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Wednesday, February 20, 2019
--- On commencing at 9:27 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.

This is day two of our technical conference in EB-2018-0165.  Glad to see we are all back and refreshed and ready to be efficient with our questions and answers.  We will continue with you, Mr. Quinn.  Then I think Mr. Rubenstein had some very brief follow-ups just on this vault issue, and then we will proceed from there.

So -- I'm sorry, Mr. Keizer, preliminary matters?
Preliminary Matters:


MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  One preliminary matter.  Yesterday Board Staff had questions relating to interrogatory 1B-Staff-22, and it was relating to higher capital contributions in 2024.  We said we would take it away at the break and talk about it, and we never came back.  So -- to deal with it.

So what we would do is we're prepared to respond to that question by way of an undertaking, and I have talked with Board Staff about that, and they're agreeable with that.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  So thank you for that.  We will mark that as JTC2.1, and just, I haven't gone back to review the transcript.  Mr. Gluck, would you restate what the undertaking is for, just to make sure we're all on the same page?

MR. GLUCK:  Sure.  It is to explain the significantly higher capital contributions of 225 million in 2024.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that good?

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.1:  TO EXPLAIN THE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS OF 225 MILLION IN 2024.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Keizer.

Mr. Gluck, did you have one other thing?

MR. GLUCK:  We already talked about it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, great.  Mr. Quinn.
TORONTO HYDRO-ELECTRIC SYSTEM LIMITED - PANEL 1, resumed

Githu Mundenchira
Aida Cipolla
Elias Lyberogiannis
Sushma Narisetty
Hani Taki
Jim Trgachef
Continued Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, panel.  I will try to, as Mr. Millar said, be efficient.

If you could turn up interrogatory GTAA-2 from the set of interrogatories in 4A.  Thank you.

So we'd asked about the range of rates for this service, and you provided in your answer to A the two-hour rate.  Can you provide what the one-hour rate would be?

MR. TRGACHEF:  Good morning.  The answer to your question is for a service call we have a standard two-hour rate.  We don't typically provide a one-hour call.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's surprising, as we have an e-mail from Toronto Hydro providing a one-hour rate, but I will put that on the record and we will talk about it at the hearing.  Let's move on.

If I were to look for those rates in your Board-approved service charges, would I find them?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure this panel is really equipped to deal with the service charges, so --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Which panel should I direct that to, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  I believe it is panel 3.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  We will do that.

Okay.  So can this panel answer questions about the actual cost of the service?

MR. KEIZER:  I believe that they can, so we're good to go.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  In B we asked about the underlying cost of the service, and we were, again, directed back to A, about the rate.  But we were asking about the cost of the service.  So I ask again:  Can you provide the cost of your contractor for a two-hour visit?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TRGACHEF:  Can I just get you to repeat your question, please.

MR. QUINN:  Can you provide the cost of your contractor that they would charge Toronto Hydro for a two-hour visit?

MR. TRGACHEF:  We don't have that in front of us right now.  The 708 that is quoted in response A is all-inclusive of the service, including administrative, coordination, travel, and any entry permits to the vault.

MR. QUINN:  Great.  When you provide an undertaking, if you would, can you break out those costs and show us the cost of your contractor for a two-hour visit, please?

MR. KEIZER:  Just whether or not we actually -- just, can I have a moment, please.

I just would confer with the panel that they're able and capable to find the information or that it is something that is physically possible to do.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Keizer, with due respect --


MR. KEIZER:  I just was enquiring of the panel first.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, sir --


MR. QUINN:  We have a time frame, and I would like to keep moving.  If you want to reserve this for the hearing we can do that.  But this is just your invoice that you would receive from a contractor for a two-hour visit.  You said later on in your interrogatory responses Toronto Hydro is contracting for this service.  There would be a rate from your contractor.  I don't think it is an arduous undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, what we can do is -- it is not my understanding that every two-hour service is individually billed, but -- so maybe we can actually, by way of undertaking, consider as to the nature or costs under which the contractor is retained and how his costs are disbursed to Toronto Hydro.

MR. QUINN:  We would like to compare the rate Toronto Hydro is charging to the actual costs.  If you would consider that in your undertaking so we can compare those two, that would be appreciated.

MR. KEIZER:  We may -- if we can break it down appropriately, we will.  If we can't, we will explain why.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.2.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.2:  TO PROVIDE THE COST THE CONTRACTOR WOULD CHARGE TORONTO HYDRO FOR A TWO-HOUR VISIT AND COMPARE IT TO THE ACTUAL COSTS; TO SHOW THE BREAKDOWN OF THE CALCULATION OF THE $708


MR. TAKI:  Can we just ask for clarification?  The last statement you stated, actual cost versus the contractor cost?  What do you mean by that?  I mean, this service is contracted out.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I understand that.  You provide customers with a rate of 708 for a two-hour service call.  What is the cost to Toronto Hydro to perform that service?  It is fairly straightforward, but I don't want to spend more time on it.

MR. TAKI:  Yes, so we would break down the cost as you initially requested, right?

MR. QUINN:  If you can do that -- your counsel was concerned about your ability to do that.  If you can do that, great.

Moving on --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn.  I had a similar question.  I just want to make sure what I would ask is being covered, because I am a bit confused.  If I asked how you derive the $708, is the undertaking response going to provide as best as you can the derivation?

MR. TAKI:  Our understanding of the undertaking is we will break down -- we will endeavour to break down the 708 into the contractor costs, as well as any cost Toronto Hydro would incur, some of which are described in part B.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that a yes?  Yes?  I'm just --


MR. KEIZER:  Would that derivation then -- would that breakdown show how the 708 is derived?

MR. TAKI:  Yes.  I mean, the breakdown will show how it is derived, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  In GTAA-1, the IR preceding this one, we'd asked about your 2018 conditions of service, and you have shown the evolution of your conditions of service for section 1.7.5.

My question for you is, how long has this policy been effective?  The 2018 Conditions of Service Policy, how long has that been in effect?  A free annual inspection?

MR. TAKI:  Are you asking about the policy that's been provided in our response at part A?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. TAKI:  I don't know how long it's been in effect.

MR. QUINN:  Can we characterize it as it's been in place for several rebasings?

MR. TAKI:  Several rebasings?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, of your costs.

MR. TAKI:  I would not be able to confirm that.

MR. QUINN:  A decade, possibly?

MR. KEIZER:  He has already told you he doesn't know how long it has been in effect.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I guess we will move on.

So through this IR, you have provided the version that proposed changes were open for comment, where you propose to charge for that service, that was in B, and a subsequent revision that allowed for a two-hour annual inspection.

When we asked about this, we obviously put it this you Toronto Hydro's comment process on your conditions of service.  But what I could not find is a summary or any kind of public posting of all comments received on your conditions of service.

Is there a document, or is there a reference to how we could look at what comments Toronto Hydro received on its proposed changes to conditions of service?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Quinn, subject to check, we have not made public any of the feedback we received from our customers.

MR. QUINN:  Can you make it public here?  Can you undertake to provide a summary of the comments that were received on your conditions of service?

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment, Mr. Quinn?  We can provide a summary of the comments.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JTC2.3.


UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.3:  TO PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THESL'S CONDITIONS OF SERVICE


MR. GARNER:  Excuse me, if you don't mind, since I have questions on this and you're making an undertaking.

If you look at interrogatory from CCC No. 6, 1A-CCC-6, you will see you have made five I believe, revisions, since 2015.  I would request that that undertaking address all of those revisions and all of those comments, whether comments were made to those different revisions.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.  Just to be clear, I mean this is the summary that we file with the Board in respect of our conditions of service.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Before we leave that undertaking, that was helpful, Mr. Garner, because my questions were going in that direction. I didn't know you'd asked that separate from that undertaking, because I want to make sure Mr. Garner gets what he is looking for.

In an additional undertaking, can you provide the cost consequences of those changes?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, what do you mean?  The cost consequences of all changes ever done to the conditions of service?

MR. QUINN:  No, the changes that are listed during this IRM period, which I see these dates should be inside of this IRM period.  What were the cost consequences to the utility in making those changes?

MR. KEIZER:  Just a moment.  We're not going to provide that undertaking.  One, it's to go through every potential change, but also, I don't recall that other than the vault issue, that these other changes necessarily were on the Issues List.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, Mr. Keizer, I beg to disagree.  In fact, the Issues List -- this issue about the conditions of service was certainly discussed and we did talk about it.

And I will definitely have and have already put in written questions with respect to a number of the Conditions of Service issues that attract charges to customers.  And so I would support what my friend is saying, which is -- to my mind is where you have a condition of service that attracted a charge to a customer and where that charge was changed, it would be useful, for me at least, to have those identified.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, one, can I -- I think let's try to see if we can do it this way.  We will -- and Ms. Coban will obviously correct me if I get this wrong -- but basically what we can do is look at the cost consequences with respect to the charges that are levied to the customers under the conditions of service and consider it from that perspective.

MR. GARNER:  That would be helpful.  To be helpful to you is when VECC provided written questions, there was one written question.

What we were trying to do -- and we may have gotten it wrong, but we were trying to identify the conditions of service changes that we believed were attracting charges to the residential customers, the clients that I represent.  Now, maybe not perhaps the ones Mr. Quinn represents, so there may be a difference there.

But to be helpful in that question, that is why we said could we see the changes to those, because we thought they were places where they attracted charges.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I just interject?  What might be helpful, and I am not sure it is on the record yet, do we have a list of specific service charges and a list of changes to those specific service charges that are reflected in this application?  Do we have that anywhere?

MR. KEIZER:  We're not talking about the specifics of the charges yet.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  Not yet.

MS. GIRVAN:  Not yet.

MR. MILLAR:  So where are we with respect to an undertaking?

MR. KEIZER:  I think I tried to express it and hopefully it satisfies Mr. Quinn and Mr. Garner.

MR. QUINN:  There was a lot of conversation, Mr. Keizer.  Can you summarize what Toronto Hydro was undertaking to do?

MR. KEIZER:  With respect to -- let me just make sure.  Go ahead, Ms. Coban.

MS. COBAN:  So what we can provide is with respect to all of the revisions that have been identified in CCC 6, we can identify which of those revisions had a cost consequence for customers and identify what that cost consequence is and the basis for that charge.

MR. QUINN:  The word I didn't hear in that, are you going to quantify the impact?

MS. COBAN:  Maybe you can clarify what you mean by quantify the impact.

MR. QUINN:  A number as opposed to -- if it's a yes or no, did it have an impact, yes or no?  We're looking for you to quantify what that cost impact would be.

MS. COBAN:  To the best of our ability, we will.  But my understanding of what these changes are with respect to how they would impact customers is that they are, in large part, changing to a demand billable structure where we are charging customers an actual cost for a service.

MR. QUINN:  We're interested in the quantum of what that transfer of cost is.  So to the extent it is net net from Toronto Hydro's perspective, it goes from a cost to a recovery of the cost from a customer as opposed to in the rate.  We're interested in what quantum has been transferred to the customer's responsibility.

That should be an exercise -- let's walk through it in terms of the vault inspection.  You have a number of vaults.  You have an average amount of time for those vaults, and I want to make sure we include our friends at Schools and the office buildings.

So you take all of the vaults, times the average amount of time, times what the cost is for that service.  And that should end up with a quantum of costs that are being transferred from a rate issue to a customer recovered charge.

MR. KEIZER:  I think the most we can do on that, Mr. Quinn, is, we're not sure that it is actually even done that way, so we'd have to take it under advisement as to whether your formula has even been considered.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we're looking for a quantum of cost.  If it can't be provided in this technical conference, we will --


MR. KEIZER:  Well, what we, I think, can do is, as Ms. Coban has explained, and so that is the extent of the undertaking that we're prepared to give.

MR. MILLAR:  And it's JTC2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.4:  WITH RESPECT TO ALL OF THE REVISIONS THAT HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED IN CCC 6, TO IDENTIFY WHICH OF THOSE REVISIONS HAD A COST CONSEQUENCE FOR CUSTOMERS AND IDENTIFY WHAT THAT COST CONSEQUENCE IS AND THE BASIS FOR THAT CHARGE; TO TAKE UNDER ADVISEMENT THE QUESTION OF WHAT QUANTUM HAS BEEN TRANSFERRED TO THE CUSTOMER'S RESPONSIBILITY

MR. QUINN:  All right.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

You know...  I guess I am going to ask a generic question, and I would look to Toronto Hydro's experts to answer the question, but can you provide us some principled reasoning as to why the inspection is done by the building owner to inspect the vault, why at the same time a Toronto Hydro inspection of their equipment cannot be undertaken?

MR. TRGACHEF:  I believe we responded to that question in Interrogatory No. 4C.

MR. QUINN:  So I am asking, could you change who the representative is to somebody who is qualified to do the inspection of the Toronto Hydro equipment, thereby getting the efficiency of one visit, two inspections, and a mutual benefit out of that inspection?

MR. TRGACHEF:  Again, as we responded in C, we see these tasks as mutually exclusive for the purposes of safety, and we would not do a maintenance call alongside with a dedicated observer of an inspection from the building owner.

MR. QUINN:  What is the safety aspect you referenced?

MR. TRGACHEF:  So when you are entering a customer vault, there is live apparatus, typically between 4,000 volts to 28,000 volts, that this person in attendance would be providing guidance that whoever is entering that vault, that doesn't have the training required, is aware of their surroundings at all times and ensure that there is a safe limit of approach for whatever maintenance work they are doing or any inspection that they are doing.

So in that case, you could not perform a maintenance into that call.

MR. QUINN:  My follow-up question to that would be, once the third party has completed their inspection of the vault, could that same individual not, now at this point, undertake an inspection of the Toronto Hydro equipment?  You're on-site.  You've already incurred the travel costs, the coordination and, if necessary, any kind of interruption of service.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Quinn, maybe I can assist with that question.  There really are probably at minimum three reasons why that would not be practical.  The first reason is the reason that you mentioned, which is some of what is done during inspections requires a specialized skill, and I can point to thermography or partial discharge type testing.  So that person that would be in attendance would also need to be skilled to administer those tests.  That would be one requirement that would increase costs.

The second one is, when we do our inspections, we require two individuals to be on-site.  The reason we do that is because some of the inspections and some of the cleaning that is done during that inspection requires staff to get close to equipment, and there may occur a safety incident which would require the second individual to step in.

The third reason for that is -- the third reason why it would be inefficient to do so is Toronto Hydro performs its inspections on a set cycle.  Some are done annually, some are done every three years.  The points in time during which a particular building owner might decide to do their inspection may not align with Toronto Hydro's inspection cycles, which would add an additional complication and increased costs associated with doing so, so diminishing efficiencies that might occur.

And the fourth reason for it is Toronto Hydro, when it comes to specific inspection programs, employs a consistent resource group such that we get consistent results in the inspection forms.  And if we were to begin using persons in attendance to also do that work, that might begin to change the quality of the specific observations that are coming out of the inspection.

So there is a number of reasons why trying to piggyback inspections on what you are talking about won't necessarily be a more efficient approach.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for your detailed answer.  I think, Mr. Millar, I will reserve the rest for a later date.  So thank you very much, panel.  That is the end of our questions for this panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.

Mr. Rubenstein, did you still have some follow-up questions?
Continued Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I do.  First, can I just ask, has the revisions to section 1.7.5 of the Conditions of Service gone into effect, the ones proposed to be effective February 1st?

MR. TAKI:  No, they have not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is there a plan for them to go into service at some point?  Or is it, you are waiting for the Board decision?  Or what is the status?

MR. TAKI:  At this point, and based on the feedback we've received from customers, we will not be proceeding with the proposed changes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Those seem to end my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  They end my questions if this is no longer an issue.  Do I understand that?

MR. KEIZER:  Let's be clear.  Are you saying ever?

MR. TAKI:  I'm saying at this point we will not be proceeding with any changes.

MR. KEIZER:  If I could just have a moment, please.

MS. GIRVAN:  So what will be the standing policy then?

MR. MILLAR:  Charles is discussing with the client.

MR. KEIZER:  We may have some clarification about that issue, but let's come back to you after the break, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. QUINN:  Well, to be clear, thanks, Mark, I just wanted to make sure, I would like to understand what the standing policy is going to be going forward, as it obviously is something of importance to my client also.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, that's fine, Mr. Quinn.  I understand that.  And so I will -- I wanted to confer with the panellists at the break to make sure I understood it correctly, and then I will advise you, and if there is anything supplementary you can deal with it at that time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  SO there will be an update at the break, and if there is a need for further questions we will address it at the time.  Okay, thank you.

Mr. Brett.

MR. GARNER:  I have one extra question.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, sorry.  Your mic.

MR. GARNER:  It's supposed to be on.  Is it on now?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Just one question.  It may be in the evidence, because I am not familiar with this issue.  Are there specific ESA safety rules now around the vaults?  Have there been rules now set for vault inspections by the ESA, to your knowledge?

MR. TAKI:  I'm not clear on the question.  The ESA's mandate is around electrical infrastructure, not civil infrastructure.  So I am not sure if you have a specific reference --


MR. GARNER:  No, I don't.  You're saying the ESA doesn't have jurisdiction over equipment owned by either -- well, customers.  It doesn't have any jurisdiction over that, but it does have jurisdiction, doesn't it over, equipment owned by you in vaults?  Would that be correct?

MR. TAKI:  The ESA has jurisdiction over electrical equipment owned by customers, as well as utilities.

MR. GARNER:  So then it may have regulations around the inspection of vaults then, wouldn't it?  Or could is what I am saying.  Are you aware of any ESA safety regulations with respect to vault and vault inspections?

MR. TAKI:  The ESA's regulations being focussed on electrical equipment, there may be cases where the ESA's jurisdiction may also extend to equipment or assets that impact electrical equipment.  So from that perspective, that may fall under the ESA's jurisdiction.

MR. GARNER:  Let me cut to the chase.  I think it may be useful if this -- and maybe after the break, whether this policy is going forward or not.  If it does, it seems to me it would be useful, by undertaking if necessary, to determine what ESA regulations and/or rules apply to the inspection of vaults as well.

I will leave that until after the break and you look into this, Mr. Keizer, because I am not sure where this issue is going in any event.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.  We can deal with it after the break.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Brett are you prepared to proceed?

MR. BRETT:  I am.
Examination by Mr. Brett:


MR. BRETT:  Once I get my light on.

Yes.  Could you turn up -- my name is Tom Brett.  I represent BOMA.  I want to start with BOMA 84.  So that is -- I would ask you to turn up 2B-BOMA-84, page 1.  And the table, I want to look at the table there with you.

As you can see, that is a table which gives the -- your capital budget for the program period.  The renewal portion of the system -- renewal program of the capital budget table.

My question is, are you able to provide for each of those components -- there are approximately nine components there -- and I would say, leaving aside for the moment the line that deals with reactive and corrective control, are you able to provide for each of those components, that is for the box construction, rear lot conversion, stations renewal, and the others, a list of -- a prioritized list of projects for each of those components?

I might add parenthetically, you already have provided such a list for rear lot construction, as you are aware, I think.  And that can be found at 2B-BOMA-92.  I don't think you need to turn that up.  But that is an example of a component of a program for which you have already provided a prioritized list of actual projects.  In other words, the areas, project areas, the areas where you are going to convert rear lot to front lot.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Brett, you said 2B-BOMA-92 had an example of the rear lot?

MR. BRETT:  Yes, it does, yes.  Just give me a minute here.  Rear lot -- yes I have that at 2B-BOMA-92.

MR. KEIZER:  91 maybe?

MR. BRETT:  2B-BOMA-91, I'm sorry.  So that gives you an example of what I am talking about.  But I would like to see if we can get a list akin to that.  It will obviously be different in each case.

I will remind you of our discussion yesterday when you mentioned that with respect to stations renewal, there were approximately ten to twelve projects that are in that program over the term of the, the term of the -- 5-year term.

So then we go on from there to the others.  So you may wish to deal with them separately, but I would like to get that, if I can, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Brett, if I can direct you to 2B-SEC-36, part B?

MR. BRETT:  If you can turn that up, please.  I think I know what you are talking about, but I would like to see it up.  Okay.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  SEC asked a very similar question.

MR. BRETT:  What part are you on again, sorry?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Sorry, part B.

MR. BRETT:  B as in Brian.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, B as in Brian.  B asks:
"Please provide a list of the 2020 proposed projects on a prioritized basis."


And in part B, Toronto Hydro responded saying:
"Toronto Hydro does not produce a prioritized list of projects and does not maintain..."

I should stop there, because the second piece refers to a second part of that question.

MR. BRETT:  Now, in that question, you were asked to, as I understand it, if I am understanding the question correctly, you were asked to provide a list of projects, a prioritized list of projects for all of the programs for your entire 5-year capital budget.  Is that the case?

I am asking about a prioritized -- at least at the moment, I am asking about a prioritized list of projects within each of the programs that are identified at BOMA -- 2B-BOMA-84, as illustrated by the list that you provided for rear lot construction.

Parenthetically, although I can't put my finger on my IR, I believe you provided a similar list of projects, prioritized projects for the box construction component.

In fact, if you look at the rear lot conversion program and the list of projects you provided there under BOMA 91, you did prioritize them by year.  You went through very carefully and said, you know, in year one we will do the civil work for this area.  And then in year two, we will do the electrical work and so on and so forth.

So that is the model I am giving you.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Brett, if you are referring to 2B-BOMA-91, when it comes to rear lot specifically, what we've done in this particular table -- and I understand that the heading for the particular column you are looking for says "projects".  But really what that's referring to is, is the particular areas that we're looking to convert as part of the rear lot program -- or the rear lot segment, I should say.

We can take the very first one that is listed there, Thorncrest Civil, that is a particular area.  We would be looking to do civil work in 2020 in that particular area. However, what we have not done yet is actually scoped out, for every single project that is on this list from 2020 to 2024, each of the specific underlying projects.

For example, one of these might be broken out into three potentially more scopes of work.  So we have not done that yet.  When I say that we don't have a prioritized list of projects, I am referring to that.

MR. BRETT:  So just pursuing that for a moment, I don't want to get us hung up in semantics here, but your -- the example you have just spoken to does talk about doing some civil work in an identified area in 2020.  And then it goes on to say that you are going to do Thorncrest electrical work worth $26.3 million in 2021.

Now, that work, you must have some idea -- I take it you have some idea of the actual electrical work you are going to do in 2021 in the Thorncrest region, if I can put it that way, because you would need that in order to produce that number of $26.3 million, which of course is a number that finds its way into your 5-year capex renewal budget, correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BRETT:  So if that budget is going to -- so how do you -- so effectively you -- I think you are telling me that you do have a general idea at least of what electrical work is going to be done in that area, because you have derived this $26.3 million number.  Is that fair?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  With respect to rear lot, yes, we do.  But going back to your initial question around the specific table at 2B-BOMA-84, in each of the specific segments and programs that are outlined there, we don't have that type of detail for each and every one of the programs that we have here.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  If we can look at each of them for a moment then.  Let's talk for a bit about stations renewal.  I'm sorry, I don't have your -- I have your name written down, but what is your name?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Lyberogiannis is my last name.

MR. BRETT:  Yes, Mr. Lyberogiannis.  I apologize.  I haven't got it quite right.  But you said yesterday in the course of a conversation on a related subject that you had roughly in the area of ten to 12 station renewal projects over the next five years that would constitute -- add up to the 141.5 million.

Now, I realize these numbers aren't correct to the third decimal point, but -- so you have ten to 12 projects.  Do you recall that, saying that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I don't recall the specific context within which I said that.  Was that in the dialogue that we had about numbers of projects in different programs?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  It might have been.  And I can just ask you again, I think -- yes, I think it was.  And I think you said -- you said -- and I don't have the transcript in front of me -- but you said ten projects, possibly 12.  I am going by memory here.  My memory is pretty good.

And so I take it, in that case, in the stations renewal, you could provide a prioritized list of projects.  Fair enough?  In other words, how did you get to the 141.5 million?

And maybe I would just add one clarification.  I understand, I think, from reading your SEC, I think it is 36.1, I understand that you do an assessment, a sort of a tactical assessment, if I can put it that way, just before every year, before the year in question, when you are finalizing what you are going to do in a particular year.

I read that material.  You gave an example of several projects you were looking at that were more or less equivalent.  But in two of the three projects contained PCB and one did not.  So you -- I think you were trying to illustrate that you make a sort of a final decision on the content of the annual group of projects you are going to do in a particular area.

I accept that.  But at the same time, I am asking you what -- you must have a starting point.  What I would like to see is your prioritized list of projects that is your basic starting point.

In other words, you put together a list of projects for this table.  You put some numbers together for this table.  Those numbers have to come from somewhere.  Those are, as I understand it -- tell me if I am wrong -- those are bottom-up numbers that you have put together from essentially a list of real projects.  In other words, they're not just taken out of the air to satisfy some general parameter.  It is an actual list of projects.

So I am assuming you could provide a list of that nature for stations renewal.  Fair enough?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We certainly can provide -- and we have, actually, if you look at the stations renewal program, you will see the level of detail that we have available to us at this point in time.

What we cannot provide is a prioritized list that would prioritize, let's say, the TS segment within stations renewal against the MS segment in stations renewal, against some of the work that we're going to be doing in the control portion of that.

So that is why we've responded in SEC 36, or partly why we've responded in SEC 36, as to Toronto Hydro does not produce a prioritized list of projects.

MR. BRETT:  But when you do station -- work on stations, do you typically do the various pieces of work on the station, on the different components of the station at the same time?  Do you not normally do those for efficiency purposes?  And you are going to go and work on Cecil station, for example.  Maybe that is not a good example, but one of your stations.

Do you not try to do those various components of work on a station-by-station basis?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That would depend.  For example, your Cecil, you could choose Cecil TS or any one of the TSs in our downtown core.  Typically we would be limited by the extent of work that we can do all in one shot.  So we might decide to go and replace a very specific switchgear at Cecil, but we wouldn't in addition to the switchgear be doing other work because of constraints at that particular station.

MR. BRETT:  What about a station that's not in the core?  I understand the core has some peculiar -- or some particular constraints.  Normal municipal station somewhere else in the Horseshoe.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Municipal stations are different.  We could go into a municipal station and do broader work, but that would all depend on the needs of the particular station.

MR. BRETT:  I understand.  Well -- now, there is other ones here that we have not looked at, but you have, for example, underground renewal in the Horseshoe.

As I read your evidence, it seemed to me you did identify -- in almost all cases you identified a certain -- you differentiated how you were going to do this work by project, even if you didn't fully describe the project.

For example, you would identify the fact that you are going to work on a certain number of feeders, or that you are going to work on certain lengths of cable.  They're not all similar.  So I guess what I would -- it seemed to me you did have some -- you have some indication -- you gave some indication of the fact that, you know, how many -- maybe "project" is not quite the right word, but how many sections of work there is going to be.

Are you working on 100 feeders or are you working on ten, for example?  And I can't recall the specifics of the other lines here, other than the three that we have discussed and the fact that I wouldn't expect you to be able to do this for the reactive and corrective control.  But I would imagine that you must have some notion of the number of different components of work projects, if you like, that fall into each of these programs.

And perhaps what I should do, if you want to reply by an undertaking that goes through each of these and identifies the extent to which you can provide a list of projects and in which -- whether or not you can provide a list of prioritized projects -- in some cases perhaps you can provide a list of projects but you can't prioritize them.  And finally, let me just say I should be doing less talking, you should be doing more, I guess.

[Laughter]

MR. BRETT:  But I am trying to focus this discussion.

I understand, also, that sometimes you have to change.  These lists aren't permanent.  I understand that you have to make adjustments going forward.  That's what you discussed in your response to SEC 36, the example I gave you.

I understand you have to change, but do you not have a starting point?  And it is the starting point I am interested in, because the starting point, presumably, reflects -- or is the basis, the foundation, ultimately, or one of the foundations, for the set of numbers that you have in your distribution system plan and in your budget.

So I am trying to make -- I am trying to just see, you know, how that is made up.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So I would answer that question in two ways.  To begin with, as we stated in, I believe, SEC 36, we certainly don't have a prioritized list of projects.

When it comes to sections of work, I think was the term you used, and that is probably a pretty good term, to the extent that those sections of work exist today, they are included in the evidence.  So if you did go to the rear lot segment, you would see the sections of work that we have been discussing.

If you go to the box construction segment, you would see those sections of work.  Similarly with stations renewal.

So each of the programs and the underlying segments that make them up identify sections of work, as you have described it.  But we don't have a list of projects, and we certainly don't have a prioritized list of projects.

MR. BRETT:  And so again, when you are speaking about the SEC answer, SEC asked you for a list -- and I have asked a similar question from other utilities and, in some cases, we have received it, be that as it may.

But SEC has asked you for a single list of prioritized projects for the 5-year capital budget.  Now, that is a long list to prioritize.

What I am trying to do is make the job easier, to break it down into chunks.

Now, you have -- the reason I am asking the question this way is you have answered, in a number of spots in your answers, that you cannot prioritize among these programs.  I am talking -- let's just differentiate programs and projects.

Looking at table 1 with the nine programs, you have said in response to numerous questions by intervenors:  We can't prioritize those programs.

I take you to be saying -- what you are saying there, I take it, or I would ask you, what you're saying there is the reason we can't do that is because there will be pieces of each of these programs that are more important than others.  So it wouldn't allow us to say that the most important -- the first priority program here is rear lot conversion, for example.

Am I right?  I mean that is why you can't compare the programs?  I'm assuming that is what -- I am assuming that is the answer.  Is that correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  We don't prioritize programs.  I wouldn't say the box construction program is of greater priority than the rear lot program.

MR. BRETT:  Now, I understand that.  And why do you say that?  Just while you are looking that up, I am suggesting the reason you do say that is because there are certain projects within the box construction that are more important than others, and there's certain projects within stations renewal that are more important than other projects in station renewal, or projects in other programs.

And so you would say, well, it doesn't make sense to say that one of these program areas is more important than the others.

I understand.  We talked about the concept, your idea of a program and why you have set up these in program terms, that is the way your plan is set up.  These come directly out of your plan, right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So the question is, why is it that you -- why is it that you don't prioritize programs, or you can't prioritize the programs?  Is it anything other than what I have just suggested?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Brett, maybe I can take you to 2A-AMPCO-16.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Could you turn that up, please?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I am looking specifically at part B.

MR. BRETT:  B.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That question asks:  "Please provide the priority ranking for each program."

MR. BRETT:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  And there we speak to the challenges associated with ranking, and it says:
"The investments proposed in this application represent an optimized suite of programs that address distribution system and customer needs, and contribute towards Toronto Hydro's outcome objectives."

MR. BRETT:  So?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That is why we don't prioritize at the program level.

MR. BRETT:  So in a sense, you are saying they're all important.  They're all equally important.  They're all necessary to do, in our words, in our view?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  They certainly are all important, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Tom.  You asked a question earlier on.  I actually wanted to understand the answer.

Tom, you asked -- I think there was a comment made from the panel that box construction generally was more important than rear lot construction.  I think Tom asked you why.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I don't believe I -- I don't believe that I said that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe I misunderstood that.  Generally that's --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I would certainly not say that box construction is more important than rear lot, or that any one of our programs is more important than another.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I misheard.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  All right.  So you are really, you are basically saying, I guess -- I mean, I am asking you this.  You are saying we've already got all of the information there is to give with respect to the project, what I will call the projects or the components of each of these, of this one billion, $619.9 million system renewal budget.

We've got everything there is to have on the identity of the projects, the components that go together to make up the numbers.  I come back to the numbers, the numbers that are on these lines.

If we have it in the evidence, what's in the evidence is all of the information you've got.  Fair enough?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Specifically to the request for projects and sections of work, what we have around sections of work is identified in the evidence, yes.

MR. BRETT:  And what you have around projects is identified in the evidence, in the box construction and in the rear lot conversion, right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  In those two programs, we have identified areas that we would be targeting over the 2020 to 2024 period.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Let me just check your -- just give me a moment.

Now, just a final question in this area.  If you look at BOMA 25, 1B-BOMA-25, it talks about -- I'm sorry.  This is actually -- this is a different panel.

I take it there are certain projects -- your evidence is that for material projects, you have -- you will provide somewhat more detailed information.  The example we discussed yesterday was -- or you discussed was Copeland.  You did say in a major project, you do provide additional detail.

Are there any other projects that get to that level, sort of the Copeland level?  Or is that unique in this respect?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  When you say the Copeland level, what characteristics are you using to define that level?

MR. BRETT:  I think you would choose the characteristics.  You talked about material or major projects.  So anything that you would consider -- let me give you a -- anything that would be -- let me put it this way.

Are there any other projects that are -- that you dealt with in the 2015-2019 or 2019 plan, or that you plan at this time to deal with in the 2024 plan, that are -- that you plan to treat the way you have treated Copeland, in terms of providing additional information.  Any projects that you are aware of?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KEIZER:  Just to be clear, I think that arose in the context of an undertaking, Mr. Brett, and we had indicated we would go back and look at what documentation there was and then we would consider whether we would disclose it and -- as to whether we felt it was of probative value, but that was the basis of the undertaking.

MR. BRETT:  Is that undertaking in relation to -- I recall some discussion.  Was that in relation to the capex or assets in-service?

MR. KEIZER:  I believe that was in relation to Copeland Phase 2, which was yet to be in-service.

MR. BRETT:  And the undertaking was related to giving further information on Copeland itself?  Or...

What I was asking about was other projects that might fall into the category of Copeland.  I think I understand what you're saying.  You're still to report on how much information you are prepared to give on Copeland.

MR. KEIZER:  Phase 2, yes.

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  So my question sort of is related to that, but it is different.  It is, you know, what else have you got out there in your plan that would -- that you would treat in the same way that you have treated Copeland, either what you have done for Copeland to date, or what you might do for Copeland or tell us you might do for Copeland in the undertaking response.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I apologize, Mr. Brett, there was a lot of dialogue there.  May I just ask you to repeat the specific question?

MR. BRETT:  Yes.  What other -- do you have other projects that are part of the table that we looked at in BOMA 84 in the system renewal or for that matter in the system service areas that you -- projects that you are aware of now that would be part of this five-year budget we were looking at that you would propose to treat in a way similar to the way you've dealt with Copeland, in terms of providing specific -- project-specific information.

And I guess -- well, let's just leave it at that.  That is sort of straightforward.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If your question is, are there any other program segments that we would treat like Copeland, Copeland is a segment under our station expansion program.

MR. BRETT:  Right.  So would other projects under your station expansion program be treated in a similar way?  Or do you have other projects?

Let's go back to your comments yesterday and our discussion earlier today about the fact that you have planned to have between ten and 12 station renewal projects over the next five years, '20 to '24.

Now, these are --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  For clarity, I think --


MR. BRETT:  You're distinguishing station renewal from station expansion?  I guess that is my first question.  I am trying to hone in here on exactly what you meant by saying that Copeland was part of your station expansion.

Are you saying -- are you differentiating that from station renewal?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, I am.  It might be easiest if we bring up Exhibit 2B, section E7.4, which is the station expansion program.

MR. BRETT:  This is in your system service area, is it?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  So you are --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We have it up now.  What I am referring to is the table right at the top of the first page, there's segments --


MR. BRETT:  Just a sec.  Can we get that up, please, the table at the top of the first page.

MR. KEIZER:  Table 1.

MR. BRETT:  Oh, I see.  The program summary?  Okay, yes --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  My apologies.  What I am referring to is, you will see beside segments there is Copeland TS Phase 2, so that is -- we are treating Copeland TS as a segment.

There is Hydro One contributions and there is local demand.  So there is three segments there.  So when I refer to Copeland TS as a segment, this is what I am referring to.

And you will see throughout all of our programs, generally speaking, in the capital side they are broken out into segments in this way.

MR. BRETT:  So in your system renewal program they're broken out into segments?  Is that -- that's part of your capital program, right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  One example would be the one related to rear lot and box construction.  That would be the area conversions program in section E6.1.  That particular program has two segments.  One is the rear lot conversion segment and the other is box construction segment.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  So going back to my question, I take it that there isn't -- other than this example here of Copeland, which is in the system service department or section of your plan, there aren't any other projects that would have a similar detailed treatment in terms of providing information at this stage.  Is that fair?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I believe for each of our segments we've endeavoured to provide details about the needs, the analysis that was done, the costs, the options that we assess, so each of the segments were treated in that way.

MR. BRETT:  As a segment?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  As a segment, yes.

MR. BRETT:  So you would call -- what I am saying is the system -- the stations renewal portion of the system renewal budget, 1.4 billion budget, that is what you are describing as a segment?  And the presentation that you made in your evidence, as I recall, you discussed all of what you said, but you discussed it in an aggregate form.  You didn't discuss it by noting each individual station at the level of each individual station renewal.  Is that fair?  You discussed it in total.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Generally, yes.  However, I think going back to the illustrative example -- and I know you have sort of ten to 12 projects from yesterday's dialogue.  I think the illustrative example I was using is some segments have one project, which is Copeland, for example.  Some segments have dozens of projects.  So depending on where we are along the continuum and depending on the characteristics of the particular segment, we would provide the necessary details within the evidence.

In rear lot, for example, we have identified the sections of work, I believe was the term you used, or the areas that we're going to be doing work in, and that is provided in the table that is within the evidence and also what we responded to in the particular interrogatory that we were referring to earlier.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Let's move on.  The -- I had many questions on the issue of ISAs and forecasts and so on, but Mr. Gluck covered that area very well yesterday.  So I am going to just pass over that.

I do want to ask you, briefly, about -- if you turn up 2B-SEC-47.  And this is a question about your strategic parameters.  And I only have a couple of questions here, but I will wait until you turn that up.  Do you have that in front of you?  That is SEC, 2B-SEC-47.

MS. CIPOLLA:  We do.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I would like you to look at the second paragraph, and what you -- let me just start off by saying you say -- you set -- the first paragraph, you set the strategic parameters in order to be responsive to the three things:  Legal requirements, including safety; customer feedback; and business input.

If you turn to the second paragraph, you say, in the last sentence:

"To help operationalize these parameters..."

Which include price now.  You took the price from the customer feedback:

"In order to operationalize these parameters, Toronto Hydro also expressed..."

And this is the phrase I would like you to explain:

"...also expressed the price increase in appropriate OM&A and capex terms as a third strategic parameter."

My question is could you provide the calculation, just the simple mathematics, if you like -- and you probably want to do this by way of undertaking -- of how you moved from the price information and feedback that you were getting from consumers, and therefore the price guidelines for price increase -- rate increases that you put on yourselves, how did you move from that to the OM&A and capex terms?

I just want to see the mathematics of that, if you could by way of undertaking.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. BRETT:  Is that acceptable?  I am assuming it is not something you could easily describe here in a minute or two.

MS. CIPOLLA:  If you give me a moment, I will find a reference.

MS. GIRVAN:  I actually have a reference for you.  In the business plan --


MR. BRETT:  Business plan, all right.

MS. GIRVAN:  Page 11; I think that is what that is referring to.

MR. BRETT:  Could you just turn that up, please, page 11?

MS. GIRVAN:  It's CCC 1.

MR. BRETT:  Right.

MS. GIRVAN:  I think that is what that is referring to, but maybe I'm wrong.

MR. BRETT:  No, I think you are right.  But if we could just turn that page up so we can have a look.

Okay.  Yes.  I see that that is the -- that's essentially the result, the end result what you are describing.  It is a graph that really states the sentence I just read in graphical form.

What I would like to know is how you get from the 3.5 to the 2.70 and the 277.  Could you describe that by way of undertaking?

MR. KEIZER:  Is that okay?  Sorry, I think the witness wants to respond now.

MS. CIPOLLA:  If I may refer you to prefiled evidence 1B, tab 1, schedule 1.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Could we turn that up, please?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Page 7.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Now, is this your executive summary as well.

MS. CIPOLLA:  It is.  We could actually start at the bottom of page 6.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  If you could go to bottom of 6.  I see, okay.  I see a statement here:
"Price Limit.  Toronto Hydro set an upper limit of 3.5 percent as a cap on the average annual increase to base distribution rates."

And that is the average for all customer classes, is it?  Just while we're on that.

MS. CIPOLLA:  No.  That specific reference there is footnoted at number 9 and it says:
"Calculated for the monthly bill for the residential customers using the 750."

MR. BRETT:  You are deriving that off -- sorry, that price increase then just refers to a residential customer with that volume consumption.

In other words, the -- just as like an aside, there are price increases that are different than that for certain other classes, correct?

MS. CIPOLLA:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  And in some cases, they are higher and in some cases, they may be lower, right?  I think small general service may be slightly higher than that, for example.

But I don't really want -- I don't want to divert us from the main question.  I am sort of riffing on this here, which is not a great idea.

So that is the starting point.  I have that.  So can we go over to page -- you want to go over to page 7?

MS. CIPOLLA:  If I understand --


MR. BRETT:  I see, all right.  So could you just take me through this, please?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.  If I understand your question, it was specific to how Toronto Hydro expresses price in relation to OM&A and capex; is that correct?

MR. BRETT:  Capex and OM&A.

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes, perfect.  So what we do is, as noted, we developed budget limits, which is here on the top of page 7, and what it describes here is that we set an upper limit of approximately capital of 560 million as an average annual capital plan budget, and $277 million for the 2020 operational plan.  And that corresponds with capping our infrastructure and operational spend predominantly at a sustainable level.

MR. BRETT:  So let me see if I get that.  You're saying if you did that -- what I was asking you really was how you arrived at the 560 and the 277 million.

I think you are telling me, you're telling me by reference to the graph a few minutes ago, that really that is, as you state in here in the response to 28 SEC 47, those numbers fall out of the 3.5 percent cap on residential rate increases, right?

MS. CIPOLLA:  That's correct.

MR. BRETT:  So what I am asking you is could you show me the arithmetic that gets from the 3.5 to the 560 million and the 224.  That is what I am asking.

In other words, the calculation.  I would just like the calculation.

MS. CIPOLLA:  We can provide the calculation, but one of the things that I would want to just clarify is that --


MR. BRETT:  Can you speak into the mic a bit more?

MS. CIPOLLA:  One of the things I would like to just clarify is those are parameters.  So from a price point of view, we were looking at a range of price.  And so it is a calculation based on capping the price, and the direct consideration of what the OM&A and capital limit would be.

So in ways of undertaking, we could provide you --


MR. BRETT:  That would be helpful, you can put whatever caveats -- I understand you may wish to specify the assumption and caveats, but that would be very helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.5:  TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATION TO GET FROM THE 3.5 TO THE 560 MILLION AND THE 224, WITH THE RELEVANT PARAMETERS

MR. BRETT:  Just going on for a minute, I don't have very much more and I want to leave some time here for -- it is very important in these sessions, in my humble opinion, that everybody get a chance to ask questions, and I don't mean to be grandstanding here.  I probably have two hours of questions on this panel.  Other people may have even more.  We're all trying to reduce our number down, because we've got limitations on time.

If you look at, please, 1B-BOMA-44.  Now, in that IR, we asked you -- there is a reference in your evidence, which is stated in the IR, to "additional escalators were applied to capital expenditures over the plan term."


I didn't put the whole quote in there, and you may wish to glance at that part of the evidence.  But my question was -- yeah, my question is:  What additional escalators are you talking about?

In other words -- and you answered, well, instead of applying a generic inflationary value to all capital programs, Toronto Hydro had regard for the terms set out in its commercial agreements in escalating the forecasted cost of applicable capital programs.

So just a couple of questions on this.  The commercial agreements you are speaking of, are these agreements with the contractors and the equipment suppliers?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.

MR. BRETT:  And so are you saying there that -- you're saying when you constructed this budget or this 5-year capex budget, you didn't simply take the 2020 number and escalate it by a certain amount -- well, let me rephrase that, that is not a very good way to ask the question.

In setting up the annual slices of the 5-year capital budget for the 5-year capital budget for the five-year plan, you did not have a single inflation rate that you used throughout to effectively deal with time, value of money, if you like.  I mean, you didn't apply increases automatically of 1 percent or 2 percent or 1.5. You looked at these various contracts you had and what sort of inflation provisions were in those contracts and then you translated that in some overall way into the current dollar value of those amounts in each year?  Is that sort of how that worked?

MS. CIPOLLA:  The way in which we calculated inflation for the purpose of the capital plan is that we first isolated out specific known information that had inflation already incorporated in that.

MR. BRETT:  Like a contract --


MS. CIPOLLA:  Like a contractor, so for major contractors we isolated out those costs for the five-year period.  We also isolated out major projects as Copeland, as well as our control room, and had those costs isolated of a generic inflationary increase.

MR. BRETT:  Because they were large projects.

MS. CIPOLLA:  They were large projects and we had better estimates and we thought that would be a little bit better estimation of our inflation.  The remaining amount of capital we then provided a 2 percent annual inflation increase, as noted in pre-filed evidence.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  That's helpful.

Now, this will be -- I am getting toward the end here.  This question deals with -- let's turn up, if you would, 2B-BOMA-58.  Oh, yes, this is the sort of one where I had to run through a few rabbit holes here.

In BOMA 58 we'd asked you about the manpower-related dollar savings in each year of the plan from the implementation of the capex, and then I listed a number of areas which were in your evidence:  Remote monitoring, sensing, protection, and control -- I just used that particular section of your, I guess it was your OM&A and your capital evidence.  These were some of the projects that you were involved in.

So we asked, what are the savings from each of the standard -- of standardization, removal of leaking transformers, enhanced work coordination, procurement measures, et cetera.  And you said, go to Staff 62.  So I went to Staff 62.  And you said there they had asked for a similar sort of thing:

"Toronto Hydro lists the following sources of cost savings..."

This was Staff's question:

"...resulting from its capital programs.  Grid modernization, capacity improvements, standardization, area rebuilds, conservation first, safety and environmental work, enhancement of work coordination, facilities asset management, and procurement."

So there is sort of a mix of capital-related -- capital-driven savings and savings from better methods.  An example might be procurement.  And they said:

"Please provide estimated cost savings attributed to each of the above categories."

And you said in response "please see 1B-CCC-14".  And in CCC 1B 14, CCC asked:

"The evidence states that THESL had proposed a ratemaking framework to provide incentives for the utility to seek out further productivity and efficiency improvements.  Please set out for each year the productivity gains achieved for both OM&A and capital.  What are the specific productivity initiatives expected for the period '20 to '24."

So these questions were all sort of honing in on the same area.  And you did make a comment that, well, we've already, you know, we've introduced a productivity factor and a stretch factor.

Then you went on, in addition to that, in answering the question, if we go over to page 2 of 1B-CCC-14, you say, and this is sort of the fundamental statement, apart from what you said about sort of paying it forward by way of the stretch factor.  You said:

"At this time Toronto Hydro is unable to quantify the estimates of cost savings of the planned initiatives.  As part of continuous improvements throughout the plan period, Toronto Hydro intends to evaluate the operational efficiencies gained, as well as the reduced and avoided costs."

So the question is, at the moment you don't have this information, as I understand it.  I did note parenthetically that in your OM&A evidence, the 17 or 19 chapters, and you noted this in one of your replies, that you did have a little section, at least in some of them you were able to identify certain amounts of savings.  Do you recall that?  That is maybe too broad a question.  Let me
-- just assume as part of my question I am going to say that I noticed there were some estimates in certain of those OM&A initiatives of what you thought the savings would be.  Some of them were larger and some of them were smaller.  Be that as it may...

But I guess our question would be, would you -- you are going to be working on this.  Would you be willing to file, first of all, file on an annual basis, let's say -- because you say you are going to work on this through the planned period -- would you be willing to file, as part of whatever annual adjustment process we end up -- the Board ends up dealing with in this case, the progress you have made and your ongoing estimates, the progress that you have made in identifying savings from these various productivity initiatives?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  Mr. Brett, I didn't want to interrupt you during the process of your question, but --


MR. BRETT:  Appreciate that.

MR. KEIZER:  -- to assist you, I think that the panel that that is best addressed by is panel number 3.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  That is actually a good point.
I -- because a lot of these are rather -- the reason I had asked it here was because we have here some of the top level of construction and design people.  Panel 2, I don't know -- I am not aware of exactly who will be there, but let me do that, particularly, I guess, in light of the time.

Unless you have -- do you have any comment?  Can I ask you -- let me ask it this way, because some of you are involved in the capital side of this.  Is this work already underway?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So Mr. Brett, in terms of any comment, I would agree with Mr. Keizer in terms of what we would be willing to report on that would be better for another panel.

We can certainly speak to the specifics about the programs that are in front of you.  As a general comment, Toronto Hydro, its culture, and everything that we strive to do is one of continuous improvement.  So year in and year out there are initiatives that we're undertaking to be more productive, to find efficiencies.  We can speak to specific examples that are in the evidence.  I believe in the interrogatory that you referenced earlier, 2B-BOMA-58, it spoke about remote monitoring, for example.  We can certainly speak about what we have done to date about that.  But generally speaking, Toronto Hydro is always, always looking for continuous improvement opportunities.

MR. BRETT:  Okay.  One last short question.

If you turn up BOMA 51, please.  2B-BOMA-51.  Okay.  Now, I'm sorry, I -- it's -- no, that's right.  If you turn to page 2 of 2.  I hope I've got this right.  Yes, BOMA 51, 2 of 2.  The paragraph I am interested in is paragraph C:
"As of September 2018, Toronto Hydro billed at least 3,340 buildings with more than six units, and at least 3,986 buildings with six or less units through a single bulk meter."

Now, these buildings you are referring to, these would include, I take it, both condominiums and rental buildings?

MR. KEIZER:  Just to assist you, Mr. Brett.  If your question relates to billing aspects or whatever else, then that is best dealt with in panel 2.

MR. BRETT:  I understand that, Mr. Keizer.  This is not really a billing issue.  It is a bit different.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The reason I am pausing, Mr. Brett, and it might be best to go to panel 2, is you asked about condominiums and apartment buildings and there is certain, I think, legislative definitions for both of those and the specific suite metering provisions that are in place are in place after a certain date.

So it is a very detailed area that I am not sure if any of us on this particular panel have the details.

MR. BRETT:  I take your point.  Actually, I am interested in the -- leaving aside -- I will ask, I will certainly ask the other panel.

But in terms of just the overall issue of -- I will just try one more question.  If it is beyond your...

What I am assuming here as I read this is that you are providing these various buildings with bulk, a bulk bill or bulk meter, a meter for the entire building.  But you also are, as I understand it, you do billing of individual suites as well?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If Toronto Hydro is the suite metering provider, then we would be providing that.  But again, the following panel, I believe, can correct me if I am saying anything that is inaccurate here.

MR. BRETT:  All right.  Maybe by way of -- just to be helpful and maybe you might put the following panel on notice, it is probably you are aware, Charles is aware or has inferred.

I am interested in the business of Toronto Hydro being in the business of suite meter provisions, provision of suite metering, in the sense that it is -- my understanding is it is a business that, or an activity that there are a number of people in at the moment, other than Toronto Hydro.

You have evidence in here that, in this particular paragraph, you say Toronto Hydro does not require bulk -- sorry, the next...
"Toronto Hydro does not require bulk metered customers to inform Toronto Hydro if there is a sub metering provider."

But somewhere else in here, I believe you have said, we're not a sub meter provider.  We're not a regulated sub meter provider, or unregulated sub meter provider.  This is just a service that Toronto Hydro offers.  We not only provide bulk service, but we will also provide individual suite service, but we do it as the utility.  That is the area that I want to explore with the second panel.

And that is it for me.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Brett.  Let's take our morning break.  Twenty minutes, please.
--- Recess taken at 11:00 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:24 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, welcome back, everyone.  Let's begin our late-morning session with Mr. Ladanyi.

Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant to Energy Probe.


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Millar.  Mr. Ladanyi, can I just take two seconds to clarify the two remaining --


MR. LADANYI:  Oh, yes, of course.  I'm sorry, please do.


MR. KEIZER:  So with respect to the vault and the demand feed that was in -- proposed -- so just to be clear with respect to Toronto Hydro's position, the position is that --


MS. GIRVAN:  Can you speak up.


MR. KEIZER:  -- for the purposes of 2019, the proposal is, you know, subject to further canvassing, customer reviews, and insights, is that the proposal is deferred for 2019 and not to be put in place any sooner than 2020.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Keizer.


Mr. Ladanyi.


MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, can you just clarify that, Charles, I'm sorry.  What is in place for 2019?


MR. KEIZER:  Status quo.


MS. GIRVAN:  And the status quo is?


MR. KEIZER:  No fees.


MS. GIRVAN:  No fees for visits?  Okay, thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Tom.


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  The first question is actually for Mr. Keizer.  Witness CVs are not on the record currently, are they?


MR. KEIZER:  I don't believe they are, but we will double-check if they are.


MR. LADANYI:  When do you plan to file them?  Any idea?


MR. KEIZER:  I don't have an answer for you at this moment.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  My next question is for the panel, actually, and it is for -- Ms. Cipolla, you're the vice-president of finance; is that right?


MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes, I'm executive vice-president.


MR. LADANYI:  Executive vice-president, sorry.  Does Toronto Hydro have a document that is called organizational authority register?  That would be a document that would list the authority of different executives and managers to spend money.


So let's say we will start off president at the top and it would say:  President has authority to approve projects of $100 million, and it goes down through different titles down to the lowly manager, who can spend ten bucks, so -- something like that.  So most corporations have that.


Do you have anything like that?


MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.


MR. LADANYI:  Could you file it, please?


MR. KEIZER:  On what basis, Mr. Ladanyi?


MR. LADANYI:  Well, we heard yesterday from the testimony that -- at least my impression was that the witnesses were struggling with explaining the approval of projects, and they never actually identified a person who was approving a project.  So we would like to see, let's say when the large project, for example, like Copeland station is approved, we would like to see who actually approved it.  So we never got a direct answer.  So I don't need the names, but I need the titles.  That is what I would like to see.


MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure that document that you are seeking will actually show what it did or didn't do with respect to Copeland.  That isn't the process that was described --


MR. LADANYI:  Oh, no, they would not show, but what we would do is we would use that document for cross-examination at the hearing, and that is the purpose of a technical conference, to produce documents that would assist the Board in understanding how Toronto Hydro is managing the business, including approving capital projects.


MR. KEIZER:  It is also the purpose at the technical conference to produce documents that are relevant, and I don't necessarily see the relevance of the document you are seeking.  You can ask the question of the witness as to who has authority to approve projects in the context of the capital expenditure program that's been described in the evidence.


MR. LADANYI:  If that is a refusal I will pursue it at the hearing itself, but it will take a lot more time.  It would be easy just to file a piece of paper.  I don't think there is anything secret on it.  I can't imagine what the problem is with it.


MR. KEIZER:  You have my refusal.


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Okay.  The next one is -- again, I'm struggling with trying to understand what the role of the witnesses is.


So does Toronto Hydro have a management by objectives?  A process whereby you are giving objectives at the start of each year and then you are evaluated on your personal performance on how you met those objectives?  Is that what Toronto Hydro does?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. KEIZER:  If you are talking about employment and employees and the expectation of employees, that would be panel 2.


MR. LADANYI:  I am actually specifically asking these witnesses, not a general one.  Do they -- okay, let's go to the witnesses.  You obviously know what your own job is, I would expect.  You are told at the beginning of the year what is expected of you.  There must be a document that tells you this, and then at the end of the year --


MR. KEIZER:  If you are going there, Mr. Ladanyi, we are not going to produce the personal, you know, employee evaluations for, you know, each of the members of the panel.


MR. LADANYI:  I am not interested in personal ones.  Nothing confidential.  But we would like to know what exactly their role is.  What role do they have in approving projects or programs, and then how are they evaluated about the success of what they've done during the year?  I don't want to know what their particular ratings are.  I think that is confidential; quite right.  But I would like to know how the senior management communicates to them what they're supposed to do.


MR. KEIZER:  You can ask, you know, what their, you know, involvement is with respect to the project process and development of the capital expenditures and, you know, what authority they have within the context of the overall capital planning, which is the issue that is currently before this.  But not with respect to, you know, what they achieved or didn't achieve, since Toronto Hydro is a big organization with lots of people.


MR. LADANYI:  I will pursue this during the hearing, then.


Now we can continue on to Energy Probe 1C-EP-15.  1C-EP-15.  That's right.


And I asked in B:

"Has Toronto Hydro ever incurred unanticipated effect of CDM, conservation demand management?"

And the answer, actually, doesn't tell me that.  Answer B on the next page.  So it is actually a simple yes-or-no question.  And there is nothing -- any trace of yes or no in the answer, but perhaps you could explain to me how this B answers the question.


MR. KEIZER:  If you are looking at CDM and impacts of conservation, I believe that is something that is covered by panel 3.


MR. LADANYI:  The only reason I am asking this panel, because actually this is -- reference is to in the financial statements area, so it is one of the risks that are being discussed in the financial statements area.  So that is why I am addressing it to this panel, but I will be happy to pursue it with another panel.


MR. KEIZER:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Let's turn to 1C-EP-19.  And I have a series of questions about your relationship with Metrolinx.  And I notice in your answer to my question C you indicated that Metrolinx is not a road authority under the Public Service Works and Highways Act.


Some of us who were in the Alectra proceeding recently know that this was an issue that I raised about transit agencies being road authorities and the cost-sharing arrangements with transit agencies.


Specifically what I am interested in is, during construction, for example, of the Eglinton Cross-Town LRT, Toronto Hydro was asked to move or relocate a number of poles.  It was asked to relocate possibly some underground facilities.  And I would like to know what is your cost-sharing arrangement specifically with Metrolinx?  Who pays what percentage of costs?  If they ask you to move a pole do they pay 50 percent and you pay 50 percent?  Is it 60/40?  Whatever it is, please tell me.


MR. TRGACHEF:  The answer to that question, Toronto Hydro does not consider Metrolinx as a road authority, first and foremost.  As for your question, follow-up question, regarding Eglinton Cross-Town, I can refer you to 2B-SEC-55 and the breakdown of expenditures realized on Eglinton Cross-Town.


You will notice in table 1 the net cost to Toronto Hydro for works up-to-date, and specifically upfront in that project is relocation work.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.


MR. TRGACHEF:  And Toronto's position has always been for relocation work on Eglinton Cross-Town, we receive 100 percent recovery.  The expenditures that you do see here on Eglinton Cross-Town are related for reinstatement, like, expansion work that would be completed as part of Toronto Hydro's expansion of their plan.

MR. LADANYI:  I am very happy to hear that, and I wish Alectra was doing the same with York Region Rapid Transit.

Now, in your response to 1C-EP-19, if I can turn you to -- there's attachments in schedule C, page 9 of schedule C, and there is certain dollar figures there.

There.  It says that you were supposed to receive a payment of 16 million on July 1st, 2018, and another 16.5 million on 2017 in December.  Have you actually got this money?

MR. TRGACHEF:  Yes, we did.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  By the way, just since we have an accountant on the panel, how would this be accounted?  When you receive the money from -- from customer contribution, how do you account for this money?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. MUNDENCHIRA:  Subject to check for the particular project that's being referenced, capital contributions that we receive offset the costs of the project.  In terms of accounting treatment, they are included as deferred revenue as per IFRS in the balance sheet from the liabilities side.

MR. LADANYI:  All right, thank you.  Now, if we can turn to 1C-EP-23, there in part C I specifically asked you to provide more details of the sponsorship Plug'n Drive, including cost.  You attached the document, which I thank you for.

But I looked through the document and didn't quite -- at least I was not able to figure out exactly how much you are paying.  Are the costs shown in essentially section 2.3 of the attachment, are these the costs that I should be looking at?

MS. GIRVAN:  What is this reference?  Sorry, which one are you referring to?

MR. LADANYI:  I am referring to the attachment which is attached to the response to 1C-EP-23.  Unfortunately, it is not a numbered page.  It is 2.3, and it says sponsor's obligations and payment.

I just want a clarification whether the costs are the ones shown there, year 1, year 2 and year 3.

MR. TAKI:  Subject to check, those are the costs.

MR. LADANYI:  Those are the costs.  So you have not paid the last one, but you have paid the previous two?  Okay, thank you.

If we can go to 1C-EP-26, and that question interrogatory deals with Copeland station.  I actually had a question yesterday regarding the performance bond of $28 million that Carillion posted.

As I understand it from the answers there, you actually have not got this money yet.  You are still negotiating with Carillion about claims, I guess.  I presume they have claims against you and you have claims against them, so they have not paid you anything.  I assume that is what is going on.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  As we said yesterday, we have not received this amount.

MR. LADANYI:  But you are expecting to receive it at some time in the future, no doubt.

So can I turn you to your response to Board Staff 95, table 1, which is on page 4 of Board Staff 95.

So in the current forecast column for 2018, is the $28 million in there or not?  Has it been credited against the number so the $204 million includes a subtraction of 28 million?

Or are we to be seeing some kind of subtraction, if you get the money -- and I am hoping you will.  In the future, we will see $204 million reduced by $28 million?

MS. CIPOLLA:  The bond is not offset within that number.

MR. LADANYI:  It's not.  So it will be -- currently it's not.

MS. CIPOLLA:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So at some future date, if you do get the $28 million bond, would that number be offset by $28 million?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Depending on the outcome of the proceeding and what happens, we would need to assess the entire litigation arrangement and all outcomes of that to assess the net amount that would be offset to that amount, if any.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So on the same subject of Copeland station, we heard yesterday that you have decided now, for Phase 2, that you are going to an EPC or engineered, procure, construct type of a contract, which you did not have initially.

Could you tell me what kind of contract form you had initially?

MR. TRGACHEF:  Initially referring to Phase 1?

MR. LADANYI:  Right.

MR. TRGACHEF:  So in phase 1, we had a design-bid-build contract arrangement with our vendors.

MR. LADANYI:  As I understand construction contracts, and I have some experience in it, there is -- a contractor takes on more risk under an EPC contract than under a design-bid-build; would that be right?

MR. TRGACHEF:  That's our understanding.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  Thank you.  So if you go back to table 1, I looked at table 1 and I was wondering why there was nothing -- this is on Board Staff 95 -- there was no mention of contingency.  Am I right that this is sort of a high-level cost estimate and there is some kind of more detailed cost estimate that would have had a contingency number there?

MR. TRGACHEF:  There would have been a high level of contingency forecasted in those budgets.

MR. LADANYI:  Can we actually have table 1 -- this is an undertaking -- with a contingency broken out in both columns?  So OEB-approved cost, which would have a contingency number shown.  I would assume it is buried somewhere in there.  Then the forecast, which would have the contingency shown now.  And I am assuming what has happened is you have actually used up some of your contingency from the OEB-approved forecast to the present time.

So could you produce that kind of a table that breaks out contingency?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TRGACHEF:  So we can take that back on a best-efforts basis.  The assessment does date back to 2012 in the original ICM forecasted and approved cost.

MR. LADANYI:  That's fine.

Now as I understand it --


MR. MILLAR:  I just want to mark that.  JTC2.6.

MR. LADANYI:  JTC2.6.  Okay, thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.6:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO REPRODUCE TABLE 1 IN STAFF 95 BREAKING OUT CONTINGENCY AMOUNTS


MR. LADANYI:  As I understand it, so Phase 1 started as a design-bid-build type of a contract, and then your prime contractor got into trouble, and then you are completing Phase 1 as an EPC contract; is that right?

MR. TRGACHEF:  No, that's not correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Oh, okay.  So what would be correct?

MR. TRGACHEF:  We are completing Phase 1 as the design-bid-build project as initially set out.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  When we get back -- and this is -- I would also like to know about Phase 2.  And specifically I would like to know if you could produce for me a Phase 2 estimate that includes -- that breaks out contingency.  Can you do that?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TRGACHEF:  So in relation to your question, we will take an undertaking to provide contingencies assumed as per the response to F, where we have broken out the four components of the EPC contract.

MR. LADANYI:  If we can have an undertaking for that, please.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.7:  TO PRODUCE A PHASE 2 ESTIMATE THAT BREAKS OUT CONTINGENCY.

MR. LADANYI:  I am almost finished.  I had a group of questions for your consultant that prepared the Toronto Hydro Electric System Limited Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment, but the consultant is not on the panel, so we will leave that for the hearing, but I have a couple of simple questions here for you on the report.

Can you tell me, that report, which is Exhibit "B", section D, Appendix D -- I am not going to be referring to the report.  I just want to know what the purpose of filing that report is.

Why did you feel you needed it?  And what are we to conclude from this report?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TAKI:  The climate change study that was included as part of the evidence did provide Toronto Hydro planners insights into the risks associated with climate change and how those risks -- and informed decisions on how those risks should be addressed.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  I will pursue that in the hearing when the consultant shows up.

And I think I am coming to the end, probably, of my questions.

MR. KEIZER:  Just on the issue of the consultant, it was not the current intention of Toronto Hydro to produce the authors of the AECOM RSI report at this stage.  It wasn't our consideration or Toronto Hydro's consideration of doing so.

If you had questions, then Toronto Hydro would be prepared to consider those as undertakings in this proceeding.

MR. LADANYI:  I am going to -- I am going to ask them during the hearing.  I am going to think about their answers right now.  If I start asking them it's going to take a fair amount of time, and I don't want the panel to be struggling.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I guess the question is whether you had something -- if you had questions specifically related to the report, then we would attempt or Toronto Hydro would attempt, through that, to obtain answers from the authors of the report.  But I wanted to put you on notice that it wasn't our intention at this point to call the authors of the report as witnesses.

MR. LADANYI:  We will consider that, possibly.  We may or may not put them in writing later.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Was that the end of your questions, Mr. Ladanyi?

MR. LADANYI:  No, it's not.  We're still on this matter, but on items that I think the panel can at least answer for me.

So your response to 2B-EP-40.  If you could have a look at that, please.  If you would turn to page 2, please, of EP 40.  So the source of this information, the authors appear to have been people from Toronto Hydro who prepared these load projections which were shared with the consultant.  Is that right?

MR. TAKI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Now, if you look at 3-Staff-106 and compare it to this response, in 3-Staff-106 on page 4, I think we're on -- which page are we on here?

You see the load -- here we are, page 4.  As I see page 4, it appears to me that load is flat or decreasing.

And in response to 2B-EP-40, you are projecting the load to increase.  Can you explain to me what the difference is between the two load forecasts?  Or should I leave this for another panel, by the way?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe the load forecast related to issue 3 or Exhibit 3 is probably best for panel 3.  I am not sure if this panel can fully answer the question.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  Can you turn to page -- sorry, interrogatory 2B-EP-43.

In that interrogatory, I asked that Toronto Hydro file the missing appendices, which you said were inadvertently left out.  And they're not confidential and you kindly filed them, and I thank you for it.

In the attachments, the appendices -- the difficulty I have is they're not numbered pages, but if you go to -- right at the beginning of the attachments, you will come to a page that says "severity scoring and examples".

So first, did any of you witnesses on the panel -- were you participating in this workshop that these represent?  Were any of you there?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TAKI:  I did participate in some of the workshops.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  As I visualize this, and you can correct me, the consultant came in the room and they have a power point presentation and there were a bunch of people in the audience, including yourself.  And then they asked you your opinions and they presented you with something.  Would this be what they presented to you?

MR. TAKI:  I do not recall the way they presented this information.

MR. LADANYI:  What I am particularly interested is -- are these scoring ranges, or categories, or methods, are these originating with you or with the consultant?  Are they based on some kind of scientific analysis, or were you just sitting in a conference room and essentially scoring these based on your gut feel?

MR. TAKI:  The information that's been provided in this appendix, this information was used in some of the workshops.  It should not be taken as representation of the entire discussion that took place through the workshops, or the way in which the analysis was done or decisions were made.

This is simply some of the material that was used in some of the workshops.

MR. LADANYI:  The severity scores -- and this is very difficult to use this document for cross-examination or asking any questions because there are no numbered pages.  But if you go many, many pages into the document, there is a page about establishing severity scores.

I can't number the pages or tell you where it is.  It appears to be prior to page 33 of one of the exhibits.  So it must be page 32.  I think it is under the section called "discussion subjects."

It took place between 3:15 and 4 o'clock on some day.  Here we go.  So it would appear to be a fairly extensive discussion, then.

Anyway, so turning to severity scores.  So are
these -- how are these severity scores used?  Can you tell me?  These were severity scores and then were you scoring some sheets?  How were you communicating these severity scores with the consultant?

MR. TAKI:  Again, because these appendices were some of the material that was used at some of the workshops, I think it would be a lot more helpful -- within the actual report, there is a description of the methodology and the severity scores and how the decisions were made.  I think that would help provide a lot more insight than going through this material that was used at the workshops.

And while I don't have the specific location in the evidence that answers your particular question, there is a section in the study, section 4, which is titled "vulnerability assessment methodology."  And I believe there you will find some information that would help, give you a better understanding of these severity scores and the decision-making process.

MR. LADANYI:  Can you turn to Energy Probe 2B-EP-39?  So here there is a response that differentiate projections and predictions and so on.

Can I ask you just a basic question here.  How would the Board test the accuracy of these projections or predictions?  What evidence should the Board rely on to say is this is accurate, or is this some kind of a worst-case-scenario, scary report?

How would the Board see if this is reasonable?  What do you suggest?  We're not going to have a witness from the consultant, so how would the Board test that?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I don't know if it's for these witnesses to be able to answer that question, Mr. Ladanyi.

MR. LADANYI:  I am going to leave it at that and let my associate, Dr. Higgin, ask some questions.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:


DR. HIGGIN:  It is now good afternoon, okay.  Roger Higgin for Energy Probe.

We sent you some outline of the questions and the IRs that we would be exploring.  Mine are related to the measures of performance, as you have defined -- as you were talking about earlier, and that relates to the CIR performance, the period of that.  And specifically, reliability metrics, specifically -- and targets, although you haven't done targets, we will have that debate no doubt at the hearing.

Finally, the cost control metrics as well and finally, the scorecard, which kind of puts those two together in the scorecard for the CIR period.  So that is what I am going to talk about.

And the IRs specifically that I will be referring to will be 1B-EP-4, and then those related ones you have referred us to, EP 2, and that is mainly on cost control, and three, EP 32, which deals with specifically reliability as it relates to MAIFI.  As it relates to MAIFI, okay?  So those are the ones.

What I would like to just point out, that is in your designations for IRs you have designated the 30 -- sorry, EP 2 as something for panel 3.  I didn't understand exactly why that was done, but nonetheless, I shall ask my questions, and you can always refer them over to panel 3 if you don't think that you can answer them, okay?  How about that?

We will move then straightaway to first request.  In EP 1 we asked you to tell us what you are going to do and when are you going to do the updates on all of those reliability and cost control parameters, and you had explained that was going to be on April 30th, this year, correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, I believe Mr. Keizer provided that information first thing yesterday.

DR. HIGGIN:  Good.  So my question is a follow-up to that.  Can you tell us on the record exactly what are you expecting to provide for each of the reliability metrics, including historic and future forecasts, and for the cost control metrics, what are you going to provide to us, so I can sort of understand what we're going to get on those issues.

MR. KEIZER:  So I think, Mr. Ladanyi, it will be the information, the performance metrics --


DR. HIGGIN:  This is not Mr. Ladanyi.

MR. KEIZER:  Oh, sorry, Mr. Higgin.

DR. HIGGIN:  I would rather --


MR. KEIZER:  I figured you were operating as one.  Sorry, I...

[Laughter]

DR. HIGGIN:  No, no, no, definitely not.

[Laughter]

MR. KEIZER:  My apologies.  I believe that it would be the performance metrics that would be typically updated as part of the scorecard.

DR. HIGGIN:  Which scorecard specifically?  The EDS scorecard or your proposed scorecard?  That is a very important question.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I was going to potentially suggest, are there specific measures that you are interested in an update in at this point in time?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Then perhaps -- I don't think --


DR. HIGGIN:  That's why I am asking if I can -- what I can expect to see before we get to the hearing.  That is what I am trying to explore.

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe the best thing to do is to -- since we just -- make sure that we're not miscommunicating it, and recognizing that you want it before the hearing, that perhaps we just undertake to provide an indication as to what we will be updating with respect to the performance and reliability metrics.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, if you could do that, that would be helpful.  And I am very specifically trying to distinguish the historic from the forecast, which is current, you know, and the CIR period, what you will be providing for those metrics.

And the metrics are, if you want me to go through them, SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, MAIFI, okay?  And also then on the cost control, cost per kilometre, per, you know, the usual, cost per customer, all of those cost control metrics.  Those are the ones that I am looking for specifically.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JTC2.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.8:  TO PROVIDE AN INDICATION OF THE EXPECTED UPDATES WITH RESPECT TO THE PERFORMANCE AND RELIABILITY METRICS.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So let's move on then and pick up on -- we will try the EP 2, if you can pull that up and see, because my questions are mostly definitional in understanding.

So if you -- if this is something that you would rather me move on to the other panel, let me know, but I will ask the questions and then you can tell me.

MR. KEIZER:  I would think as a general sense it probably is panel 3.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, yes, it may be.  So do you want to just defer it to 3 or should I ask the questions?  They're pretty definitional and so on.  Tell me what is your preference.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, why don't you ask the questions and then we will respond as to whether it is panel 3.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  That probably makes it more efficient.  So let's try and see where we go with that.

So basically, if you could pull up that IR, and this deals with the cost metrics, cost performance metrics.  Specifically we asked you, cost per customer and cost per kilometre of line, okay?  Those are the specific ones.

Then you gave us the table that is in the response, if we could pull that up.  And there were two aspects we were asking:  How does your data and how does PSA's data and how does the EDS all compare for those, and trying to look at the three sources.  That was the purpose.

But really the question is more definitional.  Look at two-16 versus two-15 on cost per kilometre of line.  Tell me what happened there in two-16.  Why did it suddenly take a huge change?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Dr. Higgin, you are looking at the first table that is there, Appendix 5A, and you are comparing, let's just take --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  5A.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  And specifically you are comparing 2015 to 2016, in which row?

DR. HIGGIN:  And where you have the -- any one of them, but I am talking about kilometre cost per line, that is EDS, or you could look at the PSE, it doesn't really matter.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  It probably would be best, if you are getting into those types of details and comparisons to PSE, it probably would be best for the next panel.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  You can understand why we're worrying about the big change in that parameter, which appears to have happened, and it seems to be definitional or something like that.  That is why --


MR. KEIZER:  That is panel 3.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

So let's go back, then, to the ones for you guys.  We will start with EP 4, 1B, EP 4.  Just tell me when you have that.

So what I am going to try and explore here is, I will leave off the PSE comparisons, because they probably will not be -- but also, I am looking at the scorecard.  So can you pull up the scorecard, which is shown as 1B, tab 2, schedule 1, pages 6 and 7, and table 1.  Also, it is reproduced in the DSP as table 5.  So the scorecard, the proposed scorecard for the CIR period.

I have a page number.  Let me see.  Have you got that?  Yes, that is it.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, I have it.  I am looking at it on --


MR. MILLAR:  The mic --


DR. HIGGIN:  You can look at it either one.  It is in both exhibits, yes.  It doesn't matter.

So the question that I have is, going to this, we asked you why didn't you get some quantitative, key word, proposed metrics in the scorecard?  And you referred us to Board Staff number -- I think it is 1B again, 14A, so can we pull that up.

So the issue that we're trying to explore is why there aren't any quantitative targets or just these qualitative ones.  So in 14A ,if we can look at 14A, you then give a list of DSP measures being replaced, and those seem to be informing your scorecard.

In other words, your scorecard has changed for these reasons.  Am I correct about that?  So perhaps give me an explanation, the link between the new scorecard you are proposing for 2024 and what has happened.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So, apologies, Dr. Higgin.  I am just trying to orient myself with respect to interrogatories.  So we began with 1B-EP-4.

DR. HIGGIN:  Which is the scorecard.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Which is the scorecard and we began, I believe -- can you just repeat the specific question orienting me with the interrogatory response?

DR. HIGGIN:  I am focussing on the two categories, perhaps to be clear, that is the reliability category and the cost control.  So let's deal with the reliability piece.

You referred us to Staff 14, and this table that now is on the screen.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  For 1B-EP-4?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  1B-EP-4 we referred -- for part A, we referred you to 2B-VECC-11.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  Well that said -- that said only for various reasons we're not going to provide quantitative targets.  That is what it said.  So I didn't go there.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Okay, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  But this one has the explanation, because the Board Staff asked you, 14A.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Higgin, I am confused.  14A asks for the measures that were replaced, and provide a rationale for removing them.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I don't necessarily understand your original question.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I think that was part of my confusion.  Is your question with respect to 1B-Staff-14, which asks please provide a list of DSP measures that are being replaced and provide rationale for removing them?

Then in our response to 1B-Staff-14, which was asked by Board Staff, in A we have provided a table which speaks to the reasons why we've chosen to replace some of them.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that's right.  So that is your rationale for moving from quantitative to qualitative metrics and targets.  Is that a good summary?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  No, that is not correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Perhaps you could clarify for us.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So 1B-Staff-14 speaks specifically to our rationale for removing measures.

DR. HIGGIN:  From the DSP?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  From the DSP.  It does not speak to quantitative or qualitative measures.

DR. HIGGIN:  So it would come back to the scorecard Question then, which is our focus.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So we're back to, if I understand this correctly, 1B-EP-4, which is your question, part A.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  "For reliability targets, please
provide the numeric targets associated with maintained or improved for SAIDI, SAIFI, FESI 6 and FESI 7."


DR. HIGGIN:  I am leaving aside FESI, but let's focus on the first, which is SAIDI and SAIFI.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  For SAIDI and SAIFI, the response to A directs you to 2B-VECC-11, if you could pull that up.  For SAIDI and SAIFI specifically, lines 6 to 8, and I will read it:
"Another reason is that the performance target for a number of measures, such as SAIDI and SAIFI, is to maintain.  Therefore, the historical values are instructive of evaluating performance."

DR. HIGGIN:  Correct.  So the historical values then are "to be accepted as the quantitative."  How do you define quantitative historical for SAIDI, SAIFI and the other metrics?  Is it a 5-year average?  Does it include the recent data that will come at the end of April?  How do you define it?

If you would like to just think about the question, and then give me a response and say how we will provide those base line, I will call it, measures on which we will maintain.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Sorry, I'm struggling to find the reference, but I believe Toronto Hydro has gone on record saying that the basis would be a 5-year average.

DR. HIGGIN:  Which includes -- I am just clarify, please, on the record, which years?  The most recent five years?  And is it the current up to 2018?  Or does it include the forecast for the bridge period and also the test year?

That is simply what I would like to know what we're trying to use as the baseline.

So if you would like to try and clarify that on the record as to what will be used for SAIDI, SAIFI and the other metrics in the scorecard, then I am happy to have an undertaking to do that.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What I can do is I can look for the specific reference and provide that in an undertaking to you.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.9:  TO CLARIFY ON THE RECORD WHAT WILL BE USED FOR SAIDI, SAIFI AND THE OTHER METRICS IN THE SCORECARD

DR. HIGGIN:  So all of this has got us now to 2020, okay.  But the scorecard is future.  So for these measures, there is a retrospective -- we have only dealt with the retrospective.

Then there is a prospective.  And your performance under the CIR plan is supposed to be in that category of prospective.  Am I correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Dr. Higgin, if I can refer back to Exhibit 2B, section C2, which is the table we had up, actually this table that is up right now.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So the targets are prospective and the targets are listed in the last column of that particular table.

DR. HIGGIN:  So they are to, for the safety one specifically.  So two of a subset, key word, of that you are going to do, maintain and improve are a subset.  That is all you're having for targets going forward under the CIR plan.  Am I correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  As part of our custom performance measures, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, just to give context and make sure we understand one another in context, I assume that the custom measures flow from the RRFE and from the requirement to provide quality to customers, and so on.  That is the genesis of where we're going.

And so that is the perspective that we are now looking at going forward is over your next 5-year plan, we're going to expect that on those parameters, we will see what we see here.

What about the other parameters that are system-wide?  What about CAIDI specifically?  It's a combination as you know.  And also MAIFI?  What about those parameters?  Are we going to see under the CIR plan, that's my question.

And so can you give us, on the record if you can, what are the objectives.  I will use that, I prefer targets, but what are they for all of those other parameters?  Is it going back to that question, we will hold them all at the 5-year average, whatever that is?  Can you please tell us on the record?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Dr. Higgin, I can certainly speak to the particular performance measures, our targets for the custom performance measures.

If you are looking for specifics around obligations for a broader set of measures that Toronto Hydro has been reporting and will continue to report as part of other regulatory obligations, I believe panel 3 would be the best to address that specifically.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So you're speaking about the EDS basically?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  If we could look at this, just to clarify what I am going to see and that I am with the right panel, if you could look at Exhibit 1B, tab 3, schedule 2 in the evidence, page 3 and table 1.  That's the EDS performance reported for the period up to 2017.

I have it down, I think I have the reference right, 1B, tab 2, schedule 2, page 3 of 23, table 1.  There it is, yes.

So this is what we're referring to here that I should be talking to.  But again, my problem I'm having is this retrospective perspective versus a future perspective, which is what your application is about.

So that is one of the issues I am having.  So I need to understand, what are your projections for the safety, reliability, and cost control for the CIR plan?  You must have them.  You must have done work that say, oh, we do all of these things and this is what the impact will be of that on our reliability and in terms of our costs per customer and our costs per kilometre of line.

Do you have -- have you done those projections?  If so, it would sure help us to know what they were.

[Witness panel confers]

DR. HIGGIN:  Perhaps I can ask one thing that might help you.  I am trying to help here to get information that is on the record.

You did provide reliability projections to PSE, correct?  SAIDI and SAIFI, you provided those.  Now, so just by undertaking for now while we're thinking about the next piece, can you just provide those at least so that we have those?

Now, they're in the file, and everybody doesn't want to have to go to Torys and look at the confidential information.  We just want it on the record because it is your data and it is your projections.  It is nothing to do with the consultants.  They got it from you.

So can we, please, put that on the record?  What are your projections?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Higgin.  So you're saying the information is already available through the disclosure that's been made by PSE?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  That was the answer I got.  But I question whether this is -- that data is confidential, that it's your own -- Toronto Hydro's own projections on SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIDI for the CIR period, including -- just to be very specific -- two-18, two-19, '20, right through.

I have looked at the data, but it is not on the public record, and I believe it should be, because they are your projections.

MR. KEIZER:  So just to make sure that -- well, one, because if it is disclosed and this goes into the confidential record, I think what we can do is take an undertaking to go and have a look at the information, and to the extent that we -- to the extent that it is there, and we can disclose it, then we will.  To the extent that we can't, we will explain why we can't.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  So if you want to retain it as redacted, it will make it very difficult in the hearing to have to deal and explore with this -- that is all I am suggesting to you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's mark this so we can move on.  JTC2.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.10:  TO PROVIDE THE RELIABILITY PROJECTIONS.

MR. MILLAR:  Dr. Higgin, you are past your hour.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I know.  I am just trying to get an answer to the question, is do you have projections of the other parameters, other than we just discussed, that you can make available to us for the CIR period?  That is the question.  The prospective.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Dr. Higgin, so where you began is we focused in on the EDS performance, and there is a number of measures there, and certainly I believe it is panel 3 would be best to speak about each and every one of those measures.  And some of them are very detailed, and really, we would have to take them on a case-by-case basis.

If you're focusing on specifically reliability, you made reference to the material that's available in the PSE report, so that is one set of projections that you can certainly look at.

I can also draw your attention to Exhibit 2B, section E2, which contains some projections on page 15 for SAIFI and SAIDI defective equipment.  And these types of projections are ones that relate to a number of the programs that we have and plan that we have in place currently.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Yes.  Those relate to the two parameters that you have in the scorecard for maintain and so on, defective equipment.  Correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  They're directly linked to that.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  I have looked at those.  I was asking about other causes and all of the other parameters that come together to give system reliability.  That was the question.

So you don't have any other -- you say you don't have any other information about those in the CIR period?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The projections that are available really do focus on defective equipment, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  I understand the answer, and we will deal with the question at the hearing.  So that will do for now.  Thank you.  Sorry I ran over.  I may have some questions on MAIFI for panel 3.  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Dr. Higgin.

Mr. Stephenson, how long do you have?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Ten minutes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, if you could be ten minutes we will finish you up before lunch.
Examination by Mr. Stephenson:

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you very much.

Panel, my name is Richard Stephenson.  I am counsel for the Power Workers' Union.  If I could just get you to turn up -- it is a PW interrogatory, 2B-PWU-3.  And in this interrogatory we were asking you about performance measures and baseline data.  And in response A you indicated that the utility does not have a full data set or the operational experience within these specific measures to establish targets and baseline information at this time.

Do you see that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, Mr. Stephenson.

MR. STEPHENSON:  So we were asking about items like, for example, average wood pole replacement cost.  And I was hoping you could assist me, because I was having a little difficulty understanding how you could not have data about average wood pole replacement cost as a historical item, in the sense that presumably you know how many wood poles you replaced per period of time and what it cost you to do that.  Am I wrong about that?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Stephenson, if I could direct you to section 2B, C2, page 22, specifically -- probably at  lines 10 through 17, that particular paragraph speaks to the fact that this is a new measure, that the measure is using a methodology that was applied by the UMS group in the unit cost benchmarking study that Toronto Hydro undertook, and that the measure is looking at a three-year rolling average.  And currently, we don't have enough data going back prior to the years that we looked at for the particular study that was undertaken.

MR. STEPHENSON:  So just help me with that for a moment.  What years were incorporated into the study?  You can ballpark it for me.  It's not...

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I believe it was 2014-2016.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  So then the reference here to the data set and the lack of data is a reference to pre-2014?  Is that what I am to understand?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Stephenson, I need to apologize.  I am going to need to look into the specific details about the UMS study, and I don't have all of those currently right now.

MR. STEPHENSON:  That's fine, if you want to give me an undertaking.  I guess what I am looking for perhaps is two things.  Number one is when you -- in your interrogatory response, when you are referring to a lack of baseline data, what period of time are you talking about?

And then, I guess, the second thing is I understood your answer -- and you may need to correct it -- that you did provide data to UMS that speaks to this issue, and if you can tell us what years that pertains to and maybe, just for my benefit, tell us where I can find that in your evidence.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.11.

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.11:  WITH REFERENCE TO 2B-PWU-3A, TO PROVIDE THE PERIOD OF TIME FOR WHICH BASELINE DATA IS LACKING; TO ADVISE THE YEARS THE UMS DATA PERTAINS TO; TO PROVIDE EVIDENTIARY REFERENCES


MR. STEPHENSON:  And just to follow up on that.  If there is a different -- we were talking specifically about wood poles, I think.  But the answer is a more general one.  It is about various asset classes, and I am actually looking for all of them.

I don't know if it is the same answer or a different answer, depending on the different asset classes that you were talking about the absence of baseline data about. But that is what I am looking for.  Okay?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Just to clarify the second part there, the specific measure that is being proposed is for wood pole replacement costs?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  But we also -- in the question, you gave the same answer, as I understood it, for example, about vegetation management cost per kilometre.

And I assume it is the very same issue.  If it is not the same issue, you tell me.  If it is the same issue, you let me know.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I understand.  So you're looking for those two particular measures.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, if there are other ones that you were also saying there is a baseline data problem, but there was some data reported to UMS, I want to know about those, too.  So that is the issue.  It is the baseline data deficiency question.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  And you are asking in the context of the custom performance measures?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Exactly.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Okay.  Yes, we can undertake to provide that for those two measures.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you very much.  Just one other subject matter here.  It is -- it's PWU interrogatory 2B-PWU-4.  This is about overhead assets age demographics, and we were asking you about essentially your forecasts with respect to the demographics of poles and other assets at the end of your current -- at the CIR, assuming your plan was fulfilled.

And you told us, as I understood your response, you couldn't tell us the share of wood poles beyond useful life at the end of the full 5-year period, the reason being you hadn't identified the specific assets.

I understand obviously you haven't identified the specific assets.

My question is, on a planning basis, are you forecasting that your -- with respect to wood poles, that you will have more wood poles beyond their useful life at the end of the plan than at the beginning?  In other words, are your demographics going to get better or worse, assuming you perform your plan.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That's something that I would need to take back, just to verify.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Sure.  Do you want to give me an undertaking on that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JTC2.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.12:  WITH REFERENCE TO 2B-PWU-4, TO ADVISE THE FORECAST OF THE NUMBER OF WOOD POLES BEYONG THEIR USEFUL LIFE AT THE END OF THE PLAN VERSUS AT THE BEGINNING


MR. STEPHENSON:  We had the same question about pole top transformers, so I would ask you to include that in the undertaking.  Can I get that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can include that.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Those are my questions.  Thank you very much, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Stephenson.  I think we will take our lunch break.  Do you need an hour?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's come back at quarter to two.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:45 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:50 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's get started again.

I understand there actually may be another question from Dr. Higgin that actually is appropriate for this panel.  So could I turn it to you, Dr. Higgin.
Continued Examination By Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Just as you thought you got rid of me, I'm back.

[Laughter]

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, it is a question about MAIFI and it is related to EP 32 and a little bit on 33.  We have a comment on 33.  So if we'd just pull that up.  That is 
2B-EP-32.  And perhaps we'll just go straight to the table, which I believe we asked for.  And you can use the pie chart.  It doesn't really matter.  I like pie charts.  That's good, yes, pie charts, that's good.

So the questions for follow-up are these.  Apart from the obvious, that we're concerned about MAIFI, we will say, would you confirm that the data you have provided shows that about -- first of all, that 61 percent of MAIFI events seem to have an unknown cause?  Would you just confirm that?

MS. NARISETTY:  Yes, that's correct, Dr. Higgin.

DR. HIGGIN:  And then the other thing to note is that when you look at the table, that defective equipment out of the total MAIFI events is not contributing that much to that figure of 2.56.  Am I correct?

MS. NARISETTY:  So if you are referring to figure 1?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. NARISETTY:  Defective equipment contributes 16 percent.

DR. HIGGIN:  That is only 16 percent?

MS. NARISETTY:  Of the total MAIFI.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So the point -- I think you will know where we're going with this, that the programs that you have are not naming defective equipment, which is part of your scorecard and your forward plan, don't seem to be addressing either the fact of defective equipment causes to MAIFI, or the other factor is being able to measure it; that is, knowing what that 61 percent is.

So the question I would like to know is, do you 
have -- we have asked you for the targets for going forward and the historic.  So I assume that you will provide, as part of those undertakings, the data prospect -- sorry, historic on MAIFI and, going forward, if you have any data projections for MAIFI.  We are looking to get more information about MAIFI.

So could you answer that perhaps in the two parts:  As far as the update is concerned, will you provide the historic?  And then for the prospective, will you be able to provide us with any information on MAIFI?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So with respect to the first question, Dr. Higgin, on the record in the application is 20, I believe -- excuse me for one second.  I am just going to find the reference.

DR. HIGGIN:  Sure.

MS. NARISETTY:  So Dr. Higgin --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. NARISETTY:  -- we provided the MAIFI for 2013 to 2017 as part of our response to 1B SEC 17.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  I will look at that.  So that is up to 2017?

MS. NARISETTY:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.  Then the question obviously follow-on is will you be providing an update on MAIFI in the update in April?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Subject to check, yes, we will be.  I believe we do have that information or will -- we will certainly have it by the April 30th time frame that we have put on the record.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

Then moving forward to the second part, that is:  Have you any information about the outlook or forecast or targets related to MAIFI for the CIR period that you can help me with?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Toronto Hydro does not have a forecast for MAIFI.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Coming then to the other issue that is in front of us, and we asked you this in part F of this interrogatory:  What measures -- level of investment is aimed at maintaining and improving MAIFI, specifically MAIFI?

So that was the question.  Do you have a response, other than the general one, which says everything we do will improve MAIFI?  Or may not.  That says, if you are looking at the number 33, it says particularly there, the response to part E to -- which I mentioned, 2B-EP-33 in there, that is the response I am pointing you to.

I don't find it to be an adequate response to part F of the prior, but I will let you address that.

MS. NARISETTY:  Sorry, you are referring to part E of 2B-EP-33?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. NARISETTY:  And that is not an adequate response to --


DR. HIGGIN:  Well, it doesn't say what you are doing specifically aimed at MAIFI, which was what the question was in part F.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So perhaps I can elaborate on what is written there in part E specifically.  So a great number of Toronto Hydro's programs both in the capital plan and in the OM&A side of things, we expect to have benefits towards MAIFI.

So if you went back to the pie chart that we started with, and that particular pie chart identified the various cost codes, what we can do is we can go through some of those cost codes.

Defective equipment, for example, which you had made reference to, we have spoken at length how a number of the capital programs are aimed at addressing risks associated with equipment.  So we expect that the investments that are being made in programs such as overhead system renewal, our area conversions program, will go a long way to addressing specifically MAIFI issues with defective equipment.

The unknown piece, which is the largest piece of the pie, is unknown for Toronto Hydro.  What we suspect, however, is that is a combination of defective equipment, weather, entry contact type outages, and that is what we suspect.  So programs such as our vegetation management program would be directed at reducing risks from trees and vegetation and would therefore also provide benefits to MAIFI as well.

Those are a couple of examples that I can provide to you beyond what we have put in in part E.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.

One question is regarding the ability to detect and measure MAIFI.  First of all, let's talk about definitional.  You use a one-minute definition.  Of course, the U.S. uses a five-minute, and so there is already some problem in the data sets, because the U.S. utilities put MAIFI in with the other, whereas your data set, yours is actually a one-minute.  Correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, that is correct.  For the purposes of our planning, we use the one-minute definition.  The five-minute definition that you are speaking to is done in the United States.

DR. HIGGIN:  And that is where PSE's database is, correct?

Other than six utilities in Ontario, the majority of the data set is for the US utilities in PSE.  Correct?

So when we're looking at SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, then that -- all that creates a bit of a problem with comparability.  That's all I'm saying.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  With respect to the PSE benchmarking study, I believe panel 3 can probably discuss it specifically.

My understanding, however, is that it was -- what is in the PSE study is an apples-to-apples comparison.  So for reliability purposes, it would be looking to compare Toronto Hydro's reliability on the same or similar basis as it would be comparing to the United States utilities.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, we don't want to debate that at the moment, because I think you are going to tell me to ask PSE.

So basically the only other minor question I have here is are you concerned about the fact that the economic impacts of specifically MAIFI, and that it has on customers on the system ranging from the residential people.  It happens to me all the time; that is why it is my big thing.  But basically also to businesses and of course to industry.  Are you concerned?

We asked about whether they needed backup power supplies on all essential equipment on your system because MAIFI was -- the frequency of MAIFI was high.

So do you have a comment?  That is part of the interrogatory response, so if you want to look at your response to, I think it is part -- just asked to comment.  We asked that question.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Can you just direct me to the specific question that you are referring to?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, let me just go back to the -- 33E, so my colleague says.  I am just checking that.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  My response is certainly yes, Toronto Hydro is quite concerned with customers and the impact that MAIFI would have to customers.

If I can direct you to Exhibit 2B, section E2.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Page 49.

DR. HIGGIN:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Lines 18 to 25.  In this particular excerpt, Toronto Hydro states:
"In addition to sustain outages, some of Toronto Hydro's commercial and industrial customers have expressed the need for improvements to power quality, including momentary interruptions, voltage sags and other issues that can have significant impact on business operations.  The utility is planning to continue addressing these concerns through a combination of targeted activities, including the installation of new ion meters with added functionality that will allow for the diagnosis of customer power quality issues, targeted energy storage investments to address grid issues, including power quality on poor performing feeders, and corrective maintenance and capital investments on worst performing feeders."


I would also add that in addition to specifically some of the larger customers that, through our customer engagement activities, really identified this as a need, the investments that we're making here will also benefit other customers, too, that are sensitive to issues such as MAIFI.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Just to complete this.  Can you just confirm that there are no forward projections or targets aimed at MAIFI in the CIR plan, scorecard or metrics.  Correct?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We do not have a target with respect to that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  That's my question.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Ms. Grice?
Examination by Ms. Grice:


MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  Shelley Grice, representing AMPCO.

If we can start, please, with interrogatory 2B-AMPCO-42.  In part B of this response, we asked for Toronto Hydro to provide the most recent asset condition assessment prior to the one that was done in 2014 in your last application.

In the response you provided table 1, which provides the ACA results.

I wondered did Kinectrics prepare this table?  Did you retain them to do the latest asset condition assessment before you made the change in methodology?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The table in 2B-AMPCO-42, part B, that is Toronto Hydro utilized the Kinectrics methodology, the same methodology that was applied in the 2014 application previously, and produced these results.

Kinectrics has not audited these results as they had done in 2014.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Can you just confirm what the vintage of the data is for table B?  Was it end of 2015, end of 2016?  I'm sorry, I am not quite clear on that.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I believe Ms. Narisetty said yesterday it was 2016 data, but that was subject to check and we haven't had the opportunity to verify that yet.

MS. GRICE:  Is that end of 2016, or...

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We need to get that specific information.

MS. GRICE:  I'm sorry, okay.  Can we get an undertaking for that, to confirm the timing in 2016 of when that is current?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can provide that.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.13:  TO CONFIRM THE VINTAGE OF THE DATA IN TABLE B OF 2B-AMPCO-42 PART B; TO PROVIDE TABLE 1 AS AN EXCEL SPREADSHEET

MS. GRICE:  Could I also ask for table 1 as an Excel spreadsheet, please?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can include that in that undertaking, if it would be helpful.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that's great.  Thank you.  In terms of generally speaking, would you say the methodology that you used then in 2016 is consistent with the 2014 methodology that you used?  Are there any significant differences in how you prepared the results, or arrived at the results?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  It would be consistent.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  If we can please now go to AMPCO 21, 2B-AMPCO-21.  Sorry -- yes, 21.

So I asked some questions regarding the pie chart here and I just wanted to start off by asking, in terms of the pie chart and the 24 percent of the assets that are at end of useful life by 2018, how was that used, that information used in defining the capital plan?  Did it have -- was it a direct input to the level of investment in the capital plan?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The particular pie chart was used as a strategic indicator, a high level indicator.

MS. GRICE:  So it doesn't translate directly into defining the investment level in the capital plan?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Grice, if I can direct you to Exhibit 2B, section E2, at page 11.  The pie chart itself and analysis associated with assets past useful life were used as part of the asset needs assessment that was done for 2020 to 2024.


If I can -- maybe if we can turn to page 12.  Earlier I had mentioned that it was used as a strategic indicator of the needs that are on the system, and on page 12 -- maybe I will start at line 5, where it says:

"Approximately a quarter of the utilities asset base continues to be operating beyond its expected useful life and an estimated additional 9 percent will reach that point by 2020, indicating that a significant proactive renewal program remains necessary to prevent the APUL, which is assets past useful life, backlog from increasing."

So it was really used as a high-level strategic indicator when we were assessing the plan.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then can it be used to evaluate the performance of the plan later on?  Is that something that you are going to be utilizing to evaluate that?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We are not proposing assets past useful life to be a measure, and it is not an objective, an outright objective, of the plan.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.


Just in a line 2 there it says that in 2015 assets past useful life is 26 percent.  Did you also use mean useful life in 2015 to calculate the 26 percent?  Is that consistent?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we did.


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.


And in terms of this pie chart, I'd asked for the calculation of how this was derived.  Would I be able to get the denominator or, in other words, the total number of the asset population that you used to derive this chart?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can provide that number.


MS. GRICE:  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  That is JTC2.14. 

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.14:  TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATION OF THE DENOMINATOR OR, IN OTHER WORDS, THE TOTAL NUMBER OF THE ASSET POPULATION USED TO DERIVE THE PIE CHART.


MS. GRICE:  Just one last question on mean useful life.  Is that -- is using mean useful life, is that an industry standard?  Are you aware of that being something that is readily used by others?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We're not aware of an industry standard when it comes to a useful life calculation such as the one that we've got in the pie chart.  However, we are certainly aware of the approach that we discussed yesterday, the useful life range and a range of useful lives that exist for various assets.


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.


Then in part B to the question, we asked for a pie chart to be prepared based on the percentage of assets that are in H1 and H5 by 2018.  In part C we asked for a calculation of that pie chart.


Would you be able to provide the denominator for this chart as well?  So in other words, the total asset population that was used to make up this chart.


I think you had a conversation with Mr. Rubenstein yesterday that the asset numbers that have been used over time have changed.


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So you would like for part B, the particular pie chart that is on the screen right now, the denominator that is used to establish the percentages?


MS. GRICE:  Right.  That represents the total asset population.


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can provide that.


MS. GRICE:  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  That is JTC2.15. 

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.15:  TO PROVIDE THE DENOMINATOR FOR THE PIE CHART OF THE TOTAL ASSET POPULATION THAT WAS USED TO MAKE UP THE CHART.


MS. GRICE:  So this pie chart represents what is happening at the end of 2017.  Would you be able to prepare the same pie chart based on what was used in the last application, so that we have an apples-to-apples comparison?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  For this particular pie chart we would not be able to provide an apples-to-apples comparison.


MS. GRICE:  I misspoke.  I shouldn't have said that, because I know that H14 and H15 did not mean very poor and poor.  So I should not have said that.  Would you be able to prepare a pie chart that represents very poor and poor from the last application, so prepared on the same basis as this?  Meaning the percentage would be assets with health index scores of very poor and poor at the point in time of the last application.


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can provide that.


MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  And as part of the same undertaking could you provide the total asset population that was used for that pie chart?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can do that.


MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.16. 

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.16:  TO PREPARE A PIE CHART THAT REPRESENTS VERY POOR AND POOR FROM THE LAST APPLICATION, MEANING THE PERCENTAGE WOULD BE ASSETS WITH HEALTH INDEX SCORES OF VERY POOR AND POOR AT THE POINT IN TIME OF THE LAST APPLICATION; TO PROVIDE THE TOTAL ASSET POPULATION THAT WAS USED FOR THAT PIE CHART.


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.


2B-AMPCO-28, please.  So in this interrogatory we asked for an update to a table that was in the evidence regarding performance indicators by system type.  So if you look at table 4 in that interrogatory response, in evidence you provided this table based on what was happening at the end of 2017.  And we asked for the table to be prepared on the basis of the last application.


So I just have a couple of questions.  So regarding the column on "condition" it says "not available."  And I understand it is because in the last application your health condition was on the basis of very poor and poor.


Would you be able to replace the column "condition" and put in the percentage of assets and very poor and poor for overhead underground network and stations, so in other words just replace the condition column but based on the criteria that was used in EB-2014-0016?


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can provide that, yes.


MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  And --


MR. MILLAR:  That is 2.17. 

UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.17:  IN 2B-AMPCO-28, TABLE 4, TO REPLACE THE COLUMN "CONDITION" AND PUT IN THE PERCENTAGE OF ASSETS AND VERY POOR AND POOR FOR OVERHEAD UNDERGROUND NETWORK AND STATIONS, SO IN OTHER WORDS JUST REPLACE THE CONDITION COLUMN BUT BASED ON THE CRITERIA THAT WAS USED IN EB-2014-0016.


MS. GRICE:  Just generally speaking, are you -- do you have a general sense of the percentage of assets that are in H14/H15 now compared to very poor and poor?  Is it more or less or consistent?  Is there a general sense of that?


[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So, Ms. Grice, I think what you are trying to do is compare poor and very poor to HI4 and HI5, and I know we discussed this briefly with Mr. Rubenstein yesterday.  They're just simply not comparable.

If you wanted, for the purposes of just putting them side by side, you can do that and I believe we do have an undertaking from Mr. Rubenstein yesterday.

However, if I can direct you -- I think a few moments ago we were speaking about 2B-AMPCO-42, which lists Kinectrics on 2016.  You can certainly compare those to what is in Exhibit 2B, SEC appendix C, page 10 which is the results.  However, they are not at all comparable.  They're done on very different bases and I am not sure what that would provide you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Just before we leave the table that was part of AMPCO 28, I just had a quick question about the first column, oil deficiencies.  You were able to provide data for all of those system categories in the current application, but it is not available here.

Is this part of the discussion we were having yesterday, where you have new testing available now that you are doing on some assets that wasn't available at the last application?  Is that what I am to take away from that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  No, Ms. Grice.  If I can -- in the same interrogatory response AMPCO 28.  In part D, however, in the narrative, at line 6 it speaks about oil deficiencies.  And starting in 2015, Toronto Hydro revised the way it tracked oil deficiencies.

As such, 2013 data that underpinned the capital plan is not available in a comparable format.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  AMPCO 43, please.  We just asked a question there regarding if there are any significant gaps with respect to inspection data related to assets.

In the response, you mention at line 19:  
"From 2016 to 2018, Toronto Hydro updated the RCM analyses for each asset class.  External engineering services firm, METSCO, reviewed the analyses and provided compliance documents stating that the analyses were in alignment with RCM best practices."

Can you just elaborate on what METSCO did for you, and is there a short report that you can provide?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Grice, in response to your question, from 2016-2018 Toronto Hydro did a fairly thorough analysis of a number of its asset classes.  Did that apply to the reliability centered maintenance framework?

In the process of doing that, assessed whether there are any gaps that exist with respect to asset classes and the collection of inspection data.

You asked specifically about what exactly METSCO did.  If I can direct you to 2B-BOMA-60, what METSCO did was it reviewed the particular RCM analyses that were done, and confirmed that they were done in accordance with the RCM standard, which is SAEJA 10.12.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Can we go to AMPCO 48, now, please?  In table 1 on page 2, go to the column percentage of availability of condition data.  Then there is an asterisk that says under Note 1:
"Please note that the percentage of availability of condition data is calculated as per Toronto Hydro's implementation of the new methodology."

Can you just elaborate a little bit on what that means?  Was it changed because of the methodology, or is there something in the methodology that directed how you calculated that number?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Sorry, Ms. Grice, may I just ask you to repeat your question?

MS. GRICE:  Sure.  That column, is it calculated -- is the note trying to say that it's calculated because you changed the methodology, or is there something in the methodology that is dictating how to arrive at that calculation?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What that column refers to is, when you look into very specifics of the CNAIM methodology and how inspection and condition observations are factored into that.  What it is saying, for example, for -- I will take the very first row, that they're overhead gang operated switches.  For 94 percent of Toronto Hydro's overhead gang operated switches, Toronto Hydro has condition information available.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So below that for SCADAMATE switches, it is 58 percent, then for wood poles it is 78 percent.  So for wood poles you don't have 100 percent of the data available.  Is that what this is saying?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, what that's saying is the condition modifier is only being applied to 78 percent of wood poles.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Then just based on our last conversation about gaps that you would have had with respect to inspection data, do you have, like, a similar percentage for each of these asset classes that identifies the gap in the condition data or the gap in the inspection data that you have?

So for instance, you might have 100 percent of the data, but you are not doing three inspection tests.  Therefore, the data gap on the asset is 30 percent.

Do you have any -- have you done any analysis like that?  Because is that an outcome that came out of the METSCO report, in terms of reviewing your RCM?

I guess to say it another way, if we were to put a column in this table that represented that, it is likely that it wouldn't be 100 percent running down for every asset class, that you would have some assets where you are missing some maybe new industry testing and therefore that would bring it to less than 100 percent.  Do you have that type of data?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  My short answer is we do not.  However, I think we need to clarify a couple of points on this specific item.

So for one, for a number of years now Toronto Hydro has achieved 100 percent or very, very close, 99 percent of the maintenance program that it has set out to achieve in every single given year.  So for example, we could use wood poles as an example, or on a ten-year cycle for sampling wood poles.  We set out every year to sample roughly one-tenth of the poles that are on the system.

We have achieved 100 percent of that for a number of years running.  So if we were to do that analysis, what you would find is that we don't have any maintenance gaps because we have been achieving all of our maintenance.

With respect to wood poles, because we are on such a long cycle, when it comes to pole testing, that's why you're seeing a bit of a bigger proportion of wood poles than, let's say, overhead gang-operated switches or a number of the other assets that are in the 90 to 100 percent range.

MS. GRICE:  Are -- sorry?  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I just follow up on something?  You said to the previous question, when you were asked about the 78 percent, that 78 percent of the wood poles have condition modifiers within the model.  Did I hear that correctly?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Narisetty is reminding me it is condition data that is available for them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So does that mean then for the remainder of the 22 percent that the model simply does not address condition?  Or that the model assumes that the distribution of that remaining 22 percent is the same as the 78 percent?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I think the answer is it is neither of those.  If the data is not available, it's not available.  So it is not being factored into the model.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But -- so is your pole population then more than 107,000?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That is what our wood pole population is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But if you only have 78 percent of the condition data, that leaves, I think, about, just on a rough calculation, about 23 and a half thousand without condition.

So how does it end up -- it seems to me it has to be either one of the two options for you to provide it in H1 through 5 calculation.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So Mr. Rubenstein, in the ACA report it outlines specifically the calculations that are applied.

To answer your specific question, what the model would do is, it would, depending on age, place a pole in either HI1, HI2, or HI3, and then condition information, inspection information is then used as a modifier.

So what would end up happening for the 23,000 poles that you have identified is, they would be in either 1, 2, or 3 but they would not be poles that we've identified as being the highest risk on our system.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The way you answered that last bit, it is -- as I understand the model, it is age, and then I think you used the term modifier, then you are layering the condition data essentially within the model on top of it.  And so it is simply then -- for 22 percent of the assets it is placed within a category purely on age.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So as I was mentioning earlier, Appendix C in 2B, section D, the ACA report speaks about the specific framework.  There is a summary of that on page 7.

To answer your specific question, what would happen is a pole where we only have age information but no condition information would end up in either HI1, HI2, or HI3.  It would never move to HI4 or HI5 without the presence of condition modification.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In HI1, HI2, and HI3, the determination between those three would be based on purely age?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We could go into the details, but there are some additional considerations that are taken into account.  For example, on the specific reference that is on the screen at this point in time, line 5, calculate initial health score based on the asset's age and expected life, taking into account its operational use, duty, and operating conditions, so there are some additional factors that are considered.  So it would land in 1, 2, or 3 based on a combination of all of those factors.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MS. GRICE:  I am going to move on.  I think I was done anyway.

Last question from Exhibit 2B I have is AMPCO 52.  We asked you to prepare an Excel spreadsheet.  Do you mind pulling that up?  Oh, there it is, okay.  It shows the number of units that were replaced from 24 (sic) to 2019 compared to the number of units that are going to be replaced in the period in this application.

I just want to understand what is missing from the table.  So where there is blanks everywhere, what does that mean?  So for instance, if we look at rows 1 and 2.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Grice, the interrogatory response identifies some notes that are captured 
in 2B-SEC-51.

SEC asked a similar question, and Toronto Hydro has some limitations when it comes to preparing information such as what's been requested in AMPCO 52.  And that is why some of the rows are blank.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  If you look at row 31 with respect to wood poles, the data is not being provided by year.  Is that an explanation, too, that with a given in 2B-SEC-51?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Row 31?

MS. GRICE:  Actually it is number 25, wood poles.  So you will see it is the first three years.  2015-2017 is together, and then 2018 and 2019, and then 2020-2024 is a lump sum.  It is not broken out by year.

Is there a reason for that?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So, Ms. Grice, for 2015–2016, those are grouped together because they're actuals and 2018 and '19 is a forecast number.

MS. GRICE:  But again, not by year?  It is just that other assets you've got it by year.  That is why I am asking.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Offhand, I don't have the reason why that was grouped.

MS. GRICE:  Is there somewhere else in the evidence that provides the total number of wood poles to be replaced by year?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe for purposes of time, if we can't find it readily in the evidence, maybe we should undertake to advise you as to why they are grouped.

MS. GRICE:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  So that will be JTC2.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.18:  TO PROVIDE THE FORECAST FOR WOOD POLES TO BE REPLACED BY YEAR; OR IF PER-YEAR NUMBERS ARE NOT AVAILABLE, TO ADVISE WHY THEY ARE GROUPED

MS. GRICE:  And maybe if you could provide it by year, if that could be part of the undertaking just for wood poles?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can endeavour to do that, depending on the reason that --


MR. KEIZER:  If we can't, we will explain why we can't.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Last question; population in 2020 is not provided.  Is there a reason for that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  Toronto Hydro does not forecast a future population by asset type.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  I just have a quick question on 1B-AMPCO-2.  This is my last little section of questions.  Not too many.

What this is showing is the number of outages by year.  2018; it just strikes me that, A it has increased substantially; and B, it is the same exact amount as 2006.  I just wanted to confirm.  Has there been a significant increase in outages in 2018, or is that a data transfer issue?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Just for clarification, you're looking at table 1 and the 2018 number, relative to 2012 through 2017?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, and the fact it is the exact same number of outages as 2006.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What we can do on this one is -- I know we're going to be providing an update for a number of 2018 numbers.  What we can do, as part of that update, is to just confirm that specific number that made its way into this table.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that's fine.

MR. KEIZER:  Perhaps we should just mark that as an undertaking, so that we are keeping track.  We may not be able to respond to it right away, but at least --


MR. MILLAR:  It is JTC2.19. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.19:  TO CONFIRM THE NUMBER OF OUTAGES IN 2018 AS STATED IN 1B-AMPCO-2

MR. KEIZER:  Just to keep track of it as we do the updates, as it may not be fully within scope.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  4A-AMPCO-88 -- just before we leave that question, I just want to make sure.  So an outage is the same thing as a customer interruption. Is that what that table is providing?

You don't have outages that are greater than these numbers, that don't have a customer interruption?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That particular table is showing customer interruptions.

MS. GRICE:  So could you have an outage on your system without customer interruptions?  Is that another set of data?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I don't think you can -- by definition, an outage would require a customer to be without power and, as a result, you cannot have an outage without a customer interrupted.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  AMPCO 88, please.  The bottom there, line 21 says:
"As part of its continuous improvement mandate, Toronto Hydro plans to automate outage reporting through the implementation of automated reporting tools."


So how are you reporting outages now?  Is that a manual process?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  This particular interrogatory is in the context of, I believe, our emergency response program.

Mr. Nahyaan, I believe, will be on the next panel and he can speak to the specifics in this interrogatory response.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  4A-AMPCO-94, please.  I think I might have the wrong panel for this one too then.  I wanted to talk about fleet utilization rates.

MR. KEIZER:  Panel 2.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.  Okay.  I have just got one last question.  It is related to 4A-AMPCO-92.  So in this question we asked a series of questions regarding Toronto Hydro's project management practices, and in part A we asked you to provide the tools that you use.

If you go over to the second page at the bottom, it says here that you've got a change request tool that you use to govern projects, programs, and portfolio changes, including scope, cost, schedule, and project additions or removals.

So is this the same type of change request form for a project versus a program versus a portfolio change?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Toronto Hydro only has the one change request tool.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And in terms of thresholds, when you have to fill out that -- or utilize that change request tool, is there a dollar value or percentage value that you use with respect to cost and schedule when it triggers a change request form?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Grice, maybe could I ask you to repeat that question?

MS. GRICE:  Sure.  Excuse me.  What the thresholds are for a change request form, when are you required to use that tool for a project, program, and portfolio change.  Is there a threshold in terms of cost and schedule?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So the thresholds are for capital projects, and this is subject to check, $100,000.  For OM&A, $25,000.  And with respect to the program and portfolio changes, that's referring to schedule, so anytime we would bring a project forward into an earlier year, we would also do a change request to govern that movement as well.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And those thresholds, are they the same for a project program or portfolio?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Those thresholds are for projects.  So this is a project-specific tool.

MS. GRICE:  So do you use it in managing programs as well?  Or is that not what it is designed for?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So perhaps for clarification purposes, the tool is used to ensure governance across projects, programs, portfolios.  However, the way the tool is used is, the tool is used on a project basis, and it is those changes in schedule that then impact the portfolio itself.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

Is there a dollar amount where the change request has to get executive approval?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Executives would be approving change requests within the system, yes.

MS. GRICE:  All of them?  So anything that is over $100,000?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Because there's been a couple of changes in the system in recent years what I would like to actually do is take that back just to confirm that my understanding is exactly what it is at this current point in time, if I can.

MS. GRICE:  So just give that an undertaking number?

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.20. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.20:  TO CONFIRM THE APPROVAL PROCESS FOR CHANGE REQUESTS.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Then the next tool that you have is a project variance analysis.  My understanding of reading this, that it reviews cost variances with respect to labour, material, vehicle, and other, on planned capital work, and the reasons for the variance.

Is that project variance analysis at the entire capital portfolio level?  Is that what that is for?  Or is that another project-based tool?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That is also a project-based tool.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then the last one, monthly or quarterly project program status reports for significant projects and initiatives.

So is that one by project and by program?  Is it for both?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The particular reporting is done on both.

MS. GRICE:  On both, okay.  So can you provide a sense of, say, how many change requests are live now?  Sorry, the monthly reporting one.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What specifically would you like with that, Ms. Grice?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, it says that it is for significant projects and initiatives only, so I assume not every project and initiative has a monthly project program status report.

Roughly how many -- let's use, say, now -- would there be?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What we can do is we can take that back and provide a response to that question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I would ask you to provide them as well, the last months or the last quarterly or the last version of it.

MR. MILLAR:  J --


MR. KEIZER:  I guess that latter part is subject to review and whether we believe it is probative or not.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.21. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.21:  SUBJECT TO REVIEW AND WHETHER THESL BELIEVES IT TO BE PROBATIVE, TO ADVISE HOW MANY SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES GAVE A MONTHLY PROJECT PROGRAM STATUS REPORT; TO PROVIDE THE LATEST VERSION.

MS. GRICE:  So in terms of the change request form, is that something that you undertook for the Copeland Phase 1 project?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  ?Ms. Grice, may I ask for some clarification?  When you say with respect to the Copeland project, what specifically are you asking for?

MS. GRICE:  Sorry about that.  I was trying to relate your change request tool to a significant project, so that is why I drew the connection to Copeland.

So have there been change requests forms for Copeland and, if so, how many?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  There have been change requests for Copeland.  I don't know how many.

MS. GRICE:  Would we be able to get a copy of those?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can look into that.  There might be some confidential information associated with them, given the nature of the Copeland project.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think that is JTC2.22.  Have I got that right?  Okay.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.22:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE HAVE BEEN CHANGE REQUESTS FOR COPELAND, AND HOW MANY; TO PROVIDE COPIES OF CHANGE REQUESTS


MS. GRICE:  I assure you I am almost finished with this.

MR. MILLAR:  We are really, really up against time for today.  So let's go as quickly as we can, please.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  My last question then is just regarding your recent performance results for the 2015-2018 plan.  Do you have any metrics that sort of roll this up at a high level to say, in terms of costs, our project completion costs compared to our detailed design estimates, sort of where you have landed on that?

And in terms of schedule, the duration that you thought the programs or projects would take and where you have landed on that.

Are there high-level performance-based metrics that you use to govern your capital plan that you can help us understand what your performance was for 2015 to 2018, what your performance results were?

I am looking at some of the internal controls and measures you provided in part B, which was variance between actual project completion cost compared to detailed design.  And then, if you look at the next paragraph, construction schedule performance, completion of maintenance, planned capital project completion,  maintenance unit completion.

Do you have high-level results readily available that speak to your project performance 2015-2018?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We do.  I guess it would depend specifically what you are looking for, whether it is readily available or not.

MS. GRICE:  By way of undertaking, could you just toggle through those measures that you provide in AMPCO 4A-AMPCO-92, and see if there is anything that you can report at a projects performance level for the 2015-2018 capital plan?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.23: TO REVIEW THE MEASURES REFERRED TO IN 4A-AMPCO-92 AND SEE IF THERE IS ANYTHING THESL CAN REPORT AT A PROJECTS PERFORMANCE LEVEL FOR THE 2015-TO-2018 CAPITAL PLAN


MS. GRICE:  Those are my questions, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ms. Grice.  We are way, way, way behind schedule.  We really need to finish this panel.  We are looking at trying to book Friday as well.  But even if we have Friday, we still have way more hours than we could fit in Friday and I don't think we will get more time than that.

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm going to go next.  Are we going to take a break?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, we're going to take a break.  How long do you have?

MS. BYRNE:  About 20 minutes.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's take a break.

MS. GIRVAN:  I will try to look over my notes.

MR. MILLAR:  Can we make it 15 minutes and we will have to do our best to muddle through this.  But please try to make the questions as concise as possible, and the answers as concise as possible, and we will try to get through this.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 3:05 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:21 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  If I could ask you to take your seats, we will get started again.  We are with you, Ms. Girvan.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Julie Girvan, and I am with the Consumers Council of Canada.  I just had a couple of follow-ups on the last few questions that Ms. Grice was asking you about, and if you could pull up that last interrogatory.  Shelly, what number was that?

MS. GRICE:  92.

MS. GIRVAN:  AMPCO 92.  If we turn to that list of things -- yes, that page, perfect.  One of the things I just wondered, is there an underlying document that sets out the policy with respect to change requests?  It sets out the limits or the thresholds that you require?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If it is a specific policy you are looking for, I don't know if we have something like that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, a document that sets out guidance with respect to change requests.  Because you -- earlier you were talking about the amounts, and you said at a certain threshold level you need senior executive.  I just wondered, is there an underlying document that describes Toronto Hydro's policy with respect to change requests?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  What we can do is have a look and see what --


MS. GIRVAN:  Sure --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  -- documents are available --


MS. GIRVAN:  -- would be helpful --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  -- and if they align with that sort of that policy that you are looking for.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.24:  TO PROVIDE AN UNDERLYING DOCUMENT THAT SETS OUT THESL's POLICY WITH RESPECT TO CHANGE REQUESTS AND SETS OUT THE LIMITS OR THE THRESHOLDS REQUIRED.

MS. GIRVAN:  And if you look down at the bottom of the page you talk about monthly or quarterly project and program status reports for significant projects.  Can we get copies of the monthly or quarterly project status reports for Copeland?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't know what probative value they would be, since, you know, things change from month to month, so I am not sure that it would be really of much assistance.

MS. GIRVAN:  Is that a no?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  It is a no for now.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right.  Thank you.

Is this the panel that can speak to the business plan that we were referring to earlier?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So my first question is, we have the PowerPoint set out in CCC number 1, and I wondered if there is an underlying document, business plan document, or is it simply a PowerPoint presentation?


MS. CIPOLLA:  It is simply the PowerPoint presentation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And then in CCC number 1, at the very bottom of your answer, we had asked for the underlying -- all materials provided to THESL's board of directors and senior executive regarding this application and the underlying budgets and business plans.  What we got was the PowerPoint presentation.

And in the answer, down below, it says:

"Toronto Hydro declines on the basis of relevance to provide any other material supplied to the board of directors and senior management regarding the application."

I guess I would just like to ask why you considered that not to be relevant to this application.

MR. KEIZER:  Because what is relevant is what the board of directors ultimately reviewed and approved and made a decision on that basis, and then the remainder of the materials with respect to what Toronto Hydro is seeking is in the application itself.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you are still declining to provide that information?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you can turn to page 11, and Mr. Brett was referring to this earlier when I pointed him to that slide, slide 11.

I think you are providing him an undertaking with respect to some of the math.  But what I wanted to try to better understand at a high level was, did you arrive at the ceiling, and then based on that 3.5 percent rate impact ceiling you said, okay, what does that allow us to do with respect to capital and OM&A?  Is that the process that you followed to arrive at those maths?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Ms. Girvan, if I can take you to response to 1 CCC 9.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. CIPOLLA:  In the response to this interrogatory, we go through the five steps of our business planning process.  And what I would say is the strategic parameters were an iterative process to get there.  Specifically the ceiling that we speak to, that was the set parameters in November, those were set in November.  But there were iterative processes along the way to provide the business planning process.

MS. GIRVAN:  You're saying it is iterative.  I am not sure I understand how you landed on those numbers.

MS. CIPOLLA:  So if I may walk you through the process perhaps, and that way you can understand.  So in step number 1 on row 21 we begin to discuss what our business planning process entailed, and what that entailed was at the end of 2016 we went through and effectively executed a high-level needs assessment of the operational needs through our customer engagement.  Those were the needs and priorities of the system, and based on that customer feedback, and we do speak in various parts of the pre-filed evidence around those needs.

If I would just very quickly take you to pre-filed evidence, 2B E2, page 4, at the bottom, starting there on page 15.  This section of the evidence speaks to what we did from a capital needs point of view and speaks to the needs that we were considering from an operational point of view.

And so as we went through the planning considerations after listening to the first phase of customer feedback, what we ended up doing was alongside with the legal obligations and the business inputs we effectively set out high-level planning parameters, and specifically what I target you here is around listening to that customer feedback around the level of capital investment.

And so what we had understood from customers specifically was that there were three areas they were concerned about:  price, safety, and reliability.  And what we did was we effectively went through that consideration and looked at three capital levels.

And so in this piece of evidence it talks about looking at the sustainment level, the improvement level, and the accelerated improvement level.  So based on that preliminary feedback we obtained from customers, we understood they wanted a stable -- or price was their biggest concern, but they wanted to maintain reliability.

So what that in our preliminary sense got us to was a sustainment level of investment that reflected the needs to balance our long-term investment needs of our customers' needs and the preference of minimizing rates.

So that is where the capital plan came from.  And so that is on average when you talk about the budget limits, the capital component.

MS. GIRVAN:  You built it up from the bottom-up --


MS. CIPOLLA:  No.  We started with a top-down, and so we looked at the price as the top, at the top-down constraint.  We looked at a price for that.  We looked at a top cap on OM&A and a top cap on capital.  So what I am speaking to now is the top on capital.

And then what we considered was the budget restraints on OM&A, based on working through the consideration of price.

MS. GIRVAN:  It still doesn't tell me how you got to the 277 -- or, sorry, the capital number, whatever that was.

MS. CIPOLLA:  So in this chart, if I may, the sustainment level here speaks to reaching a level, and at that point it was about -- preliminary, we were at a range of 550 million, which was $2.75 billion, which you will note throughout the evidence.  And that was the starting point on capital.

MS. GIRVAN:  How did you get there?

MS. CIPOLLA:  So we got there based on these scenarios here on page 5.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  It is something I am probably going to explore later.  It is still not entirely clear to me, but thank you.

If you could turn to page 37 of the business plan.  So here we have consolidated balance sheets.  And you've got it for everything with respect to '16 and '17, but the rest of it is all blacked out.  Can you explain to me why that's been redacted?

MS. CIPOLLA:  In relation to the outer years, 2018 and -- well, specifically 2018 in the plan year, given our requirement to file publicly, we can't release those results.

MS. GIRVAN:  You have 2017 in this.

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.  So the forecast there, from a relevance point of view, was it was excluded because the budget that was approved by the Board is included in there.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you provide the final numbers for 2017?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes, we could provide that.

MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.25:  WITH REFERENCE TO PAGE 37 OF THE BUSINESS PLAN, SHOWING CONSOLIDATED BALANCE SHEETS, TO PROVIDE THE FINAL NUMBERS FOR 2017, AND FOR 2018 WHEN THE NUMBERS BECOME AVAILABLE

MS. GIRVAN:  I assume you will be providing the final numbers for 2018 as well, when they become available?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, you can put that in the same undertaking.  Well, I guess you won't file that until the end of April.  But if you can make a note that that is something we are interested in, that would be great.

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  If you can turn to -- I am trying to run through these quickly -- to CCC number 12, and we have been to this interrogatory several times today.  We go to the pie chart, which is on the second page, is it?  Oh, sorry.

I am looking for the 24 -- sorry, the first page, the 24 percent.  I am still confused, and if you can help me unless you are providing this in an undertaking, how you arrived at 24 percent of the utility's asset base continues to operate beyond useful life.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Girvan, the response itself speaks about the process that is used.  So beginning with the derivation of mean useful life at line 16 of the first page, and then moving to the calculation itself on a percentage basis.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, could you repeat that?  I'm sorry.  I just don't understand how you derived 24 percent.  It is still not clear to me and maybe I am just being...

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So what this specific undertaking identifies -- so that first paragraph there, derivation of mean useful life, it speaks to the fact that for each of the asset classes that Toronto Hydro has, it uses the mean useful life from within the Kinectrics range of useful lives.  That would be, for lack of a better term, the benchmark.

And then when we move to the second page of that interrogatory response, assessing assets past useful life under that heading, what Toronto Hydro does is, if an asset is in-service, but has exceeded the mean useful life, then it would fall on the side of being past its useful life and it would go into the bucket which would result in the 24 percent of assets past useful life.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Thank you.  Can you please turn to CCC number 14?  And if you just move down a little bit further -- go on to the next page, I'm sorry.  This talks about capital programs and productivity and it highlights these activities:  grid modernization, capacity improvement, standardizations, area rebuilds.  And it says at the last paragraph:
"At this time, Toronto Hydro is unable to quantify the estimates of the cost savings of the plan initiatives."


And I am just curious as to why you haven't been able to quantify them and built those savings into your forecast.

MR. KEIZER:  Ms. Girvan, I think also that question is appropriate for panel 3.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  You would prefer that I just ask it then?

MR. KEIZER:  It is probably better to ask panel 3.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Thank you.  If you could turn to CCC number 15, please?

This is a clarification, but this is examples of measurable improvements in Toronto Hydro's performance, including with respect to its capital plan.

When I look at this table, table number 1, I really don't know how those numbers were derived.  For example, box construction conversion in 2014, it says 5573.  And in 2017, it says 3151.  What does that mean?

[Witness panel confers]

MS. GIRVAN:  If you want to take that away, you could provide an undertaking and explain how these numbers were derived.  That would be helpful.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Maybe, in the interests of time, I won't necessarily find all of the reference within the evidence.  However, each of these particular measures are standard measures that are contained -- for example, box construction conversion is, I believe, a measure within our performance measures.

Total recordable injury frequency rate is also a measure within there.  It's defined and we can sort of go down this particular list.  But these are measures defined in one form or another within the application itself.

MS. GIRVAN:  So I would be able to understand what the 5,573 means versus the 3,151?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, that would be number of poles on the system.

MS. GIRVAN:  But is that the number of poles that you converted?  I just don't -- those measures, it is not clear to me what those mean.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If you like, we can take a moment and actually take you to the specific reference, if it would be helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  If so, it will be your last question.

[Laughter]

MR. TAKI:  With respect to box --


MS. GIRVAN:  It's not fair.

MR. TAKI:  With respect to box construction specifically, if you go to Exhibit 2B, section C2, so in that section there will be a description of each of the measures.  And on page 10, figure 4, you will see a burn down rate for poles that are framed with box construction.  And if you compare this to the IR response, you will see the correlation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I am trusting you that I will be able to extrapolate that.  Those numbers don't seem similar to me.

MR. TAKI:  In 2014, you have about 50 -- I will estimate here, between 5,000 and 6,000.  In 2017, you have about 3,000, and I think that is similar to the response.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So this is telling me that moving from 2014 to 2017, you have reduced the amount of box construction on your system?

MR. TAKI:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right.  Then I will have a look at that more carefully.  Just to follow up from yesterday and arising out of the questions, do we have anywhere on the record historical in-service additions for 2015-2019 by program?

MS. CIPOLLA:  Yes.  It is filed in Exhibit 2A, tab 1, schedule 2 for 2015 through 2017.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Thank you.  If you just bear with me for a second.

I had a general question regarding conditions of service.  Is this for this panel?

MR. TAKI:  Yes, go ahead.

MS. GIRVAN:  I just wanted to know, generally speaking, when you make changes or conditions of service, how do you go about notifying your customers?  Is it just through your website?

MR. TAKI:  If you give me a moment, there is an IR which specifically answers your question.  Let me just try to find it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  You know, we can move on.  If you are convinced there is an IR, then I will just look for it myself.  Okay.  If you think that it's in here, that's fine.

MR. TAKI:  Yeah, I am certain it is there, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I just wondered if -- whether or not you knew exactly how the company proceeded, but okay.

If you could please turn to AMPCO 2, 1B and AMPCO 2.  Oh, I think we're -- I will skip that question.  I think we talked about this before.

If you can turn to BOMA number 20, please.  So here it talks about how Toronto Hydro is right-sizing your fleet down from 668 to 558 -- 588 and how you are going to right-size it throughout the term plan.

Are the savings reflected in the revenue requirement regarding this change to right-size your fleet?

MR. KEIZER:  I think this is best addressed in panel 2.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Ms. Girvan, we are at your 20 minutes.  How much more --


MS. GIRVAN:  Just about five.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, can you make it quick?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  They were taking some time, so I think I am right on target.

Okay.  Staff 83.  And this is about 2B-Staff-83.  And this is about the vault renewal.  I think if you turn over to the next page, sorry, yes, so the unit cost for vault renewal, the average is 580, but the forecast over -- 80,000, but the forecast over 2024 is 825.

What would be the impact on the revenue requirement if you used the average for that period instead of the 825?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Ms. Girvan, just to clarify, you are asking for a reduction of 825 down to 580, which is roughly --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, these are per unit, right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So about 240,000 per unit, times 

-- I'm not sure what the specific number would be, but maybe two dozen, so you are asking for the reduction in the revenue requirement --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If that's -- if you think there is about two dozen and you think that that is ballpark then I can figure that out myself.  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just one question.  You were talking about the fact that you don't prioritize certain projects over other projects with Mr. Brett.  And I just wondered if you could just think about this.  If, for example, this Board said, okay, you have an average of 550 million in your capital budget per year, that the Board said, okay, you have to cut that by 20 percent, how would you go about doing that?  Would you not have a prioritization type of process?  Because that is what you had to do in the last case.  And I just wondered how you go about doing that.

And maybe to make this a little bit easier, what you could tell me is, with respect to the last case, the Board said you need to make a 10 percent reduction in each year.  Can you describe the process that you undertook in order to reassess your capital plan under those parameters, because obviously what you would have had to have done is prioritize projects.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. CIPOLLA:  If I may refer you to pre-filed evidence 2B, E4, page 1, starting at paragraph 16.  Within that paragraph we speak to what we did in the previous filing around the consideration of the overall OEB-approved envelope of capital revenue requirement.  And there was no prescribed adjustment to the capital plan for specific programs or investment categories, and so just going through there, as to page 19, we specifically looked at the reprioritizing of projects and adjustments of project pacing, and we described the three steps that we performed in that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I think -- I see that that is what you did there.  I was just curious, because you were saying, I think, to Mr. Brett this morning that you don't have a way of prioritizing projects, which seems to me this is exactly what you did in the last case.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  In the interests of time I won't pull up the necessary interrogatory.  The dialogue we had with Mr. Brett this morning was speaking specifically to projects themselves, and the SEC interrogatory that we were speaking to identified that, yes, we do not have a prioritized list of projects.

What is being referred to here, the emphasis is really on pacing, adjusting programs and projects, and what we end up doing in SEC -- in the SEC interrogatory that we spoke about this morning, what we do is, as we build the following year's work program, we would look to push and pull projects and identify specific projects to be executed in specific years based on constraints, one of them certainly being the budgetary constraint.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So in some respects you do -- you reprioritize or prioritize.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We don't prioritize or reprioritize.  We select projects that go into a given year's work program.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Maybe it is just semantics.

So just very briefly, you talked earlier about a sponsorship for the Plug'n Drive.  I am not sure, I think it was Mr. Ladanyi was asking you about that?

MR. TAKI:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Is that included in the revenue requirement?  Sponsorships like that?

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure if this is the appropriate panel for this question.  I think we saw this morning -- I think the total cost was $100,000, but if you want us to --


MS. GIRVAN:  I was just speaking generally, does this type of sponsorship get included in the revenue requirement?  I mean, it could well be more than $100,000 if there's other types.  Maybe someone on the other panel can help me.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That is what I was going to say. Generally these types of sponsorships are, I believe, panel 2.

MS. GIRVAN:  Is there -- just quickly, is there anything in the revenue requirement related to innovation per se?

MR. KEIZER:  You have to be a bit more specific than that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.  We have seen the innovation committee report coming out of the OEB.  We have seen this proposal for a sand box.  I just wondered if there is anything included in the revenue requirement relating to those types of initiatives.

MR. KEIZER:  I think if it is a regulatory based question, I think it is probably best for panel 3.

MS. GIRVAN:  All right.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ms. Girvan.  Mr. Hann, are you prepared to go?

MR. HANN:  Yes, please.
Examination by Mr. Hann:


MR. HANN:  Thank you for this opportunity.  My name is Norman Hann, and I am here because I did a presentation at a community meeting.

My first question is 1B-Hann-6.  My question is: in your response, you said 12.5 millimetre radial ice, 400 Newtons per metre squared was the CSA standard.  Is that "and" or is that "or."  Is it 12 millimetres ice and 400 Newtons, or it is "or"?

MR. TAKI:  It is "and."


MR. HANN:  And?

MR. TAKI:  Yes.

MR. HANN:  Thank you.  In my question I asked that you calculate the wind speed and kilometres per hour.  This wasn't done.  I would like to ask for an undertaking to have that done.

MR. TAKI:  It is 85 kilometres an hour.

MR. HANN:  It is 85 kilometres an hour based on what equation?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Hann, I am going to interrupt, because a number of your interrogatories are very technical.

MR. HANN:  Sorry, I can't hear you.

MR. KEIZER:  I said a number of your interrogatories are very technical, and this is a proceeding for purposes of determining and establishing rates.

So I guess if I could understand how the formula for the determination of the kilometres per hour relates to the determination of rates, that would be very helpful.

MR. HANN:  That is the basis for my other questions, because I asked how many times the wind speed has exceeded the design capacity of the poles and the conductor.

And I have also asked similar-type questions related to the weather, and also what the overload factor was, which is not included in this as well.

So throughout the evidence, Toronto Hydro asks and says that extreme weather is a major problem.  And I would like to have Toronto Hydro demonstrate that it is a problem, and that Toronto Hydro has seen its equipment exceeded by the wind storms and/or ice storms that have occurred in Toronto in the last period of time.

It is a technical question, but it deserves an answer.  Just to say that there is extreme weather does not mean, necessarily, there is extreme weather.

MR. KEIZER:  Our view is that, you know, in terms of establishing and approving, we feel we have filed sufficient evidence to establish that the extreme weather has impacted the system and that we had to respond in the manner which we did.

So we're not in a situation where we are going to file further evidence.  If you want to challenge our evidence, if you want to establish that our evidence is incorrect or improper or otherwise, then that is fine.  But it is not about --


MR. HANN:  I would like you to provide actual data that shows that the weather has exceeded the design limits.  There is nothing in the evidence that says the weather has exceeded the design limits.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, then you are free to argue that at the end of the day.  But we have chosen to prove it in another fashion, other than establishing the design limits of the system.

MR. MILLAR:  That's a refusal, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  It is.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Just to assist you, Mr. Hann, that is a refusal.  If you choose to pursue it further, you can do something like bring a motion with the Board, or might revisit it at the hearing, if you like.

I can chat with you after, if that is helpful.  But for now, you will have to move on to your next question.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  In the UMS data used as a subset for utility benchmarking, did Toronto Hydro use a subset of its data to compare it to similar kind of utilities, e.g. the Toronto and the horseshoe and the non-horseshoe areas?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, if I can just ask you to clarify, the UMS report you're referring to...

MR. HANN:  Sorry.  It was IR 19.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  No, Toronto Hydro did not separate out the horseshoe and the core areas within the UMS report.

MR. HANN:  Did it consider doing that?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  It did not.

MR. HANN:  I find SAS Power is not very comparable to Toronto Hydro and others.

IR 1B-27; how does Toronto Hydro know that the capital improvements have improved reliability?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, if I can take you 
to 1B-CCC-15, and specifically the fifth and sixth measures there, SAIDI defective equipment, SAIFI defective equipment.  Toronto Hydro attributes the improvement to reliability to the capital plan that has been implemented and executed.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  In that number 27, you state that the outage management system tracks outages at a feeder level.  What does that mean?  

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Toronto Hydro's outage management system tracks outages at the feeder level in the sense of the definition of a feeder, which is a particular circuit beginning at a station breaker and emanating out and serving a series of customers downstream of that station breaker.

MR. HANN:  So does it know the interruptions that occurred on a lateral switch somewhere downstream of the station breaker?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If the interrupting device or the protective device that operated is the lateral switch, then, yes, Toronto Hydro would have that information.

MR. HANN:  What about downstream of the lateral switch?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If a protective device operated downstream of the lateral switch, then, yes, Toronto Hydro would have that information downstream of the lateral switch.

MR. HANN:  Thank you.  In number 31, is there protection on the trunk feeders other than at the station?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  There could be protection, yes.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  In number 36, 1B-HANN-36, in the circular 1B, 2018-01815, page 355 of the PDF file, in talking to the customers, 36 percent of the outages were responsible for or due to aging equipment.

Is defective equipment and aging equipment the same definition, according to Toronto Hydro?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Within the customer engagement materials, defective equipment -- the defective 
equipment -- or the percentage associated with aging equipment is the same as the percentage associated with defective equipment.

MR. HANN:  So in Toronto Hydro's presentation to the public, defective equipment does not exist.  It is just aging equipment that exists as a cost?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  For the specifics on the presentation that would probably be best -- that question would be best responded to by, I believe it is panel 3, if I am not mistaken.

MR. HANN:  No, it is under your panel here.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, but the customer engagement-related issues and the statements within the customer engagement is in -- on panel 3.

MR. HANN:  But did not this panel produce the data to give to customer engagement?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I think your question related to what was the statement within the customer engagement document.  So that is the basis upon which he answered.

If you have further enquiries about customer engagement, you can direct it to panel 3.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  Number 38, please.  What defective equipment causes the most interruptions or what aged equipment causes the most interruptions?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Are you asking that with reference to 1B HANN 38?

MR. HANN:  Yes.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, may I refer you to Exhibit 1B, tab 2, schedule 4, pages 17 and 18, and then subsequent to that pages 19 through 21.

MR. HANN:  Can you go back to 18, please.  You are scrolling too fast for me.  You say overhead equipment.  Like, what -- that is a big category.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  Subsequently I referred you to pages 19 and 21.  There's some detailed information there as to defective equipment broken out by type of equipment.

MR. HANN:  This tells me by the impact that it had on the customers, it doesn't actually tell me the number of times a pole, for example, was defective.  And it tells me how long the customers were impacted for, but it doesn't tell me how severe the problem is.

If that particular pole was at the transformer station or the distribution station, that would be very high.  So those numbers would make sense.  And if they're just overhead lateral switches somewhere deep in the bowels of the feeder, then it is not going to have much impact on SAIDI.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess I am struggling as to why -- just to understand why you need the example of every incident and the nature of the asset that occurred and where it was located and what was the circumstance, because that is really what you're asking for.

MR. HANN:  No.  I am asking what the defective equipment causes were.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, there was --


MR. HANN:  And this doesn't tell me the numbers.  It tells me the impact that those particular items had on the system.  It doesn't tell me how many times.

The one under poles and pole hardware, that could have been one interruption at a Leslie TS that took out 10,000 people for two hours.  And the overhead switches could have been 1,000 overhead switches in the Beach area.

MR. KEIZER:  So you are asking us basically to go through and look at every circumstance to delineate what the circumstance was, the intensity of it, and what number of equipment had been defective, and I guess I am struggling as to what the relevance of that is.

MR. HANN:  Well, you claim that the defective equipment is the biggest cause of your outages, but you are not showing that it is -- did cause your outages, you're showing that it is a cause that affects the customers.

MR. KEIZER:  And that is what is the focus of the application.  So --


MR. HANN:  But that could be one interruption.  And replacing 1,000 poles isn't going to fix that problem.  And also, what are the defects of the equipment that is affecting -- that is failing or that is interrupting?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, we've provided -- Toronto Hydro has provided evidence based upon the implications for customers, based upon the typical reliability measures, and not at a level of detail where it is going to examine every particular asset that failed.

So I am not going to proceed further with this, with respect to this line of questioning.  That will be a refusal.

MR. HANN:   In number 59, please, 2B, why is the number of crews not available?  Do you not have employee time records to collect this information?  And this has impact because if there is only one crew available to restore power and there's 300 interruptions that day, it will take that crew two weeks to get all of the interruptions.  If there's 300 crews, they can be done in an hour.  So it makes a difference.  It makes a difference to SAIDI and CAIDI.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, I just noticed in the reference of this particular IR, it goes to Exhibit 2B, page 769 of the PDF.  I just wanted to reference that material.  It might help me in responding to your question.

MR. HANN:  Okay.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Can we just see what page 769 is, if I may just ask.

MR. LENARTOWICZ:  I don't think the page number will match, because the application has been subsequently updated a number of times.  So the page count no longer reflects the original page filing page count.

MR. HANN:  Well, that was the only reference I could pull on that.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I just wanted to point out, the introduction to our response in part A asks for the time period of 2,000 to 2006.  I just want to verify if that is what you are looking for.

MR. HANN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  You are looking for crew complements that are now almost 15 years old?

MR. HANN:  Well, your data goes back that far.  It has impact on your calculating major event days.

MR. KEIZER:  It is way out of the period of time for this rate application.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  So what about the last 5 years, then?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  May I just clarify specifically what it is you are asking for, Mr. Hann?

MR. HANN:  The availability of crews on days with 20 or more reports, or 20 or more interruptions.

MR. KEIZER:  That may be something -- I am not sure, but it may be something for panel 2 relating to emergency response.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Nahyaan is on panel 2 and he is responsible for our emergency response program.  That might be something that he can add some information on.

MR. HANN:  Number 60; in your response to my question P, you said that you can't assess whether or not your forestry program is doing anything.

Is it possible to see the adjacent performance of treated feeders and non-treated feeders to show that the treating of forestry is making a difference in reducing the interruptions?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, if I could direct you to Exhibit 4A, tab 2, schedule 1, page 31, figure 13.  That particular figure demonstrates the effectiveness of Toronto Hydro's vegetation management program.

MR. HANN:  That says "expected number."  Do you have the actual number?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  That particular analysis was done using actual data.

MR. HANN:  So you don't want to do an analysis showing the difference between adjacent feeders that are experiencing the same environmental conditions?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I don't know if that particular analysis would be any more instructive than what is here specifically.

MR. HANN:  Number 63, please.  Starting with line 27 on page 1, going to page 2:  Include assessment of the changing capacity arising from aging and normal wear and tear of the infrastructure.

What is the expected change in capacity?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Hann, are you asking us to define --


MR. HANN:  That's what your response was.  Like, what is the change in capacity?  Is it a change in the load-carrying capacity?  How much is it?

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Hann, this --


MR. HANN:  It is your answer.

MR. TAKI:  Sorry, this reference was provided from the -- from Engineers Canada PIEVC protocol.  And the change in capacity would be described in that protocol.

MR. HANN:  So will you provide what the answer is from that protocol then, please?

MR. TAKI:  To define what change in capacity means?

MR. HANN:  And what the values were?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, we're not sure whether we're able to, number one.  It is coming from a document which is not under the control of Toronto Hydro, which is the protocol that is referenced in the bullet itself, and that the response itself was prepared by AECOM, who is the authors of the climate change report.

So it may not be that it is even possible to determine what the change in capacity is without referencing the protocol, which may or may not be publicly available.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  I would just like to point out again in number 68, line 24 that you again say without a doubt defective equipment -- defective equipment is without a doubt the prominent cause of interruptions of Toronto Hydro's system.  But I am having trouble getting that information from you as to what the actual material is that is defective, how it is defective, and what kind of material it is.  So I know you are not going to answer that one either.

But question C, if a branch touches a conductor and causes interruption, but there is no branch on the conductor, what is the cause?  Part C, line 7 to 11 of number 68.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Sorry, Mr. Hann, can you repeat your question?

MR. HANN:  In number 68, part C.  If a branch touches a conductor and causes an interruption but there is no branch on the conductor, what's the cause?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Our response --


MR. HANN:  What would be recorded as the cause?  Would it be defective equipment?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Our response to part C is tree contacts can cause fuses to operate as part of the system's protection scheme.  These outages are categorized as tree contacts if there is sufficient evidence to show this was the cause.

MR. HANN:  Yeah, so I am saying there is no evidence to show the tree brushed against the wire.  What would be the cause?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If there is no evidence as to what caused the outage then it would be categorized as an unknown outage.

MR. HANN:  Okay, thank you.

Number 70, please.  How is Toronto Hydro proposing that the ratepayers pay for the lifespan of 15 years for the smart meters?  Are we going to have to pay three times as much for meters as we used to have to pay for mechanical meters?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, your question is why is the lifespan 15 years?  Is that the question?

MR. HANN:  Yes.  And what's Toronto Hydro doing about it?  And how are you expecting the ratepayers to absorb the cost of the increase or decrease in lifespan compared to mechanical meters?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, firstly, I think -- basically, the smart meters arose as a result of the government program.  So -- which is, you know, a regulatory issue, which could be addressed by panel 3 as to the basis of why smart meters were first brought about within Toronto Hydro, how they deal with them, given -- recognizing the implications of that as a policy, a government policy.  So you can put your question to the panel in that context.

MR. HANN:  What is Toronto Hydro doing with the manufacturers to try to extend the life of the smart meters?

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Hann, where there are issues with smart meters, as they relate to manufacturing and manufacturing quality, Toronto Hydro would work closely with the manufacturers to address the issues and ensure that the smart meters' quality continues to improve.

MR. HANN:  What's being done to extend the life of the smart meters?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, may I ask for some clarification?  You're asking what are manufacturers doing to move the expected life of the smart meters from 15 years to something greater?

MR. HANN:  You are our agent.  We have no control over either the government policy or the meters that were selected by any of the utilities in Ontario.

And what you are stating in the evidence here is that the lifespan of a meter is now 15 meters (sic) as opposed to 35 or 40 years.  And that is going to be an additional cost to the ratepayers of Toronto and, in fact, Ontario, but we don't have any communication with the meter companies.

So you are our agent.  That is all that we can rely on, is for you guys to try and get the lifespan back to what it was for mechanical meters.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I think, Mr. Hann, my answer to that would be, as with all products that Toronto Hydro uses, Toronto Hydro is always striving to work with manufacturers, the broader industry, to extend the life of equipment, to improve the quality, to improve the features, and to improve the benefits that ultimately accrue to customers of Toronto Hydro.  And Toronto Hydro is continuing to do that with all of its assets.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I may follow up, is Toronto Hydro doing something specifically to extend the expected life of its smart meters past 15 years?  Are you currently planning to do anything?

MR. KEIZER:  Make new meters?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If you are asking specifically for meters, what we can do is we can take that away and see if there is anything specific that we are doing in that specific space, if that would be valuable.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's do that so we can move on.  JTC2.26. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.26:  TO ADVISE IF TORONTO HYDRO DOING SOMETHING SPECIFICALLY TO EXTEND THE EXPECTED LIFE OF ITS SMART METERS PAST 15 YEARS.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, and I was going to ask -- Mr. Hann raises a very good point.  Can you, in that undertaking, explain to us whether Toronto Hydro has an understanding of the root causes of the 15-year life versus the more traditional 45-odd-year life for the mechanical meter, and also whether that life is impacted by measurement, how much that life is impacted by Measurement Canada requirements on the meter, so we can get a better understanding of Toronto Hydro's view of why the shorter life is occurring in the smart meter.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I think we can consider why we understand it to be 15 years.  I don't think we're going to do an analysis about what Measurement Canada does and doesn't do, and the impacts it has on the --


MR. GARNER:  All I am asking, Mr. Keizer, is this:   for Toronto Hydro to tell us what they know about what the root causes of the shorter life is.  And one of those may be that, in fact, it is beyond their control because Measurement Canada does the defining somewhat of that life.
And if that is true, just explain that to us also.

MR. KEIZER:  To the extent they know that, if they would...

MR. GARNER:  Exactly.  I am not asking for anything new to be produced.

MR. MILLAR:  I think we understand the question and the context.  Let's go back to Mr. Hann.

MR. HANN:  Number 75, please.

MR. MILLAR:  Your microphone, Mr. Hann.

MR. HANN:  It's on.

MR. MILLAR:  Turn it off and on again.

MR. HANN:  Is it on now?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  Number 75, 2B 75.  Your answer in section B:  What does it mean "end of life" for the transformers in those charts?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. HANN:  Yes, that one.  For 25 years on, what does end of life mean in terms of the actual physical asset.

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Hann, if I may take you to interrogatory 4B-HANN-128, table 2 in that response, you will see a definition of the various root causes -- definitions for various root causes including end of life and the definition we provide is that the unit has met or exceeded its useful life.

MR. HANN:  So the power line maintainer looks at the transformer and says that the name plate date was 1943.  And therefore, it failed because it was end of life.  Is that what the answer is?

MR. TAKI:  No, that is not the process.  The failed transformer would be brought back to Toronto Hydro's warehouses, and the engineering team will review that specific failure and determine a root cause.

MR. HANN:  And so they look at it in the shop and they see the name plate and it says 1945.  Therefore, it is end of life, end of story?

MR. KEIZER:  I think he has already answered the question that they would assess the transformer and determine its source -- the cause of the failure.

MR. HANN:  So they take the transformer apart and look at it?

MR. TAKI:  In some cases, yes.

MR. HANN:  Number 77, please, part C.  Is it possible to get the customer count for new connections and the customer count for changes from bulk metering or central metering and units?

This has an impact on SAIDI and SAIFI values since the number of customers is the denominator of that equation.

So are you actually adding new customers?  Or are you just changing an apartment building from being one customer to being 300 customers?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  I believe part B to that response, saying the new customers were predominantly connected in the downtown areas, as in they are new customers.

MR. HANN:  So they're all new customers?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  And if I can take you to part D of that, part D says changes in metering from central to unit metering only account for 4 percent of the increase in the customer numbers on average.

MR. HANN:  Per year?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Subject to check, that is for the entire period.

MR. HANN:  So that has an impact on SAIFI, correct?  So if your denominator goes up 4 percent per year --


MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  No, Mr. Hann, the denominator does not go up 4 percent per year.

MR. HANN:  If you go from one customer to 300 customers because of a change in central metering, it goes up, right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  No, Mr. Hann.  The denominator for SAIFI and SAIDI is approximately -- let's say 750,000 customers.

MR. HANN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Between 2007 and 2015, there's been some growth in that number, which would be a subset of the 750-odd-thousand customers.  It is 4 percent of that subset that is attributed to changes in metering.

MR. HANN:  Thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Do you have an idea how much longer you're going to be, Mr. Hann?

MR. HANN:  Probably about five more minutes.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.

MR. HANN:  In number 4A, 106, please.  Would you please provide the correlation equipment and factors numbers that's stated in response A, what is the actual correlations by equipment.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So just to confirm, Mr. Hann, the references with Exhibit 4A, tab 2, schedule 9 at figure 5.

MR. HANN:  Yes.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So what you are asking for is that equipment broken out specifically by type of equipment?

MR. HANN:  Yes. Your answer was there is a correlation between the number and type of equipment returned from the field.  I would like to see what the numbers are, please.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So, Mr. Hann, you're simply asking in figure 5 -- let's take 2015, for example.  There's 500 failed pieces of equipment.  What would you like us to do with that number?

MR. HANN:  Show what the correlation is between that and the number of defective equipment by type.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you just wanted to break down the number of equipment by type?  Is that what you are talking about?

MR. HANN:  And the correlation between the defective equipment causes of interruptions and the failed equipment that is brought back into the shop.

MR. KEIZER:  I'm not sure.  It sounds like a massive undertaking, but...

MR. HANN:  It shouldn't be that hard, because you answered it in part A.  A follow-up question to that is part B:  What happens after the investigation?  Is there a process that takes it to the manufacturer for corrective action on the defect on the equipment?

MR. TAKI:  Mr. Hann, I can help you with part B while my colleagues are looking for references for part A.

So as part of our equipment failure process, we will engage manufacturers to address manufacturing quality issues through non-conformance reporting.

MR. KEIZER:  Rather than maybe trying to answer your first question on the stand, maybe the best thing to do is that we take it away and we look at whether we can and 
if -- and whether it is something that is readily able to do.  If it is not able to do it, then we will explain why and go from there.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's mark it on that basis.  JTC2.27. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.27:  TO BREAK DOWN THE NUMBER OF EQUIPMENT BY TYPE AND THE CORRELATION BETWEEN THE DEFECTIVE EQUIPMENT CAUSES OF INTERRUPTIONS AND THE FAILED EQUIPMENT THAT IS BROUGHT BACK INTO THE SHOP.

MR. HANN:  Okay.  A couple of more questions.  Number 4B, 119.  Toronto Hydro doesn't have any record of the gatekeeper's damage during storm events.  Who repairs them?  And what impact do these damages have on the customer bills?  In the interests of time, can I have an undertaking for that?

MR. KEIZER:  So your question is who repairs the wireless gatekeeper?  And what impact the damage has on customer bills; is that correct?

MR. HANN:  Right.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, I think that is fine --


MR. MILLAR:  JTC2.28 --


MR. KEIZER:  We don't really have records, apparently, but anyway, to the extent we can provide it we will.

MR. MILLAR:  2.28. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.28:  TO ADVISE WHO REPAIRS THE WIRELESS GATEKEEPER AND WHAT IMPACT THESE DAMAGES HAVE ON THE CUSTOMER BILLS; TO ADVISE HOW TORONTO HYDRO KNOWS THE GATEKEEPER HAS BEEN REPAIRED.

MR. HANN:  And also 120, how does Toronto Hydro know the gatekeeper has been repaired, if you don't have any records?

MR. MILLAR:  Can that be part of the undertaking, to the extent it can't be answered at this moment?

MR. HANN:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. HANN:  And two more questions.  130 -- or, sorry, 8-134.  So Toronto Hydro reviews the information sent by the other utilities like Rogers or Bell, correct?  And what happens?  Does Toronto Hydro change the poles if the loading exceeds the design loads?  When is this done, and how many poles are changed due to the review/analysis?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Mr. Hann, Toronto Hydro would review the applications as part of its permitting process.  If that particular application requires a replacement of a pole, for example, larger class pole, that would be paid for by the applicant.

MR. HANN:  Thank you.

How many are done per year?  For the last five years.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Don't have that information on hand.

MR. HANN:  Would you be able to provide it, please?

MR. KEIZER:  What relevance does it have?

MR. HANN:  Sorry?

MR. KEIZER:  What relevance does it have?

MR. HANN:  It has relevance as to the loading of the poles.

MR. KEIZER:  It's already been described in the interrogatory as to the issue about reviewing the -- loading the poles to ensure it is in compliance.  It is already indicated who pays for it.  So I am not sure that providing five years of data is going to advance it very much further than that.

MR. HANN:  I am curious to know how many times the poles have had to be replaced due to the requests of the utilities, which, giving that answer will suggest whether the poles are designed on the edge or whether they're over-designed and overbuilt.

MR. KEIZER:  Based on that, the inference you would draw on that data?

MR. HANN:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  We're not prepared to give that information.  We don't believe it is probative.

MR. MILLAR:  So that is a refusal?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  You had one more, Mr. Hann?

MR. HANN:  Yes.  It is Staff 1B-17.  Page 8.  A lady named Ms. Brooks sent a letter to the Board.  Unfortunately, the letter that I sent didn't get included as part of the filing.  I don't know why.  But given that she asked the question, I would like to ask a question based on 1B, tab 2, section 4, page 5 of 23.

MR. LENARTOWICZ:  I'm sorry, could I get that reference again, please?

MR. HANN:  It's 1B, tab 2, schedule 4, page 5 of 23.  I don't think that is the right one.  Sorry, that's the wrong reference.  My apologies.  It is 2B D4, page 5 of 5.

There's been a lot of talk about remaining useful life, mean useful life, economic useful life.  Would it be possible to have one graph, say, of poles that instead of using a diagram from a textbook that shows the actual ownership costs, the maintenance costs and thus the total costs for wood poles?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  We can undertake that.

MR. MILLAR:  JT 2.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.29:  TO PROVIDE A GRAPH SAY OF POLES THAT SHOWS THE ACTUAL OWNERSHIP COSTS, THE MAINTENANCE COSTS, AND THUS THE TOTAL COSTS FOR WOOD POLES


MR. HANN:  Thank you.  That's all.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Hann.  I want to do a time check here and see --


MR. BRETT:  Mr. Millar, just a quick procedural thing.  I wanted to check for all of our benefits.  Mr. Keizer a while back referred to questions dealing with the consultation that innovative launched as belonging in number 2.  My notes say it is number 3.

MR. KEIZER:  No, you are right, Mr. Brett.  It is number 3.

MR. BRETT:  All right.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that clear then?  We have Mr. McGillivray and Mr. Garner left.  Mr. McGillivray, how long will you be?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  I estimated 20 minutes.  There is a chance I could be a little bit shorter than that, but I don't know.

MR. MILLAR:  If I stare at you a lot can you?  Mr. Garner, you are down for about 30; is that still right?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, I could fit it into that.

MR. MILLAR:  We are not going to finish both of you today.  We can probably get through Mr. McGillivray, so I will turn it to you, sir.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Sure, thank you, Mr. Millar.  And good afternoon, panel.  I will try to move as quickly as I can.
Examination by Mr. McGillivray:


MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  If I could take you to interrogatory 1C DRC 6, this is Toronto Hydro corporation's management's discussion and analysis included in the application.

The disclosure excerpted -- if we just go up a little bit, and the preamble discusses the asset integrity risk arising from, among other things, electrification or urban electrification in line 13.  Do I have that right?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, line 13 makes reference to urban intensification and electrification.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Then policies and programs to respond to climate change in lines 14 and 15?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Lines 14 and 15 do make reference to that.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  And widespread quote-unquote adoption of EVs in line 16?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.  Is that a question?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Yes, that was a question.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  We asked you in part A to provide all data and/or studies related to EVs and EV-related loads relied upon in the disclosure.  And you referred us in your answer to your approach to incorporating and EV-related load -- and I won't give the reference, but it is there.

I will get to that approach to load in a moment.  But for now, can you confirm that there are no other data or studies of any kind that support the disclosure with respect to widespread adoption of electric vehicles?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  To the best of our knowledge, there are no other documents.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  So now if we could look at that approach -- I won't go through it in detail.  I don't think that is necessary, especially for the sake of time, and I will just refer back to our question related to the widespread adoption.

We asked for a quantitative assessment of that widespread adoption.  You didn't give one, which I think may mean that you don't have such a quantitative assessment.  And I am asking whether or not you can confirm that there is nothing other than that EV loading approach, or approach to EV loading that goes to the widespread adoption characterization.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So what has been included in the reference that is included there to Exhibit 3, tab 1, schedule 1, which section 3.2 at page 7 -- we can bring it up.  But in that reference, Toronto Hydro does confirm that to date, any impacts on overall loads and demands on Toronto Hydro's system have not been determined to be material.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  I think that at one point in that approach, probably on this page that we're looking at here, you say -- you make reference to multivariate regression models that are discussed, I think, in the prior section.

I am helping you can help me understand what potential load impacts from EVs and distributed generation may already be reflected in the multivariate regression models.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  If you are asking specifically for the models that are discussed in Exhibit 3, I believe that is panel 3, if I am not mistaken.  They can provide details about specifically how all of that was derived.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  So my next question is going to be would you be able to elaborate on what additional data and information you believe may be -- you may need in order to be able to confidently include and back the EVs, and distributed energy resources on loads and demands.  But maybe I will take that to panel 3 as well?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, you should.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  If I could move back to that interrogatory, so it is 1C-DRC-6, and part B, in the response you make reference to Exhibit 2B, section D3.3, the asset utilization policies and practices.

Could you explain how D3.3 addresses system upgrades to address EV loading considerations?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Sorry, Mr. McGillivray, may I ask you to repeat your question?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Sure.  I didn't go through the whole response, but you gave us a few examples, a few sections from Exhibit 2B, the Distribution System Plan.

And what I am wondering -- I think I understand the other two examples, but I don't know the connection between D3.3 and the EV loading considerations.

So my question is whether or not you can explain how D3.3 addresses system upgrades to address EV loading considerations.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  So section D3.3 speaks to simply our asset utilization policies and practices.  Let me just bring that up on my notes here.

So if we are to bring up D3.3, which is at page 37 of Exhibit 2B, section D3.  Specifically there, it speaks to Toronto Hydro's approach to load forecasting.  The implications of EV-related load are considered as part of Toronto Hydro's load forecasts, which then --you mentioned in the precursor to your question that you understood the relationship to the station expansion program, which is the second bullet.  So the load forecast that is done underpins the station expansion program that Toronto Hydro is looking to implement.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  So if I am right, D3.3 feeds into 7.4 as it relates to EV load?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  If we could move back to 1C-DRC-6 and look at your response to part C and the final paragraph.

"Toronto Hydro continues to monitor the technology and the effect of EVs on the safety and reliability of the distribution system."

I am wondering if you can tell me more about what those monitoring efforts look like.

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Broadly speaking, the monitoring efforts can be broken out into two categories.  One would be simply monitoring publicly available information around the adoption of EVs, more broadly.  The second category would be in relation to the aforementioned load forecasting that Toronto Hydro does on an annual basis in review of the load that we are seeing at the station level, at the feeder level, to determine if the adoption of EVs is placing the system at risk or if there is growth that we would need to respond to through a program such as station expansion.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  And I guess my follow-up would be, of those two forms or streams of monitoring, are either of them formalized or documented in any way?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  Our load forecasting certainly is, yes.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Specifically with respect to electric vehicles?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  The information from our load forecast can be found in the application itself, such as the station expansion program, and how loads at particular stations are -- are trending or forecasts associated with those.  So those are published.  Those are available within the filing itself.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  So there is nothing related to electric vehicles that I am missing on that front?

MR. LYBEROGIANNIS:  With respect to electric vehicles I think, as we have said in a couple of the interrogatory responses, we don't see that adoption as a material issue for us at this point in time.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you.  If we could move to 1B-DRC-2, part B.  If you could scroll down a little bit.  I think also the last paragraph here, Toronto Hydro makes reference for a need for further analysis.

My question broadly is, if such further analysis were to be undertaken, what would it look like?  What additional information does Toronto Hydro need in order to conduct the analysis?  And this relates to electric vehicles and distributed energy resources and their capacity to potentially enhance electricity reliability generally, and any specific load reliability areas of the service territory.

MR. TAKI:  For clarity, are you referring specifically to what is known as vehicle to grid technologies?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  I think that could be one example.

MR. TAKI:  Do you have other examples?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  No.  Not at my fingertips.

MR. TAKI:  Okay.  With respect to that example, it is Toronto Hydro's position that that technology is not yet mature.  We recognize that it may have potential, and in this IR, when we say there is a need for further analysis, what we're saying is that we would like to continue to monitor that technology and see how it evolves and what opportunities and benefits it may provide, and we will continue to assess those potential benefits.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you.

I think this is my final area.  If we move to 
2B-DRC-8.  I think it is in part A, under the second bullet:

"Toronto Hydro expects over 581 megawatts of incremental distributed generation by 2024."

And then references are made to Exhibit 2B, E5.1 and E5.5.  My question is, do the energy storage forecast figures capture any energy storage that may be facilitated by the adoption of electric vehicles?  And this goes back to the original question in part A, but just looking for some clarity on that.

MR. TAKI:  May I ask you to repeat your question, please?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Sure.  The question is, do the energy storage forecast figures capture any energy storage that may be facilitated by the adoption of EVs?  And maybe for more colour, in Exhibit 2B E5.5, it seems that it includes initial consultations regarding net metering, CHP closed transition, load displacement, and certain IESO programs and the energy storage procurement.  That may be one of the IESO programs.  But I am not sure if any of those would also capture energy storage facilitated by EVs.

MR. TAKI:  Can you clarify what you mean by "energy storage facilitated by EVs"?

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  So I think it goes to what you asked me a moment ago, vehicle-to-grid sort of situation.

MR. TAKI:  Like I said, vehicle-to-grid from our perspective is not a mature technology, from our perspective, and we will continue to monitor the opportunities that it does provide.

Where there are specific projects that come forward requesting connection, where they entail vehicle to grid, those will be opportunities that Toronto Hydro will leverage to further evaluate the technology.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  So I think I can take from that that the energy storage forecast figures that go into that 581-megawatt of incremental DG by 2024, they don't capture energy storage facilitated by EVs?

MR. TAKI:  I think in the interests of time it is something we could take away and confirm.

MR. MILLAR:  That would be JTC2.30. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JTC2.30:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE ENERGY STORAGE FORECAST FIGURES THAT GO INTO THAT 581-MEGAWATT OF INCREMENTAL DG BY 2024 CAPTURE ENERGY STORAGE FACILITATED BY EVS.

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Those are my questions, thank you, panel.
Procedural Matters:


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. McGillivray.

We're going to call it a day here, and I am going to suggest we have some discussions about the schedule, but we can go offline for that, I think, and release the poor court reporter to crack her knuckles and stretch her hands after a very long day.  So unless there are any final matters that need to be said on the record I am going to conclude today's session, and we are now offline.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:11 p.m.
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