?

MS. NEWLAND:  So you are saying in the other cases where you have a one-customer in a large user class, people don't necessarily know who the customer is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, yeah, and I guess you could figure it out if you are from that area.  But that's just the distinction in the proceeding.

MS. NEWLAND:  You are saying we have become visible?

MR. VELLONE:  I am going to keep going with that concept, and maybe this is probably best addressed by way of undertaking.  And it's specifically with regards to the confidentiality claim on the cost allocation model.

There are various scenarios being put to the Board.  One of those scenarios involves cost allocation rate design done a couple different ways, but with a single large user class.  Another of those scenarios involves cost allocation rate design being done where there are two separate large user classes.  Toyota has moved basically into a distinct class; there is then the remainder in the large user class.

Would your answer on whether or not the cost allocation model and rate design model remain confidential -- that it has to remain confidential differ if the Board were to pick one answer versus the other?  If everything was to stay in the large user class, could the cost allocation rate design model be made public and is it only the circumstance where Toyota's split off into its own where the cost allocation rate design model needs to remain confidential?

And let's do that by way of undertaking, because I don't think you have thought about it.

MS. NEWLAND:  John, just a clarification question.  Is the first scenario that you are positing the status quo?

MR. VELLONE:  It is the status quo, and it is also one of the -- the response to a VECC technical conference question, where VECC asked to do some changes to how the cost allocation was done to the status quo.  So there's two scenarios, I think, that are a single large user class; those are the two.

MS. NEWLAND:  So another question of clarification, John.  So the cost allocation model that underpins your application with two customers in the large user class was not filed on a confidential basis, was it?  So I don't really understand why you would ask us to comment on the first scenario.


MR. VELLONE:  So I guess the question is specific to the VECC -- what I would say modified direct allocation approach for large user.  Is that a fair way to characterize the questions you asked us, Mr. Harper? 

MR. HARPER:  I think the question would apply in that case.  The question in my mind would also apply in the case where Mr. Pollock's rate design was being applied, because in that case you have to separate out the billing determinants used for the two customers.  So sort of in both those instances the issue would arise.

MR. VELLONE:  I guess --


MR. POLLOCK:  Let me clarify something.  So what would you need to have the rate design in a public posture?  What's the data that you would need to have to see how one gets from the cost allocation study to the rate?  What information needs to be out in the public to make that more visible?

MR. BACON:  Well, I think I need to clarify something.  We need to be very clear.  Cost allocation isn't done every year.  Okay?  I think -- aren't we talking about going forward?

MR. VELLONE:  Yes.

MR. BACON:  So let's be focused on that.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. BACON:  What would be of interest I think to us is that I could see that the rate on the tariff sheet would not need to be confidential.  But when you actually do updates to the rate on an annual basis, you don't do cost allocation, but you have to put volumes in.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. BACON:  Okay, and so by definition it would be, if there's two classes, would that volume that we need to use every year have to be confidential, or if there's one class -- I assume it wouldn't have to be.  But if there's two classes, it would probably have to -- well, I -- that's the question:  Would it have to be confidential?

MS. NEWLAND:  So that's helpful, Bruce, thank you.  So the question really only arises with respect to the two-class scenario?

MR. POLLOCK:  As far as the volumes are concerned, then you would only need to know what the sum of the 12 months is so you can do the design.  You wouldn't need to know the monthly numbers.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Bruce, why do you need a volume in a price cap world?

MR. BACON:  Well, when you do retail transmission rates, you put them in there, the volumes go in on a class basis for retail.  It's not just for distribution, it's for retail transmission rates.

MR. POLLOCK:  But it's usually for a 12-month period, right?

MR. BACON:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  You wouldn't need to see monthly, so to the extent the number is rolled up I think that might possibly allay the concerns, if it's a rolled-up number, I don't know that that's going to be a problem.  We need to think about it, and we will certainly let you know.

MR. VELLONE:  Why don't we make that last piece on its own an undertaking, because there has been a lot of conversation back and forth here.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, we owe you an answer, yeah.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  So that's JTC1.13.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.13:  TMMC TO PROVIDE ITS POSITION WITH RESPECT TO THE DISCLOSURE OF 12 MONTHS OF BILLING DEMAND ON A ROLLED-UP BASIS.

MS. COLLIS:  Would you not need to know which pieces of data would be published, though, from Energy+, whether it's 12 NCP or total kilowatt hours, or...

MR. BACON:  Well, I am thinking through the RTSR model specifically, because that's the one that has to have volumes in it.  So it would be your 12 months of billing demand.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so it's rolled up.

MR. BACON:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. BACON:  And somebody help me if I am saying the wrong thing.  Thank you.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.

MS. NEWLAND:  So just to make sure I understand the undertaking, we are going to provide you with Toyota's position with respect to the disclosure of 12 months of billing demand on a rolled-up basis?  Okay.  We can do that, thank you.

MR. VELLONE:  I believe Mr. Bacon has some questions for Mr. Pollock on the responses to the technical conference questions, so I might just turn it over to him.

MR. BACON:  Are you done?

MR. VELLONE:  I am done mine.
Examination by Mr. Bacon:

MR. BACON:  Okay.  Mine are pretty straightforward.  It's more of a -- sorry, more of a logic question, and I am going to try and stay away from the numbers so that we don't have to go into in camera.  So those are public.  Okay.

MR. VELLONE:  We are on the response to Energy+ TC 7.

MR. BACON:  So, yeah, if you could go to that, please.  Energy+ TC 7, part F, where you're showing illustrative -- you are showing illustrative examples of costs or what you will be charging to the two large users.  And I am trying to understand -- you don't have to -- I don't need numbers, I just need to know, where did the rates come from?  Is there a schedule that I missed in the evidence where those rates came from?  Because I couldn't find it.

MR. POLLOCK:  JP6, page 1 would have all the rate components.  It broke down the bulk distribution rate, the primary substation rate, and the primary distribution rate, which is the three rates shown at the bottom of the table.

MR. BACON:  Okay.  And that's where I am confused, because I have in front of me -- I won't mention any numbers.  It says "second revised 2018, 11-1", and was there another update to that?  And it says "also schedule JP6 second revised".

MR. POLLOCK:  These rates were just rounded for convenience, and they are not the actual rates that are in the exhibit or in the schedule, so if that's the confusion don't worry about it.

MR. BACON:  Well, specifically, it's actually the service charge --


MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah.

MR. BACON:  -- in the schedule it's 50 percent of the current rate and here it's 100 percent, so --


MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, yes, it is.

MR. BACON:  Okay.  So are you saying -- okay.  So is there a JP6, page 1 of 4 that shows the actual rates that were used for this calculation?

MR. POLLOCK:  One of our updates will be to set the service charge at the current rate.  So, yes, you have kind of seen a preview.

MR. BACON:  Okay.  So we haven't seen it yet?

MR. POLLOCK:  You haven't seen it yet.

MR. BACON:  All right, okay.  All right.  So could we go to the last version of JP6, second revised.  Right, good.  Yeah, if you could that up, Gian, that would be good, because then I can talk to it without looking at the rates.

So the poles, towers, and fixtures -- wait a second.  Is this the right one?  There is another one.

MR. POLLOCK:  That's the original.

MR. BACON:  It has a date in the top, "second revised 2018 11-1".  Do you want me just to talk it, or -- first of all, do you have that in front of you?

MR. POLLOCK:  No.

MR. BACON:  I will just talk to it.  All right.  So I am sort of repeating what I have asked in my questions, and you have confirmed a lot of things, but there is a couple of things that you didn't confirm, so I need to kind of talk about the whole thing a little bit, so the bulk distribution volumetric rate, that's applied to both customers; right?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. BACON:  The feeder cost is a component of the primary substation volumetric rate, and it's only applied to Toyota plus the standby.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.

MR. BACON:  All right, now, the poles, towers, and fixtures, as I see it, there's a number there -- I won't say what the number is -- but that number, that's the poles, towers, and fixtures cost, which is that number right there, thank you, the $251,802, that's the total amount of poles, towers, and fixtures for the large-use class; right?  If you want, if it would be helpful, you can go to your own table [microphone not activated].

Do you see that?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, that's what I am looking at.


MR. BACON:  Page 3 of 4, it has a total of -- a number there.  You multiply it by the –- oh, it's right there, good.  That's not confidential.  The 275,049 times a factor of 931 gives you the number that's confidential shown on page 1.


MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, so here's how it works.  So the poles, towers, fixtures, that cost on line 11 is divided by the total of the two large-use customer billing determinants, and that's how you get the actual rate.


MR. BACON:  Right.


MR. POLLOCK:  Right.


MR. BACON:  So what I am getting at is that's charged to both customers plus standby.


MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  Right.  So that component -- and then there's another component, the primary distribution volumetric rate costs are only applied to the other customer.


MR. POLLOCK:  Correct.


MR. BACON:  So let's go back to the answer to 5F.  And it's not confidential, so I can say -- the 4.95, what does that include?


MR. POLLOCK:  So 4.95 would essentially be the bulk distribution volumetric rate and the primary distribution rate, which would include some recovery of the cost of the poles.


MR. BACON:  Okay, the primary substation volumetric rate, right?


MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  Bulk distribution and primary substation, yes, together would be the primary substation rate.


MR. BACON:  Right.  So that's for large user one, which is –- no, wait a second.


MR. POLLOCK:  Primary substation would be for large user two.


MR. BACON:  But the primary substation volumetric rate has to be applied to the large use one, because it's in the poles?


MR. POLLOCK:  The actual poles, though, if you look at JP 6, second revised again, you notice that on line 9, column 1, the number, the dollar amount, is less than the number that's on page 2 -- or page 3.  That's because that number is actually being calculated as the product of the rate times the TMMC billing determinant, or the class billing determinants.


So it's recovering less than the full revenue requirement, which means that the rest of it is being recovered in the primary substation volumetric rate.


MR. BACON:  No, it's -- no, sorry.  You tell me when I am belabouring this too much.  So I am just -- the 275,049 is the full cost of poles, towers and fixtures to the class.


MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.


MR. BACON:  And you multiply it by the .931 because you're collecting more in the service charge than the customer cost.


MR. POLLOCK:  That's right.


MR. BACON:  Right?


MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah.


MR. BACON:  So by definition, the poles, towers, and fixtures about of 251,802 is the full –- well, excluding the amount that you classify being collected in the service charge is the full amount for poles, towers and fixtures for the large user class.  None of it is in the primary distribution volumetric rate.


MR. POLLOCK:  Let me check the math.


MR. BACON:  Okay.  Because my concern is that there's a bit of a –- sorry, there is a bit of complexity that the large use one customer actually should be paying primary substation for the poles, towers, and fixtures component because that's how it's designed.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, let me go back and just make sure I haven't messed up the math somewhere.


MR. VELLONE:  We will get that marked as an undertaking.


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Yes, that will be JTC1.14. 

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC1.14:  TMMC TO CONFIRM THE CALCULATION DESCRIBED BY MR. POLLOCK


MR. BACON:  My follow-up question is all related to that.  I think by definition -- if you look at it and if you agree with my position, that will change your answers to the other ones.


MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, it will.


MR. BACON:  Okay.


MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  And that's it for questions from Energy+.  Let's -- this might be a good time to break and let's take 15 minutes, and then we will come and wrap up with anything else we need to address.  So back at 2:45. 

--- Recess taken at 2:31 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:50 p.m.
Procedural Matters:


MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Welcome back, everybody.  And we have had some discussion during the break.  The technical conference is concluded.  There's no further questions.  And just wanted to review some dates.  First of all, the undertaking responses by Energy+ would be answered by February 6th.  That's already in the PO.  And then we should clarify, TMMC's undertaking responses can be filed by February 6th as well, or do you need the -- do you propose to do that when you file the updated evidence on February 15th?

MS. NEWLAND:  I don't know right now.  We'd have to look at all of the undertakings and get back to you.  So some of them might be more appropriate to do as part of our update on the 15th, and some of them obviously we can do by the 6th.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  Okay.  Well, we do have a February 15th deadline for submitting updated TMMC evidence, and hopefully, as I understand, the answers to both the technical conference questions and the undertakings can be either answered by that updated evidence or in conjunction with, and if that is not possible we will hear from --


MS. NEWLAND:  We will file things as soon as possible, Ljuba, and in any event, we will conclude everything by the 15th.

MS. DJURDJEVIC:  All right, so then parties will want some time to review the updated TMMC evidence and may have clarification questions, and that will be -- those questions will be submitted by February 22nd, and then TMMC will respond to those clarification questions on the updated evidence by March 1.  And as we know, the hearing is scheduled for March 7 and 8.  So it's pretty short time lines, but I think we can all manage.

All right.  I would like to thank everybody for attending and participating, and this brings the technical conference to a close, thank you.  The end.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 2:53 p.m.
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