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Monday, August 12, 2019
--- On commencing at 9:34 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning, everyone, my name is James Sidlofsky, and Ljuba Djurdjevic and I are counsel with the Ontario Energy Board in this matter.  We are here today for the technical conference on Hydro One Networks Inc.'s custom incentive rate-setting application under section 78 of the Ontario Energy Board Act 1998, in which Hydro One is seeking approval for changes to the rates that it charges for electricity transmission to be effective January 1st, 2020 and for each following year through to December 31st, 2022.

This technical conference was ordered by the Board through Procedural Order No. 1, dated May 30th, 2019, and is scheduled for today and, if necessary, tomorrow.
Procedural Matters:


As many, if not all, of you will know, technical conferences do not take place in front of the panel of Board members who are hearing the case, but they are transcribed, and the transcript forms part of the record in this proceeding.

This proceeding is also being broadcast and will be on air throughout the conference, with the exception of breaks and those times, if any, where material that's the subject of Hydro One's August 2nd confidentiality request and the material mentioned in Procedural Order No. 2 in respect of which Hydro One appears to be requesting confidential treatment is being discussed.

In Procedural Order No. 2, issued by the Board on Friday, the Board stated that for the time being material in respect of which Hydro One has requested confidential treatment and any other material that Hydro One has filed in redacted form but in respect of which it didn't explicitly request confidential treatment will be maintained in confidence for the time being.

Intervenor representatives seeking access to that material will be required to execute the OEB's form of confidentiality undertaking, in accordance with the Board's practice direction on confidential filings.  OEB Staff has copies of the undertaking here today for parties to sign if they desire to remain and if we are required to go in camera.

I'd ask any intervenor representatives that intend to ask questions about the material in respect of which Hydro One has requested confidential treatment to group those questions in order to minimize the time that we have to close the proceeding.

If we have to go in camera, attendance would be restricted to those that have signed the confidentiality undertaking.

For the time being, a redacted version of the transcript will be placed on the public record, but the OEB's disposition of Hydro One's confidentiality request at a later date may effect the form of the transcript that will be placed on the record.

The other procedural matter I would like to remind parties of is that this is a technical conference.  It's not intended to be cross-examination on the evidence, but rather clarification of the evidence that is in the interrogatory responses provided by Hydro One.  As the OEB stated in Procedural Order No. 1, this technical conference will be held to clarify any matters arising from the interrogatories only.

You will also see from Ms. Ing's e-mail message to the parties Friday afternoon summarizing the parties' time estimates that we have roughly three days of questioning for a technical conference that's currently scheduled for two days.  I would ask you to make your best efforts to keep to your estimated times and consider whether it will be possible to shorten those times where other parties may have covered areas in which you had similar questions.

We are looking into making additional time available if we can't finish by the end of the day tomorrow, but our intention is to make every effort to do that.

Finally, before we go into appearances, just a reminder about one technical matter, particularly for the witnesses.  I am sure many of you have been here before, but for those who haven't or who have forgotten, there's a button and a green light by each of your microphones.  That button controls the microphone, and please ensure that the green light is on before you ask or answer a question.  That will indicate that your microphone is on and that the court reporter can hear you.  It's also particularly important today, because we do have people dialling in, and that's how they will hear you as well.

The microphones work in tandem, so if you turn your microphone on it will also put on the mic for the person next to you, but if you turn it off when the person next to you is responding to a question it also goes off, and you will figure that out easily enough.

I think it's prudent to outline at this point that we hope to have a break this morning at about eleven o'clock, and a one-hour lunch break will be scheduled at approximately 12:30.  We will also have a break in the afternoon, likely around three o'clock, and we hope to continue until 4:30 today or until a reasonable point to stop for the day.

Parties have provided your estimates of the time you think you need to complete your questions, and Staff has compiled a schedule, copies of which you received on Friday.  We do intend to follow that schedule with regard to the order of questioning as well.

On that note, I think we can start with appearances, and I am going to go first.  With Ms. Djurdjevic and me are Martin Davies, the case manager for this matter, Shuo Zhang, and Fiona O'Connell of Board Staff.  Ms. Ing, the hearing administrator, is with us as well this morning.

We will introduce other Board Staff members as they attend for other Hydro One panels.

Also with OEB Staff we have a consultant from Midgard Consulting, Michael Walsh.  Mr. Walsh will be asking questions this morning related to Hydro One's transmission system plan.

In addition, OEB Staff have retained outside consultants from the Pacific Economics Group, and they will be introduced as necessary.

If I could have other appearance, please, maybe starting with Mr. Keizer.
Appearances:


MR. KEIZER:  Charles Keizer, Counsel for Hydro One.  With me is Ms. Kathleen Burke, director of applications delivery, and Mr. Alex Zbarcea, senior regulatory advisor.

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

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

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Anwaatin.  My co-counsel, Lisa DeMarco, is not here today, but she may be appearing from time to time.

MS. GIRVAN:  Julie Girvan, consultant to Consumers Council Canada.

MS. GRICE:  Good morning, Shelley Grice, consultant to the Association of Major Power Consumers in Ontario.

MR. VELLONE:  Good morning, John Vellone, counsel to the Association of Power Producers of Ontario.

MR. POLLOCK:  Good morning, Scott Pollock, counsel for Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Good morning, I am Richard Stephenson.  I am counsel for the Power Workers' Union.

DR. HIGGIN:  Good morning, Roger Higgin, consultant for Energy Probe.

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, Tom Ladanyi.  I'm consultant for Energy Probe.

MR. DUMKA:  Good morning, I am Bodhan Dumka.  I am here for the Society of United Professionals.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I believe Mr. Keizer will be introducing --


MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, I can introduce them now.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  -- you can probably hang on for now.  And now that I'm -- I'm sorry.  Do you have -- yes, I know.  I'm getting to the phone.  And we do have people on line, I believe.  Could you identify yourselves?

[Technical teleconference interruption.]


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will just go off the record for a minute to clear this up.  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 9:43 a.m.
--- On resuming at 9:50 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are ready to go.  I apologize for the delay.  I take it there are no preliminary matters, and there being none, I hope, we will go to Mr. Keizer and his witness panel.
Preliminary Matters:


MR. KEIZER:  We have actually just one preliminary matter.  It's more in terms of coordination, given there are some scheduling issues.

What Hydro One would like I to do is with respect to panels number 3 and number 4 is just to switch the order of those panels just because of some scheduling issues, so that panel 4 would go before panel 3.  So that's one, just to put people on notice with respect to that.

And then just to make sure that people are directing their questions to the appropriate people, I wanted to clarify, I guess, two aspects related to what this panel is able to speak to, and the fact that other panels will be dealing with a related aspect.

The first is with respect to the element of productivity.  Mr. Spencer who is on this panel can deal with the issue of implementation of the productivity.  The actual framework itself is best directed to Mr. Jodoin in panel 2.

And then also with respect to customer engagement, this panel can address how customer engagement was integrated into the TSP.  But obviously how the engagement itself was conducted is for panel 3.

So I just want to make sure that people are not missing the opportunity to ask a question, if they think that they need to ask a question in that regard.

So that was the only -- I believe the only two preliminary things that we wanted to raise at the outset.

So maybe if I could ask the panel to introduce themselves, indicate their name and their title and maybe starting with the panelist furthest from me, Mr. Brodie, if you can go first.

MR. BRODIE:  Mark Brodie, manager transmission system planning.

MR. JESUS:  Bruno Jesus, acting vice president planning and engineering.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Donna Jablonsky, director of transmission management.

MR. SPENCER:  Andrew Spencer, vice president transmission and substations.

MR. HOLDER:  Godfrey Holder, director system operation support.
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MR. KEIZER:  That's all we have from us, so it's now available for questions from whoever is first on the list, which, I guess, is Board Staff.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And Mr. Walsh will be beginning for Board Staff.
Examination by Mr. Walsh:


MR. WALSH:  Thank you.  Good morning.  Let me begin with asking a question with regard to Staff 19, with regard to the transformer and it was the attachment.  Also you had in Staff 77, there's an attachment -- so the first one refers to the Bridgeman transformer assessment and the second one is T11, the Marathon transformer.

I just want to clarify.  So on page 14 of the Bridgeman, in table 7, if you could just clarify some of the information.  So the first question is in terms of numbers, these are in thousands of Canadian dollars; is that correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, it is.

MR. WALSH:  So of the three rows, the one that says "status quo maintain", the second one that says "major investment maintain repair", these correspond to the three scenarios that at the top of this page are described as the three scenarios that are in the table; correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, the three columns, yes.

MR. WALSH:  And could you just describe the numbers themselves, so under "status quo maintain", for example, the 5262.46, is this number -- this represents the expected net present value cost.  Could you just explain what this number represents?

MS. JABLONSKY:  This unit will be -- we are looking at maintaining the expected service life, so if we do nothing and keep the date that it's scheduled to be changed, this is the cost to do so.  So whatever minor maintenance that we have to do, this is the cost that will then be used to do that.

MR. WALSH:  And the difference between the -- with the terminal value and without terminal value, that's the approximate -- could you describe what that corresponds to?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I am still -- please speak where you
-- please tell me where you are speaking.

MR. WALSH:  So in the row, again, to give the example under "status quo maintain", the number that we just talked about, the 5262, and the number straight below that assumes a terminal value of zero, which would be 5377.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The numbers are correct.  For the terminal value we have 5262K and for terminal value zero we have 5377.  They're all under -- if we do absolutely nothing to the transformer at this time and maintain it the way that it is, these are the values that we would be looking at.

MR. WALSH:  And so that difference represents a salvage value; is that an accurate statement?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I would say yes.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  And in terms of the "status quo maintain" and then the "major investment maintain repair", there's a difference in cost, and so the additional cost would be related to the major maintenance.  And does that correspond to -- in the paragraph just above this table, you mention the cost to refurbish would be 583.8 thousand dollars.  Does that represent the difference between those two numbers?

MS. JABLONSKY:  The cost -- in the paragraph above it says "the cost to refurbish 583K minus the 39K", that's 543.92K.  That is the cost to refurbish the unit.  That is the cost that is in question.

MR. WALSH:  Yes.  And so when you would be maintaining, would you have a different maintenance system if you undertook the major repair?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Okay, that would be depending on what is it we are maintaining.  If we are looking at the tap change or we are looking at whatever the maintenance costs, if we are looking at oil leaks and we are looking at temporary oil leaks to permanent oil leaks, so it would be varied depending on the maintenance that we are doing.  So, yes, that would be the cost that we are looking at if we do this appropriate maintenance as opposed to doing nothing.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, and the -- this figure of 583.8 thousand dollars is the same number that's used in the Marathon transformer.  If I am not mistaken, Marathon transformer is approximately twice the voltage and capacity, but you would be using the same estimated number for major maintenance for the two.  I have understood that correctly?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we are looking at an oil leak reduction, we are looking at temporary repair of the oil look, so it would be around the same.  It varies depending on the size and how bad the leak is in both units, but that would be the average cost.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  So have I understood correctly that the assessment assumes that the "status quo maintain" scenario and the "repair refurbishment" scenario would replace the asset in 2021?  Under both scenarios there wouldn't be a difference about when the replacement; is that accurate?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, it is.

MR. WALSH:  So consequently a major repair would not change when you would expect to retire the asset.  If it's more expensive to maintain -- to repair it, but you're not changing the life of the asset, under what circumstances would you then decide to spend more money to get the same result?

MS. JABLONSKY:  This varies, actually, because this will be based on other work that's in the queue to be done at the time.  So it's assessed per transformer.  So the decision that's made would be as per this unit and where it fits in the work program at that time.

So sometimes a decision would be to follow that as well as to do status quo or major repair based on what else is in the queue to be done, because both these require a planner's intervention.

MR. WALSH:  So the "status quo maintain", would that be representative if the planner said that there has to be major maintenance?  Would that be a fair representation of this net present value expectation?

MS. JABLONSKY:  When we do maintenance on these units and we collect data for the assessment of the unit, status quo is a last resort for us, because if there's an issue that's prominent with the unit it should be addressed.  So status quo, unless the replacement of the unit is within the next year, is not the field that we go to.  So it's refurbish, a known issue with the unit would be the preferred.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  So just to clarify, if you did a major maintenance would it change the expected duration, remaining life of the asset?

MS. JABLONSKY:  It would not change the expected service life of the asset.  The asset may live beyond that, but it would not change the recorded ESL of the asset.

MR. WALSH:  So -- and just to clarify, each asset has its own individual ESL or each asset has the ESL that's attributable to that asset class?

MS. JABLONSKY:  The ESL is on the fleet level.  So the asset -- all asset in that -- that particular asset, they all have the same ESL date time frame to them.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The condition assessment is on the individual level.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  If we can go to the graph that follows this, so on the next page.  On this graph and on the Marathon there's a similar graph, but at the top of this graph and the title -- or just below the title it says that the replace asset life is 40.

So am I correct in understanding that under the assumption that you've replaced the asset that the expected service life of the asset would be 40 years?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Please repeat your question.

MR. WALSH:  Under this -- under the table that's above, at the -- just below the title it reads "replacing asset cost 580K and replacing asset life 40."  Am I to understand that the assumptions if you replace the asset and that's being used in the calculations in the previous table, is that the asset would last for 40 years?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No.

MR. WALSH:  Could you explain what the 40 means?

MS. JABLONSKY:  The 40 is the ESL of the asset.  This is preserving the ESL of the asset.  The asset would not necessarily last 40 years more than this, 40 years added to the time that this repair was done.

MR. WALSH:  Sorry, just to clarify.  The 40, does it refer to the expected life of a replacement asset?

MS. JABLONSKY:  The expected life of a new asset.

MR. WALSH:  Of a new asset.  So if this asset was replaced like for like, you would expect it to last for 40 years?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  And this asset that we are looking at is currently over 60 years old.  But the new one, like for like, would be a 40-year asset, estimated?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, no.  The new one, like for like, the estimated service life is 40 years.  How long it will last; based on the way it's maintained and the way it's utilized, we have no idea.  We are hoping, and which we have had, it's lasted much longer than that.

MR. WALSH:  Thank you.

MS. JABLONSKY:  But to manage the fleet, the ESL is 40 years.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is with regards to risk, and I will make reference to Staff 71 as well as Staff 73.

In response to Staff 71 part (c), Hydro One stated that the risk score sub-indices are not used to directly inform the probability nor the consequence of failure.

Can you elaborate on this?  My understanding -- again, if you go to Staff 73 (a), there is a statement by METSCO  in which you were asked to confirm -- which essentially said risk is probability times consequence; I am paraphrasing.

But your response to 71 (c) is that the sub indices in your risk process do not inform either probability or consequence, and I was hoping to have clarification.

MR. JESUS:  So I think, for the purpose of item (c) here, the facts associated with the specific transformer or asset that's in question, the asset analytics would provide the condition information, the performance information, the criticality of the unit, the utilization, how much money we're spending on the unit, how old it is.  So they would provide that information.

The actual probability times consequence is not being carried out in the asset analytic solution.  It's actually being carried out in our asset investment planning tool, i.e. Copperleaf.

So the probability and the consequence are in fact being informed by the facts presented from the asset analytic solution.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  Under Staff 73(e) and (f), parts (e) and (f), part (e) provided a graphic to illustrate the notion of the worst reasonable outcome.

Can you confirm if Hydro One ever uses the worst reasonable outcome to represent the expected consequence of failure?

MR. JESUS:  So planners are constantly using the worst reasonable outcome to make asset is investment decisions.  The assessment is informed by the asset risk assessment and they're taking what is the most reasonable, credible case or consequence to be used in the assessment.

MR. WALSH:  I'm sorry, could you repeat that?

MR. JESUS:  So planners are using the worst reasonable outcome, i.e. the most reasonable outcome or consequence associated with an event, to assess the consequence as part of the risk assessment.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  If I have understood correctly, worst reasonable outcome is approximately one standard deviation away from most probable outcome.  What is the associated probability of worst reasonable outcome?

MR. JESUS:  So the worst reasonable outcome is a one standard deviation away, and it's not the most probable.  These are probabilities, and the intent is to identify what a reasonable outcome or event could occur.

So a good example is a line being held by an insulator.  If it's a brand new insulator, is there a probability that that conductor can fall?  Absolutely.  Is it credible?  Is it reasonable, given that it's a new insulator?  No.

But a 60-year old insulator that is CP, or Canadian porcelain, Canadian Ohio brass with known defect issues, is the worst credible case that the conductor could fall and injure someone from a safety point of view?  Absolutely.  That would be the most credible case.

So when we are doing the investments, we look at what is the most credible case in the assessment.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is with regards to a -- a couple questions with regards to conductor, and let me start with Staff 62.

Please confirm that Hydro One asserts that any analysis based upon a data set that includes removals for all causes -- so these would be removals that included failures as well as non-failure replacements, and one that does not include non-failure removals -- would generate identical condition-based end of life results, and it specifically with regards to 62(b).

MS. JABLONSKY:  Please repeat the question.

MR. WALSH:  Could you please confirm that you believe an analysis based upon a data set that includes removals for all causes and one that does not include non-failure removals would generate identical condition-based end of life results.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, is your question related to the EPRI analysis, or I notice that the question relates --


MR. WALSH:  It is, yes.

MR. KEIZER:  I am just wonder if this is a question that might be better dealt with by way, if the panelists can't answer, of undertaking, so we can actually confirm with EPRI if it's their analysis.

MR. WALSH:  If appropriate.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  If the panel is prepared to take an undertaking under that, we will number that JT1.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO CONFIRM THAT HYDRO ONE ASSERTS THAT AN ANALYSIS BASED UPON DATA SET THAT INCLUDES REMOVALS FOR ALL CAUSES, INCLUDING FAILURE AND NON-FAILURE REPLACEMENTS, AND ONE THAT DOES NOT INCLUDE NON-FAILURE REMOVALS, WOULD GENERATE IDENTICAL CONDITION-BASED END OF LIFE RESULTS


MR. KEIZER:  Maybe, just for the record, can you just repeat the question, so that -- to just make sure we have it appropriate and don't have to decipher it from the transcript.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  Please confirm that Hydro One asserts that an analysis based upon data set that includes removals for all causes, including failure and non-failure replacements, and one that does not include non-failure removals, would generate identical condition-based end of life results.

MR. JESUS:  Can I try?  I think at the end of -- I think you are confusing a few things here, in my mind.  The hazard curves are derived with both failures as well as actions taken by Hydro One.

So, for example, if a breaker needs to be replaced because of short circuit conditions, it needs to be removed because of capacity requirements, those removals would be, in fact, included in the hazard functions -- if that's what you're asking.

MR. WALSH:  The hazard function that was derived, would it be the same if you included non-removals and removals?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I think what's throwing me off is the two-part that you are asking the question in.  What we asked EPRI to do was to determine the ESL of the conductor.  What we gave them was a set of data that had units that -- conductors that were removed, and removal from service was for any reason.  The conductor -- they created two Weibull models, one for the removal and one for the condition assessment.  And they recognized that the ESL, based on the removals, was 89.5.  And the Weibull model for the condition assessment was 91.  Therefore, it confirmed that the removal rate that we were using was condition-based.

So the ESL that we use for the conductor is the average, which is 90.  So conductor removed from service is removed from service because of the condition and replaced because of the condition.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.

MR. BRETT:  James, I am having difficulty hearing that witness answer.  Could the witnesses just be asked to speak right into the mics.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  They have heard you, Mr. Brett.  Thanks.

MR. WALSH:  My next question refers to Staff 77 --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, just to be clear then, you won't need an undertaking.  Is that right, Mr. Walsh?

MR. WALSH:  Unless they offer to.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I just wanted to clarify whether that answered your question as originally posed and which was proposed as an undertaking?

MR. WALSH:  I would prefer the undertaking, if possible.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT1.1.

MR. WALSH:  Next question is on 77, thank you.  So I'd understood that in Hydro One's response it is not possible to refurbish or maintain deteriorated conductor through repairs.

If Hydro One were to replace a deteriorated splicer sleeve, is this considered to be a repair to the conductor system or the conductor?

MS. JABLONSKY:  It would be considered a repair.

MR. WALSH:  A repair to the conductor?

MS. JABLONSKY:  To the conductor.  It is a component.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  So if you had the repair would it change the condition assessment for the conductor?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If that was the only component that was deteriorated.  But if we are looking at the ESL for the conductor, it is far greater than the ESL of the sub-component of the conductor.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  So in response to Staff 118, Hydro One stated that conductor-caused outages are tracked at the conductor system level and not at the conductor sub-components level.  That's my understanding.

How does Hydro One differentiate between an outage caused by -- or caused by deteriorated or improperly installed splice or sleeve or connector on a conductor and an outage caused by a deterioration of the actual conductor?

MR. JESUS:  We don't differentiate.  If a conductor fails we treat it as a failure of the conductor.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  Thank you.  In Staff 119(b) you stated that replacing a splice costs approximately 1/20th as much as replacing the conductor section between splices.  Given the significant cost differential between replacing splices and replacing entire conductor systems, would it be prudent for Hydro One to track conductor system failure causes to validate whether conductor failure risk is primarily attributable to splice failures or to general conductor failures?

MR. JESUS:  I think -- I think we need to recognize that a conductor is -- we take samples in sections of the conductor.  So although it's failed in a small section, it has not addressed the overall condition of that conductor.

So, yes, a splice if it fails would be used to quickly restore supply to our customers, but the overall condition of that conductor has not changed.  So we will -- we take samples of our sections.  We don't normally go in there and say there's a 200-kilometre line and replace the whole thing.  We look at the appropriate sections where we carry out condition maintenance and condition assessments of various sections and we determine whether or not the entire conductor needs to be replaced.  Splicing is just a temporary fix, and it has not addressed the overall deterioration of that steel that's in the air.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  Is loss of tensile strength and loss of ductility for typical Hydro One conductor failure generally identified to occur at or near splices or suspension points, or is it just as likely to occur anywhere along the conductor?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Anywhere along the conductor that it occurs it would be captured in the condition assessment.  So if we are replacing conductor, just as Mr. Jesus said, we would look at the condition assessment for that length of the conductor, and one of the elements that we look at is ductile strength and torsion.

MR. WALSH:  But the analysis -- you haven't done the analysis to understand whether it's more likely to be at or near a splice versus another area?

MR. JESUS:  So we take samples of the conductor and we send it to the lab.  So we take a number of samples that would then be put through the lab and assessed for the torsion, ductility, and the other parameters associated with the condition.  We do not -- we don't normally look at whether or not it's near a splice or anything like that.

MR. WALSH:  So it would be randomly along.

MR. JESUS:  It would be randomly along.

MR. WALSH:  Thank you.

Okay.  So next question is on Staff 120, Part (e)(ii).  The Hydro One response said "condition is the key driver for replacement of the identified ACSR conductor", and you go on to say that the -- there's a threshold condition that you're evaluating.

Can you please confirm that the design loading standard Hydro One applies to assess conductor condition, and please confirm the safety factor, if any, is applied when you make the assessment.

MS. JABLONSKY:  I can confirm that those elements are looked at and is written in the standard, the specification that is used to purchase the conductors.  So whatever threshold that's required, the loading on the conductor, that would be part of the conductor that's purchased in that particular design.

MR. WALSH:  And so just to clarify, so you'll have the Hydro One standard, which will be a CSA standard appropriate for --


MS. JABLONSKY:  Which would mirror the CSA standard.

MR. WALSH:  And -- but does that include a safety factor?  Or it's just consistent with the CSA standard?

MR. JESUS:  So the safety standard associated with the -- you're referring to the existing conductors, the lab itself would carry out a torsion test.  And as I said, the pass/fail for conductors is typically four turns and that is considered to be at end of life, which determines how much remaining strength is inside the conductor.

So safety factor, wind and ice loading, I don't have those details.  If you want additional details associated with why -- why the four, we could provide that.

But normally, conductors have a, you know, a number of turns that exceeds -- I don't know what the number is -- 16, 20.  I am guessing here now, but it's quite high.  When it reaches four, it's pretty much all rusted and needs to be replaced.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you.  My next question refers to Staff 128 and it references the shield wire.

Can you please confirm that the 36 delivery point failures referenced in your response to Staff 128 and the response in Staff 23, so it was similar statistics that were stated when we talked about the failures on conductor.

Can you confirm that these are -- are these the same 36 events, or 36 separate events?

MR. JESUS:  36 delivery points were interrupted as a result of those failures.  So some of those delivery points may have been interrupted as a result of the same event.

So when an event occurs, if it's a line, for example, that takes out two customers, two delivery points would be considered as part of that one event.

So the number of events is not identified here.  What's identified is that there's effectively -- that the number of delivery points that are being interrupted per kilometre on these circuits is about five times higher than what they would be for a new conductor.

MR. WALSH:  Sorry, are you confirming that -- are these 36 events that are referenced in Staff 128 and the 36 events that are referenced in Staff 23, are these the same events?

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  They are the same events?

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. WALSH:  Thank you.  So earlier you had answered a question about that you don't track failures to specific pieces of the equipment.

Would it be the same thing for the shield wire?  If there was a failure due to shield wire, would it simply go down as a failure on the conductor system?

MR. JESUS:  No, we would track that.

MR. WALSH:  You would track that separately?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. WALSH:  Do you know what percentage of delivery points identified of the 36 are fed by radial lines?

MR. JESUS:  I don't have that detail, no.

MR. WALSH:  If it was a non-radial line, I am assuming that there would be -- there would not be a failure.

MR. JESUS:  It depends how it failed.  If the conductor cuts across the other circuit, or if the shield wire would have cut across both conductors, then yes, there would be -- both circuits could be outed, which has occurred many times.

MR. WALSH:  Okay, thank you. My next question is about Kapuskasing area reinforcement, so I am going to reference Staff 139.

Just to confirm, the March 2019 estimate for the reactive and capacitive components is almost three times the original leave-to-construct estimate, so approximately delta of 11.3 million.  Is that correct?

MR. BRODIE:  That is correct.

MR. WALSH:  Is there a more current estimate available?

MR. BRODIE:  The most current estimate available is the one submitted in the March letter to the OEB.

MR. WALSH:  Okay.  In your response to Staff 139(e) -- sorry, 139(i) -- you named site-specific conditions had changed or were identified.  Can you attribute to each of the four named sites specific conditions -- namely the relocation of existing low voltage capacitor bank, extension of the control building, increased grounding, and fourthly, increased cable trench civil works?

 Can you attribute of the delta, how much is attributable to each of those four?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, just to be clear, are you referring to interrogatory 139 or interrogatory 136?  I just want to make sure we are on the right interrogatory.

MR. WALSH:  139.

MR. KEIZER:  Because you referenced paragraph (i), but I don't think there is a paragraph (i) in there.  I think you may be referencing 136.  Anyway, I just wanted to make sure we are on the right interrogatory.

MR. WALSH:  In interrogatory 136, we make reference to the original 6 million estimate, which consisted of 4 million of reactive support components and 2 million of the capacitive support.  And in the recent class 3 estimate from March 2019, it was 17.3 million.

I believe in 139(i), it mentions that detailed estimate of field verification has unearthed the need for increased scope of work to accommodate new reactive facilities beyond that which would normally be expected of a project of this scale.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, I think that's 136(i).

MR. WALSH:  I apologize.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, but could you just state your question again, just so we are clear now that we know we are at the right location?

MR. WALSH:  Yes.  So the site-specific conditions that were named are relocation of the existing low voltage capacitor bank, the extension of the control building, increased grounding and increased cable trench civil works.

So in terms of the increased costs, I am trying to identify -- the costs were allocated to which of those components would be responsible for the delta?

MR. BRODIE:  I do not have that information readily available with me today.  I would offer that we can take that back and see if that information is available.

MR. WALSH:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are going to mark that as an undertaking, then.  That will be JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  WITH REFERENCE TO STAFF IR 139(I), FOR EACH OF THE FOUR NAMED SITE-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS -- NAMELY THE RELOCATION OF EXISTING LOW VOLTAGE CAPACITOR BANK, EXTENSION OF THE CONTROL BUILDING, INCREASED GROUNDING, AND INCREASED CABLE TRENCH CIVIL WORKS -- TO CLARIFY HOW MUCH OF THE DELTA IS ATTRIBUTABLE TO EACH; TO CLARIFY HOW MUCH OF THE DELTA IS ATTRIBUTABLE TO EACH; TO LIST ANY OTHER ELEMENTS THAT ALSO CONTRIBUTED TO THE DELTA.

MR. WALSH:  And if there are any additional cost elements that make up that delta, if that can be part of that?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Keizer, are you okay with the terms of that undertaking, or do you want something repeated?

MR. KEIZER:  No, I think we are fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.

MR. WALSH:  That's all I have.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  That's all for Mr. Walsh.  Ms. O'Connell, one of our project advisors, has some questions for the panel as well.
Examination by Ms. O'Connell:

MS. O'CONNELL:  Thank you.  So I am going to be talking today a few questions regarding your -- the one-time extension of planned asset maintenance cycles that was executed in 2019.  And basically, Hydro One said that in its view this cannot be repeated in 2020 in order to effectively manage its risk.

So I refer you to Exhibit 1,  tab 1, Schedule 184, Parts (d) and (a).  Essentially, in these IRs I ask two questions:  one, to explain why this maintenance reduction in 2019 represents a managed increase in asset risk; and, two, why this extension in 2019 could not be repeated again in 2020.

The bottom line is what Hydro One stated was that the repeated deferral in 2019 would not be prudent, and essentially a one-year cut would translate to a four-year cut from 2019 to 2022.  Also, Hydro One stated that such cuts related to items such as vegetation management.  So --


MR. SPENCER:  Sorry to interrupt.  Just for clarity, would you mind repeating the interrogatory reference, please?  Just trying to find it here.  Thank you.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Exhibit 1, tab 1, Schedule 184.

MR. KEIZER:  Don't worry about the exhibit.  Just say Staff -- that would be a lot more helpful.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, sure.  So Staff 184.  Okay, so my questions are as follows.  With your improved asset management practices, it is my understanding that the allocations of projects and prioritization of projects would be improved.

So if your prioritization process is being improved, then can you explain why in response, saying that this deferred maintenance expense cannot be continued in 2020, you said the reason why are projects such as vegetation management would be deferred.

So bottom line, my question is why are you deferring high-priority projects such as vegetation management, and as a result can you better explain your prioritization practices?

MR. JESUS:  So in order to accommodate the reductions in 2019, we looked, using our prioritization process, the lowest-risk plans that we could defer, and this consisted on the veg management associated with 115 kV non-NERC-compliant corridors until 2020.  We also looked at one-time extensions of maintenance on breakers, transformers, and switches, which, bottom line is that we deferred that by one year, and that risk is seen as being managed, and they were, again, using our process, the lowest-risk items that we could defer by one year, and we thought that was a managed increase.

We also deferred our PCB compliance from being compliant by 2023 to 2024.  So it is taking on more risk, in that we have to be compliant by federal legislation by 2025.  We are providing ourselves with a two-year contingency.  We've deferred that by one year to 2024.

So all in all, those risks were looked at and engaged with with the lines of business to identify the lowest risk where those cuts could be made to achieve the reductions required as per the O&M envelopes.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So bottom line what you are saying is that vegetation management is actually a lower-rated priority because it's lower risk?

MR. JESUS:  So what I am saying is that on those specific corridors where customer impacts are limited and that they're not NERC-compliant that we looked at it as a managed risk to reduce or defer the maintenance for one year until 2020.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is also regarding this deferment and also regarding your improved asset management practices.

So it's my understanding from your improved asset management practices there's a better integration of capital and OM&A trade-offs and things of that nature versus operating in silos.  However, it's my understanding that this deferment in 2019 only -- primarily only affected OM&A and not capital.

Can you please confirm that, and can you please also state why there was a deferment of expenses but not capital?

MR. JESUS:  So the reason why we looked at expenses is that they have more of an impact on the revenue requirements that were allocated to us.  So we were -- the envelopes were provided -- are provided by our finance folks.  So in order to meet those requirements for the O&M we had to make those reductions in those programs.  Capital was not targeted, and the reason why it's not targeted is because of the cost of capital is significantly much less and the impact would be much less.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Thank you.

MR. SPENCER:  Excuse me, if I may just add one element to Mr. Jesus's comments.  There were in fact significant capital reductions following the decision from the 2017/'18 proceedings, and the implementation of those changes on the capital envelopes are further detailed in Exhibit C, tab 2, Schedule 1, Attachment 1 in our capital performance report, if you were in fact looking for those specific details.  But there were significant capital alterations as a result of the decision as well.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So you are saying in the prior proceeding, but in this proceeding there's nothing incorporated.

MR. SPENCER:  Sorry, I couldn't catch the last part of your sentence.

MS. O'CONNELL:  In this proceeding there's nothing incorporated.

MR. SPENCER:  That is correct.  We implemented the DRO from the previous proceeding as part of the plan that underpins this proceeding, correct.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you.  Do you have any analysis that you can provide as to why the 2019 deferment could not be repeated in 2020?

MR. JESUS:  So we see deferring it further into 2020, we made some significant O&M reductions to meet our revenue requirement and the envelopes.  They cannot be deferred into 2020 -- they cannot be continued into 2020 because of the safety, environmental, and reliability risks that it would pose.  Some of them are considered one-time deferments only.

However, we have made, rather than -- we have made significant productivity and efficiency improvements as a result of those cuts, and they -- from a maintenance and preventive maintenance as well as the work that we're proposing to be reduced, they are only seen as one-time cuts, with the efficiencies and extension of maintenance cycles as the productivity and efficiency improvements, so that's why we cannot continue them on into 2020.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So back to my question, does that mean that there's no analysis that you could provide me?

MR. JESUS:  We can certainly look at the analysis and where we've identified the least impact on the risks.  So we can provide that.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Great, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that Undertaking JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE ANALYSIS THAT SUPPORTS HYDRO ONE'S ASSERTION THAT OM&A DEFERRED IN 2019 CANNOT BE REPEATED IN 2020.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So please provide analysis that supports Hydro One's assertion that OM&A deferred in 2019 cannot be repeated in 2020.

I just have a few more questions regarding this issue.  My next question is basically regarding the dollar impacts of this maintenance.

So regarding Staff IR 184(c) and 184(e) and 185, the bottom line is I asked you to quantify the impacts of -- on both the 2019 and '20 revenue requirement from extending this maintenance.  As well, I asked you the impact on the revenue requirement if this 2019 extension is continued in 2020.

So the bottom line is that in -- you referred to an impact on the 2020 revenue requirement, the 15.2 million in 184(c), and also in 185, IR 185.  But in 184(e), you said 113.6 million.  And then also you made a statement regarding a 28.8 million reduction versus 2018 actuals in 184(c).

So just my follow-up questions are -- I just wanted to confirm what these dollar impacts are.  So is the impact on the 2020 revenue requirement of repeating this deferral, is it 13.6 million or 15.2 million?

MR. JESUS:  We will take that back and reconcile those two numbers.

MS. O'CONNELL:  That's great.  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, if I can just jump in, that will be undertaking JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  (A) TO QUANTIFY AND EXPLAIN THE IMPACT OF THE 2019 EXTENSION OF PLANNED MAINTENANCE AND ASSET CONDITION ASSESSMENTS ON BOTH THE 2019 AND 2020 REVENUE REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING THE IMPACTS ON BOTH OM&A AND CAPITAL;

(B) TO QUANTIFY AND EXPLAIN THE IMPACT ON THE 2020 REVENUE REQUIREMENT, INCLUDING THE IMPACTS ON BOTH OM&A AND CAPITAL, IF THE 2019 EXTENSION OF PLANNED MAINTENANCE AND ASSET CONDITION ASSESSMENTS WERE REPEATED IN 2020;
(C) TO BREAK DOWN THE REQUESTED ABOVE-NOTED IMPACTS THAT RELATE TO OM&A BY ALL OF THE GENERAL COMPONENTS ITEMIZED IN EXHIBIT F, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 1, PAGE 3, TABLE 1, SUCH AS “SUSTAINMENT”, “DEVELOPMENT”, “OPERATIONS”, ETC.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So also in the undertaking, if you could also break down the dollar impact by the major categories of OM&A that are shown in Exhibit F, tab 1, schedule 1, table 1, so such as sustainment, development, operations, et cetera.  So if you could also undertake that, that would be great, as part of your undertaking.

And then I just wanted to confirm that the 28.8 million --


MR. JESUS:  Sorry, can you repeat what the undertaking is, what you are also asking for?  I'm sorry.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Sure, sure. So basically I just wanted to clarify what is the dollar impact on the 2020 revenue requirement, including impacts in both OM&A and capital, if the 2019 extension was repeated in 2020.

And then also if you could quantify the impact of the 2019 extension on both the 2019 and 2020 revenue requirements.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, but you also had went on further, though, to make reference to exhibit (f) and you wanted something broken down into component parts.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So if you could quantify those amounts, right?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MS. O'CONNELL:  And when you are doing your quantification, if you can break it down into the main components of OM&A, which is your first table in Exhibit F that shows the big separation, so just sustainment OM&A, operations OM&A, et cetera.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Sure.

MR. KEIZER:  With respect to your latter request and the breakdown by various component groups, we are not sure whether or not that is readily able to do that.

But to the extent that Hydro One can, they will; to the extent they can't, they will explain why they can't.

MS. O'CONNELL:  That's fine, thank you.  Just one more comment on this.  Can you just confirm that the 28.8 million is the difference between the reduction in 2019 versus 2018 actuals?

MR. KEIZER:  I think these questions in particular, the breakdown of OM&A and the numbers that you are referring to, may be better addressed to Joel Jodoin on panel 2.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  Because I also had a couple more questions, two more questions related to this.  Maybe I will ask them and see if this panel can ...

MR. KEIZER:  Go ahead and ask your questions.  To the extent we can; if not, you can put them to panel 2.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  So the 28.8 million, is that the difference between 2019 and 2018?

MR. JESUS:  I'm sorry, can you repeat that question?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Sure.  So in 184, part C, you talk about a one-year reduction.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So is that one-year reduction 2019 versus 2018 is 28.8 million.

MR. JESUS:  Yeah.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, your question is is that the total reduction?  Is that your question?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Yes, regarding the deferment.

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't we let panel 2 deal with that question.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Panel 2?  Okay, fine, panel 2. I just have two more questions that maybe this panel may or may not be able to answer.

If you could confirm that this 2019 reduction is not double-counted in the proposed 2020 revenue requirement.  What I mean is that if there's no catch-up, basically.

MR. KEIZER:  That would be best for panel 2 as well.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Panel 2, okay.  I have another question, but I will defer it to panel 2.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Those are Board Staff's questions and we will move on to Mr. Pollock, CME.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:


MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much.  Good morning, panel.  My name is Scott Pollock, and I am counsel for Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

I just had a couple questions to help clarify the answer that you gave to some of our interrogatories. So if we could go to CME Interrogatory No. 5 to start, I propose to just go down the list numerically.  So does everybody have that?

Okay, perfect.  So in this interrogatory, I asked a question about Hydro One Distribution's new vegetation management strategy, which you may recall was a prominent part of the distribution case.  And I asked if there were going to be any line clearing benefits or cost benefits from that new strategy, and your response was due to differences in design requirements and vegetation cleaning distances, basically there wasn't going to be any adoption of the strategy.

So I wanted you to expand a little bit if you could on what design requirements would be impacting this, the non-adoption of the strategy, if you would?

MR. JESUS:  So the vegetation management practices associated with distribution are effectively trimming the trees in the corridors and the rights of way, whereas on transmission lines, we absolutely -- we need to clear the entire right of way of that veg management.

So effectively, it's wall to wall clearing on the transmission, consistent with our NERC requirements, whereas on the distribution side, it's more surgical, if you will.  So there are no benefits.

MR. POLLOCK:  Is the TX side investigating any other ways to either more efficiently or, you know, change their own vegetation management strategy to try and get some productivity or efficiency?

MR. JESUS:  At this point in time, we are not looking at veg -- changes to our veg management practices on the transmission side.

MR. POLLOCK:  And do you have any idea of why not, or expand on why not?

MR. JESUS:  So having said that, we are looking at different technologies to identify where lines need to be cleared such as LiDAR.  We are exploring the use of LiDAR.

But from a transmission point of view, if an outage occurs, it has significantly more widespread impact on our customers, and there are compliance requirements that we need to meet on certainly on our NERC corridors that require the existing practices to be maintained.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  Could we move to CME Interrogatory No.8, please.  And this interrogatory was asking for the internal audit.  And if we could scroll down a couple of pages until we get to number 2, "customer asset and system need" as part of the table.  Oh, too far.  That one.  Thank you very much.

So do you see in the first row under "customer asset and system need" it's "request an audit of asset analytic data"?  Do you see that?

MR. BRODIE:  Um-hmm.

MR. POLLOCK:  And the sort of action plan was you are going to do an SAP data audit on asset and -- or maintenance data, and it's already underway.  So which way should I read this table insofar as it's been complete?  Does that mean the line item is complete because the audit is underway or is the audit complete?

MR. JESUS:  It means that the corrective action plan has been addressed and completed.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So the audit and the action plan is all done.

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  Would you be willing to undertake to provide the results of the SAP data audit?

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment, please?

MR. POLLOCK:  Of course.

MR. JESUS:  If I can direct you to I7, SEC 14-B.  So I7, SEC 14-B.  And if you look at that table, you can see the accuracy and the completeness of the data associated with the major assets that is provided there.

MR. POLLOCK:  So that is the results of the data audit, is in this table?

MR. JESUS:  So the ongoing data governance and completeness of our data is currently being maintained and it is being shown at those levels.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I can interrupt, my understanding from what this table -- because it refers back to the METSCO report -- is with respect to data completeness?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So you may not have data for certain assets, and this is showing that for 100 percent or almost 100 percent you do, whereas I understood the data audit would flow back to a previous internal audit was incorrect data.  So there may be a data point, but it's simply incorrect.  So it would show up as complete, but may have been incorrect, and that was the reason why the data audit.

MR. JESUS:  So I think it's important to note that the completeness of the data is nearing 100 percent for the major assets, which is flowing into our asset analytic system.  To suggest that we are ever going to get 100 percent complete and accurate data, it's nirvana.  We are never going to get there.  There is always going to be data issues, and we are making the decisions based on the data that we currently have available.

The accuracy of that data, I think we are capturing that data from the field, and it's coming through, and when we are making asset investment decisions based on AA we are actually going back to the field and confirming the data that we are seeing in our asset analytics tools.

So the accuracy of the data, one may say, well, how do you know it's accurate, and the answer is, we actually go back to the field and we verify the data that we're seeing in our systems.

MR. POLLOCK:  So I guess I would ask it this way:  Is -- does the SAP data audit have any other information other than what you have already provided in SEC, the SEC response?  Because if it's already on the record that's fine, but...

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe what we can do is take it back and have a look and take that back and talk about it over the break and come back to you about that.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  And I guess --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt, Mr. Pollock.  Just for those keeping track, I am not going to give that an undertaking number now, but let's see what happens after the break.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much.

And I was wondering if we could move on to CME number 13.  And you're all there for it?

So this interrogatory was asking a question with regard to EPRI's analysis and the non-alignment, I believe is the phrase used, between your results and their results.  And I would ask you to clarify your response in (a).

So I think I understand the first part of your response, and I am hoping you can correct me if I am wrong, but the first part is with incorrect data, and that's just sort of either a clerical error or, you know, somebody misread a reading or mistyped something into a spreadsheet, that sort of thing; is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. POLLOCK:  And then as I understand it, the sort of action plan or the ameliorative action was you changed all the values that you found that were incorrect and you're sort of reviewing a way to do it automatically so that these could be eliminated in the future; is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so with respect to the second part, the correct data, you say the correct data does not reflect the true condition of the transformer.  And it goes on.

But I was wondering if you could explain to me when correct data wouldn't reflect the true condition of a transformer and why.


MS. JABLONSKY:  If we look at -- I will try to use an example.  If I look at the transformer and I look at transformers wherein there's a breather between the main tank and the tap changer, I can have -- I can pull the oil from the transformer and/or pull the oil from the tap changer and get a contamination in it, so it would be correctly done, just that the values that I pull does not make sense.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So this isn't necessarily an issue of interpreting the data, this is, there is a collection, and it collected the correct data for maybe the tap changer but not for the main tank.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, when I look at the data it's showing PPM of much larger values than would have been in the tap changer, so then it's clear that something is wrong with what we have pulled.

MR. POLLOCK:  And in terms of the sort of the reaction to that, as I understand it, the subject-matter experts will interpret the data and decide upon the appropriate course of action.

So am I right in thinking that that's currently what they were already doing, or is this a change in some way?

MS. JABLONSKY:  This is currently what we have been doing and still do.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  So some percentage of the 19.5 percent were caused by these sort of misreadings, but you're not proposing to do anything different about it, so that percentage will probably stay the same.

MS. JABLONSKY:  That percentage will probably stay the same, yes, because doing something about it is not all cases possible, because the design of the transformers, the way the transformer is designed.

So what we could do is look at different positions in the tank that can we can actually draw the oil, and we are able to do that sometimes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And that's an ongoing thing that Hydro One Transmission --


MS. JABLONSKY:  This is an ongoing thing in doing that, in doing that maintenance function.

MR. POLLOCK:  Could we turn to CME number 17, please.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I don't mean to interrupt, but we talked about a break this morning at 11:00, and -- I believe that's what you indicated, Mr. Sidlofsky, and I just wanted to clarify with Mr. Pollock as to how long he is going to be.

MR. POLLOCK:  Probably not more than five to seven more minutes, so if it's convenient I can keep going, but if you want to take a break that's fine.

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't we finish then.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am going to suggest finishing CME, and we can take a break then if you like, Mr. Keizer.

MR. KEIZER:  That would be great, thank you.

MR. POLLOCK:  Is everyone on CME 17?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So I was trying to figure out from a new perspective how these flags work, the value flags for Hydro One.  And I was wondering, are the standard default values which are arrived at from the subject-matter experts, are they different for each type of asset, like when you are going through each asset type and they all have the sub-criteria and you are missing data for some of them, do they have the same default values for each asset or are they different?

MR. JESUS:  You are referring the default values that we saw on the CME exhibit there, where we said how many are actual values versus default values?  Is that what you are referring to in our asset analytic solution?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes.  So the reference for the interrogatory, as I understand it, if you were missing a real value that you sort of recorded, you would have subject matter experts who would fill in the blank with a value that they've come up with through their expertise.


And I was wondering if that value, say for condition
-- if you had different asset classes, would that value for condition be the same across all the asset classes, as in if we're missing a piece of data for a transformer, if we are missing a piece of data for a conductor, whatever, would those have the same default values, or would they be different depending on the different classes of asset?


MR. JESUS:  So they would be different depending on the different asset classes.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And are they derived from -- when the subject-matter expert is looking at deriving a default value, are they making reference to the other sub criteria that you do have?


So for instance, if you were missing condition data on a transformer, would they use age and the utilization and come up with a proxy for condition?  Is that how it works, or ...


MS. JABLONSKY:  Well, if I am looking at age or I am looking at fluorine levels, then I would utilize one for the other.  So if they're units -- on an average, we are able to get the age of the unit because it's on the nameplate of the unit.  So the fluorines, you would then get a default for that.  There are some area where you would not have that listed.


MR. JESUS:  So just to add to what Donna said, from a condition algorithm point of view, there are a number of factors that go into determining the actual condition of the asset and each one of those factors are weighted and from a data completeness perspective and data confidence, we actually measure the data confidence.


So if an item is weighted only 5 percent, then the planner would have that information available to them.  And generally, if it's not there, they would actually use a default value as you've indicated.


But they would know what the confidence in that condition assessment, based on the sub factors that are actually driving that condition, they would know whether or not they have a complete data set or whether some data points are missing.


So we do not use utilization or economics and demographics.  We look at the asset from different perspectives, but condition has its own algorithm.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, I see.  In terms of the missing flags when there's no data at all, you indicated in your response at (b) that the composite score are renormalized to distribute the weighting of the missing flag inputs.


So is the missing value divided equally up among the remaining sub indices that are available, or are they done in a weighted fashion?


Like how -- I guess walk me through what happens when there are missing flags, and I will derive the answer.


MR. JESUS:  So the way the asset analytics works is that we're assessing condition, economics, utilization, demographics, performance and criticality.  And if information on any of one of those factors is not available, each one of them is -- the composite if you will is a weighted composite index and if that particular factor is not available, then the composite would be re -- the weighting associated with that factor would be redistributed.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  In the interest of time I have one more.


If we could go to CME 19, and if we could just scroll down to the chart that's on the next page, I just want to confirm how I am to read this chart.


Are these all of the transmission stations that are proposed to either have refurbishment or repair or replace from 2020 to 2024?


MR. BRODIE:  The listing provided in attachment 1 represents the transformers specifically that are proposed for replacement as part of this transmission system plan.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so part of the plan.  And I take it so there are -- obviously they run the gamut from very high risk to very low risk, and I asked you why it would be that you would want to replace a very low risk asset.


And your response basically said we use the tools, you know, here you can find the tools.


I was wondering if you could walk me through what type of instances there would be when the tool as a whole, using all the sub criteria, would suggest replacing this asset, but they are very low risk in terms of your risk tax.


MR. BRODIE:  Sure.  So just from a point of clarity, the asset analytics tool that was referenced previously is used primarily as a screening tool by our planners.  We do identify that in TSP section 2.1, in terms of the overall process from end to end.


With that said, the quantifiable information in terms of the risk composite scores that are available in our asset analytics tool provide that high level screening.  Beyond that, the planners then also engage not only from a system perspective looking at the impact of a transformer or other assets on the overall system, we also engage in our ongoing customer discussions to ensure we are addressing any sort of customer needs and preferences in the case where, say, our subject matter expert has reviewed the quantitative information we have in our asset analytics tool it would identify that a transformer is potentially kind of on the brink or cusp of replacement.  If through discussions with customers, either through the regional planning process or through our ad hoc ongoing continuous engagement, we may identify that a transformer would be selected for replacement to address customer loading needs.


So in that circumstance, you may run into a circumstance where -- on this particular attachment where a transformer may be rated as high or fair.  But the other thing to note in the attachment provided here is this only the DGA or dissolved gas analysis scoring of that particular transformer.


This is representative of a single instance and measurement sample and point in time.  What is -- what needs to also be noted as part of our asset risk assessment process is, or ARA, that is where we are looking at the overall trending, and our subject matter experts then assess the overall trend, so not just that single instance in time, to develop their ultimate recommendation.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So if I could recapitulate that, sometimes it's for load reasons, for instance that you might have a low risk transformer that needs to be replaced.  But also that these scores, sort of the risk tax  under the DGA, are at a point in time and there may be high risk ones that wouldn't show up as high risk through this scoring.


MR. BRODIE:  That is correct.


MR. POLLOCK:  Would it also work the other way since it's a point in time?  Would things that were very high risk in one point in time during a sample not be as high risk in the overall scheme?


MR. BRODIE:  I think it would be safe to say that looking at any data set as a single point in time may indicate a potential outlier.  That's to say we do confirm with our subject matter experts to ensure that we are making the right decisions at the right stations on the right assets.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Pollock, it is 11:10 on the clock in the room here.  We will take a 15-minute break, thank you.

--- Recess taken at 11:13 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:34 a.m.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant to Energy Probe.  I hope to be brief, so I will start with something -- I think it's easy.  It's Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 14.  You have it up on the screen?  Yes.


So if I understand this response, it says for 2017 and for 2018 the actuals were substantially lower than the DRO budget, so there was no need to include the contingency or use up any of the contingency; is that correct?


MR. SPENCER:  So just to clarify, if I may.  The forecast that was used in the DRO submission, this table outlines how much of that total projected cost was allocated for contingency at that point in time.  There was no contingency drawdown, but at the time the DRO was filed the budget, if you add the two columns together, is $51.9 million, and of that contingency was $3.3 million.


MR. LADANYI:  So if I look at these numbers, am I to conclude that the project is still below budget in the actuals, or is it, did something different happen with Clarington station?


MR. SPENCER:  Both these numbers and the current forecast for the project do have the project below budget, yes.


MR. LADANYI:  Now, for 2018 there seems to be a substantial difference between the DRO budget and the actuals.  Why is it so much lower; can you tell me?


MR. SPENCER:  There were contingencies that were factored for that did not realize, so that accounts, so, you know, if we just look at the example here, the $2.6 million of contingency in 2018, as well as the 700,000 from the prior year, neither of those contingency funds had to be utilized, so that accounts for approximately $3 million of the variance between the actuals and the budget.


MR. LADANYI:  Does that mean the same amount of work was accomplished for a lot less money, or is there less work accomplished?  Would that be -- I am trying to understand why are the dollars so much lower.


MR. SPENCER:  So the full scope of the project was completed.  So the same amount of work for less money than was forecast at the time of the DRO submission.


MR. LADANYI:  So would that be one of those capital productivity initiatives, or was there some design change?  What happened?


MR. SPENCER:  There's no material change in scope.  But there was more efficient execution of that project than was forecast at the time the DRO was submitted.


MR. LADANYI:  Do you know specifically what it was?


MR. SPENCER:  I don't have those levels of specific details for the 2018 variance of -- between the budget and actuals with me, no.  And aside from the contingency that was not utilized.


MR. LADANYI:  Would it be possible maybe as an undertaking to get more detail what happened with Clarington, to clarify how these savings were achieved?


MR. SPENCER:  I am happy to provide the information at the project total.  That's achievable.  Getting into an individual calendar year could be a little more challenging, because we do collect our costs --


MR. LADANYI:  The project total would be fine.  Can you do that?


MR. SPENCER:  We will be happy to do that, yeah.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Before I give an undertaking number, now might be an okay time to ask about the -- just to follow up on the question of the results of the SAP data audit.  I think we were -- I was going to check about that after the morning break, Mr. Keizer.


MR. KEIZER:  Yes, sorry, Mr. Sidlofsky, that slipped my mind.  We just want to go back and have a look at the materials themselves before we -- I think the way it was left was, is the results of the audit or the conclusion of the audit reflected in the evidence that was identified or, you know, that's on the record, and so just to be sure and be accurate in that response we want to go back and make sure we have looked at the document before we conclude that.


So hopefully we will able to give you a more definitive statement on that following the lunch break.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, maybe just for the purpose of record-keeping then I will give that an undertaking number.  You can certainly answer it after the lunch break if you're okay with that.


MR. KEIZER:  With respect to reflecting in the -- already the evidence on the record?


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right.  So that would be JT1.5.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE RESULTS OF THE SAP AUDIT OR THE CONCLUSION OF THE AUDIT ARE REFLECTED IN THE EVIDENCE THAT WAS IDENTIFIED OR THAT'S ON THE RECORD.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And Mr. Ladanyi's undertaking will be JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO ADVISE WHAT HAPPENED WITH CLARINGTON, TO CLARIFY HOW THE SAVINGS WERE ACHIEVED; TO ADVISE HOW MUCH WAS DEFERRED TO 2019.


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, another matter just slipped my mind that I was going to alert people to, and I spoke with you, Mr. Sidlofsky, very briefly about it at the outset after the break.


There has been -- you know, we talked about shifting some things to panel 2 with respect to the OM&A costs, and so I want to be very clear, because I don't want to leave people confused, and I am concerned that I have.


With respect to OM&A costs that are work-related, obviously transmission work-related, this panel is the appropriate panel to ask.  Panel 2 will also -- will be dealing with common costs.


OM&A numbers at a very high level will be best dealt with at panel 2.  But those that are work-related are best addressed here.  And I think Ms. O'Connell had a question this morning which we moved to panel 2 but I think is best able to be answered by panel -- by this panel.  Maybe when Mr. Ladanyi is done we can address that issue.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That would be great.  I think when Mr. Ladanyi finishes his questions, thanks.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay, can I continue now?


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes, please.


MR. SPENCER:  Actually, sorry to interrupt, but I might just step backwards, because I did find a reference in the evidence that might help clarify the answer regarding Clarington.


So if we look at Exhibit C, tab 2, Schedule 1, attachment 2 on page 48, this is a table that outlines the -- it's actually an in-service variance for the inter-area network transfer capability, but the text at line 10 through 15 is largely focused on the Clarington project.  So this might actually answer your question in sufficient detail.


So although the commentary here is around in-service additions, the capital expenditure more or less follows from some of the themes.  So I will just read from evidence.  The negative variance included line work that was capitalized ahead of plan in 2017, so that's a capitalization timing, as well as a reduction of approximately $8 million due to skywire effort that was lower than estimated, so that would be a lower cost than planned, as well as instrument transformer relocation work that was deferred into 2019 due to outage constraints in the area, and some project risk materialized.


So I believe, to summarize, the difference in 2018 between the actuals and the DRO budget is going to be made up of those three elements:  contingencies which did not materialize; some relocation work of instrument transformers that is trickled into 2019; and then lower cost than estimated for some of the skywire replacements.


MR. LADANYI:  Well, thank you.  These are good explanations.  Can you just tell me, since you mentioned deferral to 2019, how much was deferred to 2019?  Any idea?


MR. SPENCER:  Bear with me.  I believe we have this in evidence.


I would be most comfortable if you would like that level of specificity to provide an undertaking just to ensure its accuracy.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  So that's included in 1.6?


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right.  I think we will keep that as 1.6 then.


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, can you turn to Energy Probe No. 6.  And in your response to Energy Probe No. 6 you are referring me to School Energy Coalition No. 26.  So can you turn to School Energy Coalition No. 26, particularly the table that's attached on page 2.


I looked at the table, and can we actually have the table blown up, because it's a very small font.  Can we have it expanded?  Yes, that would be helpful.


So obviously we can't go down the whole table.  It would take a lot of time.  But give me an example how -- what am I to conclude from this table?  How were you measuring these benefits of productivity and its impact on capital cost?  Check whatever one you're -- let's say, I don't know, whether it's scheduling tool or transmission and stations, and explain to me what the numbers in the columns for different years, what did they mean?  Should they be applied to specific projects or is this a gross number that's spread out over projects?


MR. SPENCER:  So these are in fact the specific initiatives that tend to be bottom-up initiatives that are defined and in fact validated by our internal finance team as being true tier 1 productivity savings.

So I will pick on one of the more significant items in the table  If we look in the operations section on the procurement rows, it's approximately the fifth row down, so this would be comparing our costs to buy typically materials and equipment relative to those costs that were baselined in the 2015 year.

So we've done a different approach to sourcing power transformers, which is one of the large contributors in here.  We have got preferential pricing based on our volumetric spend, our negotiating techniques that our supply chain team has been successfully achieving, and these are the sum of all of those different procurement savings across all material categories.

Now, when it comes time to actually realizing those savings, they are in fact tracked and implemented at that material or equipment level.  So we have a material master number for a certain type of transformer or a circuit breaker, or any other material equipment we use in our business.  And this is the sum of all of those validated savings that would add up for all those different types of materials and equipment we buy.

MR. LADANYI:  So let's say in one year you're buying 20 transformers, am I right.

MR. SPENCER:  Um-hmm.

MR. LADANYI:  And you are now saying that if it wasn't for this procurement productivity initiative, those 20 transformers per unit would call you whatever; let's say $27.9 million more.

How do you then allocate them to the specific project, these savings?

MR. SPENCER:  So these -- the actualization of the procurement savings are confirmed upon once we've -- in this one specific example, once we've placed a purchase order at the lower cost relative to the baseline which we are comparing against, that would be the trigger to confirm that we have in fact realized those savings lower than we otherwise would have if we hadn't undertaken the new sourcing event that led to the lower cost transformers.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I wont go further into this; I will think further about your answers.

I have a question about the load forecast, but this isn't the panel for load forecast, is it?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't believe it is, no.

MR. LADANYI:  So it would be for Mr. Andre.  Okay, these are all my questions.

MR. KEIZER:  Actually, Clement Li, but that's panel 4.

MR. LADANYI:  By the way, I may not be here all the time.  My associate, Dr. Higgin, will be here for part of the time.  We are splitting up the case, but it's hard to get the working right.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Ladanyi.  Mr. Keizer, can we take care of Ms. O'Connell's questions then?

MR. KEIZER:  Sure, that would be fine.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Great, thank you.  So it's my recollection that we had an undertaking, JT1.4, to explain the difference between the 15.2 million in 184(c) and IR 185 versus the 13.6 million in 184(e), as well as breaking down the impacts to the major components of OM&A such as sustainment, development operations, et cetera.

So it's my understanding that that undertaking still stands?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, it does.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, great.  My next question, which there was no undertaking for, was the 28.8 million reduction.  I just wanted to confirm that the delta between 2019 and 2018.

MR. KEIZER:  And that's still panel 2.

MR. KEIZER:  It's the question that you were asking I think that was related to the reduction in 2019 and the implications that it had for 2020, and whether there was any carry over into 2020 as a result of that, I think it was your last question --


MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, yeah, that was the question.

MR. KEIZER:  That's the question we deferred, but it's probably best appropriately put to this panel.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  So the 28.8 million, then you confirm that's the delta between 2018 and 2018 -- the delta between 2019 and 2018.  So basically, my question was the 2019 deferral that your categorizing, was that double-counted?

So in the 2020 test year revenue requirement, is there a catch-up?  So is there an amount relating -- I think you understand what I am getting at, right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Not addressing the monetary side of it, if I look at the work per se, the deferrals that we make, we will be continuing with the cycles that we have adopted.

So if we are looking at veg management, if we are looking at something for six years and we have put that -- if we have deferred that at all, the next year will be that year.  We are not moving -- for transformer refurbishment, if we are refurbishing five transformers for the year in 2020, it still will be five because the resources that we have doing this work will still be the resources shared between the capital portfolio and OM&A portfolio.  So as to carrying work forward, the work will just continue.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay.  So I guess just to characterize what you are saying, if there is a five -- sorry, you referred to five.  Can you just repeat what you said about the five items?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I said if we are doing five transformer refurbs ...

MS. O'CONNELL:  Sorry about that.

MS. JABLONSKY:  In 2020, we would still be doing five transformer refurbs for the year, just prioritizing within the year.

MS. O'CONNELL:  So relating to the transformers, you would defer the five to 2020.  So in 2020, you wouldn't do ten, for example?

MS. JABLONSKY:  2020 will still be five.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you for clarifying.  I had one more question related to this, but I am not sure if you are the panel to address this.

In IR 184(c), you talked about a notional 28.8 million reduction to the revenue requirement referring to the 2019 mechanistic revenue requirement.  And you say that the 2019 revenue requirement was decreased by 28.8 million, which is offset by other components.

I was just puzzled by the statement because essentially there was an increase in the overall revenue requirement, not a decrease.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is panel 2.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Panel 2, okay.  Great, those are my questions, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  I think we are on to Mr. Stephenson for the Power Workers.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Good morning, panel.  First, I'd like to go to PWU No. 3.  This was a question about the amount spending on capacity to accommodate new customers and businesses and there's a number here, 552 million for the 20 to 24 period.  And we're trying to reconcile that number with the system access number that's referenced in your evidence in the Transmission System Plan, which is at 345 million.  That's from TSP section 3.1, page 17.

And obviously these are referencing two different sets of investments, and we wanted to understand what the difference between the two numbers is, because we have assumed that system access encompassed all the things that you were talking about in the 552 million.

MR. JESUS:  I think it's probably best to take an undertaking and make sure that we reconcile those two numbers.

The 552 is for the 2020 through the '24 period, as indicated there.  I am not sure what the 345 -- the 345 from a system is access point of view normally includes recoverables as well, so it's net of the costs.  But let's confirm that.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Could I get a number on that?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO RECONCILE THE AMOUNT stated IN PWU IR NO. 3, 2020 TO 2024 SPENDING ON CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE NEW CUSTOMERS AND BUSINESSES, WITH THE FIGURE GIVEN FOR SYSTEM ACCESS IN TSP SECTION 3.1, PAGE 17


MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And then just coming back to the 552 for a moment, is there a number for what portion of that applies to the 2020 to 2022 period?  And I am happy to take an undertaking on that too, if you want.

MR. JESUS:  Just give me one second.

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe just for efficiency's sake let's take the undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO ADVISE WHAT PORTION OF THE 552 (REFERENCE: PWU IR NO. 3, 2020 TO 2024 SPENDING ON CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE NEW CUSTOMERS AND BUSINESSES) APPLIES TO THE 2020 TO 2022 PERIOD.

MR. STEPHENSON:  If I then can go to -- hang on a second.  It is -- it's OEB Staff No. 2.  And this is about your productivity savings.

And in your response you make a reference to a savings commitment of 1 to 3 percent annually relative to the overall capital plan.  And I just wasn't sure how that 1 to 3 percent translated into the actual productivity savings forecast.

Is there -- is it that there is a degree of uncertainty about what the forecast achievement will be or is it that the forecast savings are lumpy and that sometimes it's closer to 1 and sometimes it's closer to 3?  What's meant by that range?

MR. SPENCER:  So there's a little bit of additional information just to reference in the response to CME No. 29, but in general the 1 to 3 percent range is a function of in part timing, as well as maybe a little bit of lumpiness on the specific initiatives.

When the progressive productivity concept was defined, we didn't have direct line of sight to the detailed initiatives that we would undertake to achieve the benefits.  We were generally trying to achieve about a 10 percent reduction over the five-year system planning period, and just naturally there will be some years that are a little bit closer to 1 percent and some years that are closer to 3 percent.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And obviously the larger proportion of the forecast savings are in the undefined category, which at the time of the plan were not precisely known.  They were, as you indicated, a placeholder.

You are now in 2019 pretty close to the first year of your test period of 2020.  And is there -- are you able to provide -- have some of the undefined savings become defined such that they -- you are now able to actually identify them as defined savings?

MR. SPENCER:  In principle, yes.  We have been striving to achieve all of the productivity, progressive productivity savings specifically.  So since the application was filed, yes, there would have been some movement between defined and undefined progressive productivity.

MR. STEPHENSON:  I don't know whether you were planning on filing an update before the oral hearing in this case, and whether or not you are, I am asking, can you provide an update about the savings which have now become defined savings, which were previously in the undefined category?

MR. SPENCER:  That's achievable for progressive productivity, absolutely.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  It will be JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE FOR DEFINED AND UNDEFINED PROGRESSIVE PRODUCTIVITY.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Now, I'd like to go to PWU No. 28.  We asked you about benchmarking with respect to the cost-effectiveness of your contracted services.  And you provided a response by referring us to a couple of other IR responses, and that was OEB 175 and OEB 177.

And as I saw those answers, those related to very individual, specific contracted services, and in each case you gave a specific reason why in relation to that specific contract you didn't see the need to benchmark.  Have I fairly characterized those responses?  The first one is in relation to Inergi and the second one is in relation to some other contract.

MR. SPENCER:  Do you just pulling up -- was it No. 177?  What was the other --


MR. STEPHENSON:  Yeah, 175 is Inergi and 177 was the other one.

MR. SPENCER:  So happy to hear your question.  We may not be the best panel to speak to it, but...

MR. STEPHENSON:  What I wanted was to get an answer to my question, which was -- our question was a general one.  You obviously contract in services to a broader category of things than these two particular ones.  And the question was, you know, what benchmarking do you do in relation to the cost-effectiveness of your broader range of services, and if you don't do it, why don't you do it?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, it may be of assistance, I am not sure, but if you look at Staff interrogatory 174, there, there's -- it makes reference to Inergi and also to the Brookfield Asset Management, and the response to A says that those two contracts represent 100 percent of the outsourcing dollars spent.  I don't know if that's of assistance to you, Mr. Stephenson.

MR. STEPHENSON:  That is of assistance, but I find it a surprising response.  So there are no other contracted-in services other than those two contracts?

MR. SPENCER:  I believe the reference here that we are tying back to is on the OM&A expenditure, and those two contract references would be the outsourced OM&A services, and we do contract for capital, but I think we were responding to the reference provided on the OM&A side of things.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Fair enough.  I mean, a lot of your transmission capital work is contracted-in services, as I understand it, a significant amount; let's put it that way.

MR. SPENCER:  It's approximately 90 percent is self-performed and approximately 10 percent is contracted through third parties.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  So then I -- so it's beyond those two contracts that were -- I understand those are OM&A, so I then repeat my question, which is what benchmarking do you do with respect to cost-effectiveness of those contracted services, and if you don't, what's the explanation for why you don't?

MR. SPENCER:  So today we have not undertaken any formal benchmarking studies that would compare -- I am going to stick with transmission capital here --


MR. STEPHENSON:  Yes.

MR. SPENCER:  -- because I believe that's the intent of your question -- that would compare self-perform versus contracted.  And a couple of the rationale, the reasons for this, is that in our experience the utilization of contracted resources and third-party contractors isn't specifically one of cost efficiency or productivity.  It's a tool that we have used to build scale, and help deliver on a growing capital work program

 And one of the underlying reasons for that is -- and again I am talking specifically in the construction trades organizations, the labour rates for, you know, a substation electrician building a new facility or refurbishing an existing facility, they are defined for Ontario.  The labour requirements are a constant, whether it's a Hydro One direct hire or whether it's one of the other constructors in the province.

So is essentially the bulk of the labour costs, being the actual hourly wages, are constant.  So we found in our experience that having a direct hire workforce has allowed us increased flexibility and efficiency in delivering a capital work program.  We will supplement that with contracted work resources to build both scale and increase our own capacity.

MR. STEPHENSON:  That actually -- I think you misunderstood my question.  My question isn't about the relative cost effectiveness of direct hire versus contracted in.  It is about the cost effectiveness of Hydro One's contracting in relative to the costs that other utilities pay in respect of contracting in similar services.

So, for example, just by way of example, we spend -- Hydro One spends a lot of money, and this Board spends a lot of time looking at your compensation cost benchmarking where they compare what Hydro One spends on various employees' costs relative to what other utilities spend.

And the question is why don't you do a similar exercise with respect to your contracted-in services?

MR. SPENCER:  I guess to answer your question the most direct way I can is that we have not undertaken that comparative analysis.

We have a strategy for completing our capital work program, which is of course a mix of internal direct-hire resources as well as contracting.  But we have not done a direct comparison against other transmitters for the nature of the work that we would be potentially contracting.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Last one, PWU No. 30; this is about insulators.

So you advise in answer (a) that immediate, in terms of replacement, means as soon as practicably possible.  And then in (c), even -- we then ask you, well, when do you actually plan on doing this, and you talk about having a plan and making an assessment about timing of replacement.

So the question we have is that why doesn't "immediate" mean immediate?  I mean, it sounds like -- it sounds like there is no practical constraint to replacing these insulators now, and yet it sounds like you're engaging in some kind of assessment process about replacement over time.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Please repeat your question.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, let me just restate it.  Maybe I will ask it more simply, which is that is there a practical constraint on replacing these insulators in 2019 or 2020?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we look at insulators as a whole, we have already identified the insulators that have been -- that are deteriorating, and we have the studies to prove that.  We have locations in mind in areas where they are located.  We are looking at removing the ones in critical locations first.

However, we do have a challenge with outages that we must undertake before we do this work.  What we try to do at the same time is bundle with other projects that are going on.  So the task of getting them all replaced in one year is not workable from an outage and resource point of view.

MR. STEPHENSON:  And are you still -- I think (c) indicates it's expected to be completed in 2020, is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Is that -- you still on track for that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, yes, to identify the number of insulators.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, let me just come back to that answer.  These have been identified as an immediate risk of failure.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  By definition, right?  And so there is going to be -- they are not all going to be replaced by the end of 2020.  That's your current forecast.

MS. JABLONSKY:  By the end of 2020, with the plan that we are putting forward, we are looking at insulators in critical locations, which is over public spaces and anything of that manner.

In order to finalize the count of where all these insulators are located, that is also a challenge that we have to do in order to plan effectively.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Just to be clear, you are -- your current plan is to leave in the field some number of these insulators by the end of 2020, notwithstanding the fact that they are at immediate risk of failure?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Once the insulators are identified, Hydro One will assess replacements pacing.  We still have to bundle the work and we still have to find an efficient way of doing the work.  We do have an insulator program and it's still at the front of the line to be done.

MR. STEPHENSON:  All right, thanks.  Those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Stephenson.  We will move on to Mr. Rubenstein for Schools.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can we start off at SEC No. 6?  In this interrogatory, we had asked you to provide summaries of internal audit reports.  I was wondering if by way of undertaking you could provide the full copies of the following undertakings, and I will read those into the record:  2017-14, 2017-17, 2017-24, 2018-06, 2018-16 and 2018-19.

MR. KEIZER:  At this stage, I think we will take it under advisement because we haven't had a chance to review the chart based on the numbers you've indicated.

So to the extent those reports are relevant, we will deal with it accordingly in the undertaking.  To the extent they are not, we will explain why we would not be producing them on that basis.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  IF POSSIBLE, TO PROVIDE FULL COPIES OF UNDERTAKINGS 2017-14, 2017-17, 2017-24, 2018-06, 2018-16 AND 2018-19.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If we can now go to SEC number 14.  We had asked you in part (a) to provide the data completeness score at the time the TSP was developed for this application.

And in your response, you say the overall data completeness score is 88 percent, and I just want to confirm. Is that the data completeness score as of today, or the data completeness score at the time the TSP was developed?

MR. JESUS:  That would have been at the moment in time that the TSP was prepared.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

Can I ask you to turn to SEC 16.  Part (c), we had asked you to provide a summary of all other work -- sorry, yes.  Part (c), we had asked you to provide a summary of all other work BCG has done for Hydro One in the last five years and the total cost of the project, and in your response you refer to J2.4 and J7.1 from the oral hearing, from the 0049 distribution case; do you see that?

MR. JESUS:  The reference again, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If you can go to SEC No. 16.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In Part (c) we had asked you:

"Please provide a summary of all other work BCG has done for Hydro One in the last five years and the total cost for the work."

MR. JESUS:  Um-hmm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then on the next page you say:

"Please refer to EB-2017-0049 oral hearing Undertaking J2.4 and J7.1."

Do you see that?

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I assume that's in relation to the first part of the question about the summary of the work that they were doing?

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I would ask you in that undertaking -- in those undertaking responses you actually redacted out all the transmission-related information since that was a distribution case, so I was wondering if you could refile those undertakings, now unredacting the transmission-related information.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment.

Yeah, that's no problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in the second part of the question you --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, that will be JT1.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO REFILE PREVIOUS UNDERTAKINGS, NOW UNREDACTING THE PREVIOUSLY REDACTED TRANSMISSION-RELATED INFORMATION.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My apologies.  In the second part you say:

"The total cost of the transmission work performed by BCG over the past five years is approximately..."

And a redacted amount.  The question did not ask for only the transmission-related costs, it is all costs for costs of work that BCG has done for Hydro One.  So I ask you to provide the total cost.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, just, can you clarify why that's relevant to the transmission proceeding?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, it goes it's relation to the independence of the expert.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, your assertion on the independence of the expert based on the size of the bill?  Is that what you are saying?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, how much work he has done for you.  Yes, for Hydro One.

MR. KEIZER:  Relative to any other expert that Hydro One may have?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment?

So we are going to refuse it on the basis of relevance.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  If I can ask is you now to turn to the attachment, attachment 1.  And this is the retainer with respect to BCG.

MR. AIKEN:  Mark, could you speak up a little bit.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  And if we look under context of this effort.  And as I take it this is letter that BCG provided to Hydro One; correct?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And if we look at the third paragraph under the context of this effort, BCG is talking about why they generally think that they would do a good job or that they have the necessary context.  And they say in the last sentence that they have recently provided project management support for the 2019 to 2023 transmission rate filing.  Can you explain what that's -- what work they provided to you, what project management work?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we had contracted BCG to help manage the TX rate filing from a process point of view.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you just elaborate, what do you mean by process point of view?

MR. JESUS:  So they were project-managing the TX rate filing.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What does that mean?

MR. JESUS:  So they were managing all of the process required to file the transmission rate filing.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.

MR. JESUS:  We had effectively contracted one person to help us with that effort because of her skills and capabilities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn to SEC 27.  We had asked you in this interrogatory to provide a table that shows for each of the spending categories how many investments were included each step of the investment planning process stage.  And what we see is that the investment development there was 577, then at the prioritization optimization 532, and then enterprise engagement there was 541.  So it went up.  And then the final plan review and approval it went up again.

Can you help me explain again what was the driver of the increase after the prioritization, optimization stage and each of the next two steps?

MR. JESUS:  I can't answer exactly why they went up, but through the enterprise, like in term of what projects made it through the process is, but through the enterprise engagement there were trade-offs made at the challenge session where projects came off the table and projects went on the table in terms of managing to those capital envelopes.

So cases would have been made for justifying and challenging investments around the margin associated with those projects.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then from enterprise engagement we get another increase between develop final plan/review and approval.  What's the driver of the increases there?

MR. JESUS:  Again, through the enterprise engagement we would look at projects that are required, as well as ones that are currently under execution.  We would have made that adjustment.

So prior to the prioritization and optimization we would have updated the investment plan to look at projects that have subsequently made it to execution.  So there's a number of engagements that occur where line of business owners would be talking to their investments and why they're needed.

So throughout the process the enterprise engagement is occurring where challenges and discussions and debates associated with the projects are being discussed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, no, but I just want to differentiate between the enterprise engagement and the develop final plan/review and approval.  So I guess maybe what's the difference between those two categories, because you are talking about enterprise engagement in both of those categories.

MR. JESUS:  Correct.  So I think it's important to note that enterprise engagement is occurring over a period of time, and as we move -- so that would have occurred around August.  It generally occurs around August.  And then to final approval of the plan there's things that are occurring.  There's -- there's projects and programs that are happening which would potentially drive that number up prior to final approval of the business plan.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So essentially -- and I don't mean this -- essentially, investment -- the planners responsible for investments are updating or lobbying for their investments -- I don't mean lobbying in a negative connotation.  They are making the case for why it may have been excluded but it needs to be included?

MR. JESUS:  Certainly they're lobbying for their case, but there's also customer needs and preferences that are coming into play during this period of time.  This is a moment in time, and customers would ask us for new investments, and if those investments are material enough, we would look to include them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If we can now turn to SEC 15, we had asked you in the second part (a).  And we had asked you in the second part (a), and this is referencing the METSCO report, METSCO notes that Hydro One staff was "incognizant of the current system limitations."  And we asked what limitations did Hydro One staff express, and the response is there were some attributes that were not included in the AA algorithms.  What are you referring to by attributes?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I am looking at the attributes that were not included at the time, I'll be looking at things like -- obsolescence was one of the areas that we did not look into, and health and safety and environment.  Those three for sure were not included in what was provided at first.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in part (c), you noted that -- we had asked you that METSCO notes that Hydro One was in the process of procuring professional service to enhance its asset analytics algorithm, and we asked you to provide details about that.

And in your response, you note that you'd hired Accenture to provide enhancement to the asset algorithms and they had been included.

What were those enhancements that they undertook?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we look AA as a whole, and we are looking at the tool that we are continuously using, what we found is we to have the obsolescence and health and safety and those items that were not included.  However, some of those were not added at that time at the end of 2018 -- oh, '17.

But what we were able to do is we were able to refine some of the characteristics that are currently there, and alter some of the weights to represent more, to reflect more of what the asset is should look like.  So it was more a refinement of attributes that were already there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So it's relating to the attributes that METSCO had found that you had not at some previous time included?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Sorry, I can't hear you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It relates to my previous question and your response.  METSCO had stated that you had not included some attributes, recognized that, and the Accenture's work was to improve, develop, build on algorithms to include those attributes?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I am still struggling to hear you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  The previous question, what we were discussing was there were certain attributes you did not include.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the response to this part of the question with respect to Accenture, is they helped develop the algorithms, build on it, whatever language you want to use, to now include those attributes.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Not in the enhancement that was done at that time.  Obsolescence, health and safety are still not a part of it.  They reworked some of the algorithms that are currently there to give a better showcase to what the assets should look like based on the results that we have gotten back.

So there's still further enhancement to be done to the tool.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So those are not been completed yet.

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, not completed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  When is the expectation that they will be completed?

MR. JESUS:  Sorry.  The enhancements that are still to be completed are the obsolescence, health and safety.  That still has not been done, just so we are clear.  The refinements to the algorithms have been completed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can we go to SEC 32?  So in this interrogatory, we had cited from the evidence where you essentially explain that based on the risk scores and the cost estimates, you create a ranking of risk mitigation per dollar.

And we had asked you in part (a) to provide is a copy of the ranking and you provided a table -- sorry, a chart on the next page, which shows the risk spend deficiency chart; do you see that?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, first, can you provide the rankings with the scores?

MR. JESUS:  I'm sorry, the chart that's shown there is showing all of the risk scores associated with the various investments.  So what are -- can you clarify your question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I assume what plugs into this chart is a table that says -- lists the project or program and the costs and the risk score, or something similar with that information, a printout that exists; correct?

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide that?  That's what I was looking for.

MR. JESUS:  Sure.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO PROVIDE DATA CLARIFYING COSTS AND RISK SCORE (REFERENCE SEC IR 32)


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  With respect to the table itself, just so I can understand, and just with respect to that undertaking, the part (b) of that question asks to identify which ultimately are in the TSP and which are not.  Because I understand there are -- you have made changes in the other -- as we were just discussing, enterprise, et cetera that you made changes.

So if you can identify which ones are in -- or more easily, which ones are not included in the TSP, that would be helpful.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, so you are wanting for us to identify which ones didn't make it in?  Is this what you are asking for?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, there's a prioritization that's at phase, step 2.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And ultimately in part (b), I am asking you to identify of the list of projects which ultimately are not part of this plan.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, just with respect to the chart you provided, I just want to make sure I understand how to read this.

Is there -- should I be reading anything into where a project is on the cumulative spend?  Because as you can see, project one, I guess, would be the first project here has some dollars and it has a risk spend of, let's say, just under $100,000, versus a project farther down that would have a different -- would be a cumulative spend, that's something different.

Should I read something into -- is the first project the first priority?  How -- or is it just random?

MR. JESUS:  So the first part are all the investments that are mandatory and required as part of compliance; so they're must-do investments.  So that's why you see the small number of investments there.

And then the risk efficiency which is value for dollar that's being spent is what's being shown for each of the investments.

So obviously where we are providing the highest value in mitigating the most risk is priority number 1.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So should I take it about, I guess, 2 billion dollars, that's where the non-mandatory projects begin, and everything from zero to 2 billion, give or take, on this are the mandatory ones?

MR. JESUS:  I can't confirm that, but it looks like it's about $2 billion in terms of mandatory investments, so the first part is all mandatory and then the rest of it is non-mandatory.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now -- and we see at the outer end where you have the, I guess the projects that are not in, which have a higher -- which would have obviously a much higher risk spend deficiency than a vast majority -- a significant amount of the non-mandatory projects.  Is that a fair characterization, looking at that table?

MR. JESUS:  It looks like it, but you have to keep in mind that risk spend efficiency in terms of value for dollars being spent is only one of the attributes that we are looking.  We are also looking at the total risk that is being posed by that investment that needs to be mitigated.

A good example of that would be refurbishing a station in downtown Toronto, where you're replacing a transformer, no different than replacing a transformer in Hamilton, but the cost associated with replacing that transformer in downtown Toronto is enormous as compared to replacing that transformer in a station in the remote areas.

So ergo you have less spend efficiency, but the total risk that's being mitigated is significantly higher in downtown Toronto.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And when you are making that determination in the four categories that we were talking about before, is that in the optimization or is that in the enterprise stage?

MR. JESUS:  So that determination in terms of entering of the risk assessment is happening right at the front end by the planners.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, the -- what you said, risk spend deficiency is one metric that we determine, but there are others, so when you are talking about -- the example you just gave, where would that take place where you would say, well, this actually, if we had run a pure straight risk spend deficiency, would have been project 40, but we are not going to include it.

MR. JESUS:  That's happening in the prioritization and optimization point in time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Now, can I ask you to turn to SEC 37.  And in this interrogatory we are asking about various alternatives.  And my recollection from a number of Hydro One cases is inside your planning system you have the ability to enter into alternatives which are different volumes of work.  And we had asked you which categories or which type of work would that apply to and what are those -- each of those alternatives.

And in the response you say, starting at line 25:

"Alternative work volumes are typically included for line component programs, such as wood pole replacements and steel tower coatings."

And then you list those four.  But you didn't actually provide what are the alternatives that were entered into the system for those.  Or at least I don't think you did.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The alternatives are listed in the appropriate ISTs that are in the evidence.  If I start 21, I am looking at the wood pole, and it has "do nothing, plan pole replacement and pole" -- [reading under her breath] -- so it's all in the document.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I just want to make sure I -- but -- so for example, wood poles, it doesn't say what are the actual numbers that are entered into the system for -- I guess "do nothing" is zero, but "plan pole replacement" for the two, I don't -- it doesn't tell me what number.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The value of the option of the alternative that's not selected is not priced, so there's no value there.  I think that's what you are asking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, no, so let's -- for wood poles, for example, or any -- my understanding is how the system works is you are able to put in -- do ten poles, do 100 poles, do 11,000 poles, and the system will optimize which of those alternatives you should use; correct?  Do I have that part correct?  And I was wanting to know in the first part was, well, which programs can you have that option, because, unlike distribution, for example, you have less programs, more projects.  And so you have provided four, which are, you have alternatives, but it doesn't tell me what are the actual alternative quantities that are -- that you inputted into the system.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Okay.  It's not broken down into that detail, no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide that information?

MR. JESUS:  Sure, yeah.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, for which programs, the ones referred to in SEC 37?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Unless there are others that are not included here that have similar multiple -- that have alternatives with different quantities that were put into the system, then -- I take it that these are the ones -- well, I guess my first question is, I take it that these four programs are the only programs where you were able to input different quantities.  If not, then I would like to know all those programs and what were the alternatives that were entered into the system.

MR. KEIZER:  And, sorry, why do the specific quantities necessarily help you beyond what was already included in the ISDs?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The ISDs don't provide what the actual alternative investment scenarios were in terms of physical quantities of assets you were going to replace.  It's just sort of at a high level.  And as being in a number of Hydro One, a criticism in previous internal audit reports was the lack of alternatives and suitable alternatives for investment scenarios.  We want to understand that.

MR. KEIZER:  So you want to assess whether it said 500 poles or 1,000 poles or 10,000 poles and assess whether that's reasonable within that context.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment.

That's fine.  So I think what we are saying is you want to, based upon the programs that are identified in this SEC 37, to the extent that they were alternatives considered, provide the numbers of potential assets that would be replaced within those particular scenarios?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  For each alternative what was the number of assets.  And just to be clear, I am assuming that these, with this response, is these are the ones where there were alternatives.

MR. KEIZER:  So to the extent that we -- to the extent that the data is available I can try to provide the data, and if it's not, then we will explain why it's not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  BASED UPON THE PROGRAMS THAT ARE IDENTIFIED IN SEC 37, TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY WERE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, PROVIDE THE NUMBERS OF ASSETS THAT WOULD BE REPLACED WITHIN EACH PARTICULAR ALTERNATIVE.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And Mr. Rubenstein, now might be a good time to ask you if you have a sense of how much longer you might be.  It's coming up on 12:45 and we are going to take a lunch break shortly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  15 minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  If the witnesses are okay going 'til 1:00, and then we will break for lunch then, that would be great.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Previously in other cases there was some internal audit reports previously, there was a criticism about the number of shiftable work, and I want to understand -- you are familiar with that at a high level?

MR. JESUS:  Vaguely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to understand what the difference between -- you now use the mandatory versus non-mandatory designations.  Is when you use the term non-mandatory, does it mean it has to be done within a given year, or it has to be done within the life of the investment cycle?  So if it's a five-year cycle, over the five years -- I guess in this case it was a three-year -- well, five-year, has to be done within that time frame.

MR. JESUS:  Let me clarify.  The mandatory has always been there; that has not changed.  So we still continue to have requirements, legal requirements, regulatory requirements that must be met, and those are all mandatory and they were there always.

As far as the non-discretionary spend, I think is what you are referring to ...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My apology, yes.

MR. JESUS:  Non-discretionary spend can be shifted, but they absolutely need to be done within the period of time.  And the tool that we have optimizes and prioritizes the best time to undertake that work.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  If I can ask you to turn to SEC 46?  In the response, you say that the 2018 NATF transmission reliability report will be released in September.

I was wondering if you can undertake, once that report is issued or available, to update the attachment with the 2018 information?  SEC 46.

MR. JESUS:  Yes, so long as it's available.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PROVIDE THE 2018 NATF TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY REPORT


MR. KEIZER:  There may be some confidential information in respect of the that report. So to the extent...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To be clear, I am not seeking the report.  It's just there's an attachment where you provide, I guess, a summary of some of the results.  It's to update that attachment with the 2018 information, not the actual report.

MR. KEIZER:  Oh, all right.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn in the evidence to B1 1, TSP section 1.3 -- sorry.  Can I ask you to turn to TSP section 1.3, attachment 1?  It's the customer engagement information, and if you can go to page 46.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, what's the reference?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  TSP section 1.3, attachment 1; it's from the pre-filed evidence.

This is the illustrative scenarios.  I just want to ask about some of the inputs which -- I take you provided these inputs to Innovative, correct?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I want to ask you about the risk reliability line.  I just want to understand the reference with respect to reliability risk.

Am I correct it's the same methodology that you used and we talked about at length in the 2016-0160 proceeding?

MR. JESUS:  So reliability risk there is presented for illustrative purposes only to engage our customers in a dialogue and communication.  And it's directional in nature only, and it uses the previous RRM methodology.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  With respect to the four scenarios that you have -- illustrative scenarios that you have provided customers in the increase in risk, I was wondering if you could provide a table similar to what was provided in Staff 15 in the 0160 case at page 6, figure 1
-- this is by way of undertaking -- which derives the risk numbers.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry.  You have to help me out with exactly what you are asking for here, because we don't use the reliability risk model anymore, as you're aware.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand.  But it was used with the information you provided to your customers who helped you -- which that was then an input into the plan.  So understanding what customers saw is obviously relevant.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, so you are making reference to a table that was produced in an earlier case in which was part --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, this would be by way of undertaking, and I will read the reference again.

MR. KEIZER:  Could you read the reference again, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  EB-2016-0160, Staff 15, interrogatory 15, page 6, figure 1, which is a --


MR. KEIZER:  I think what we would do is take that one under advisement, because we obviously don't have it here to look at as to whether we can or cannot.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Totally fair.

MR. KEIZER:  And obviously to the extent we can answer it and it's relevant, then we will.  And if it's not, then we will explain why.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just to be clear so you understand what I am asking for, it's a table which breaks down the risk reliability that was presented in that -- it would be a similar table to show, for each of the four scenarios, essentially how they were derived, option A, B, C, D and the results in the risk reliability provided in this illustrative scenario.

MR. KEIZER:  And we will have a look at it, and advise as to what we can and cannot do.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And we will make that JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE DATA SIMILAR TO WHAT WAS PROVIDED IN EB-2016-0160, IR STAFF 15, PAGE 6, FIGURE 1, BREAKING DOWN RISK RELIABILITY FOR EACH OF FOUR SCENARIOS AND HOW THEY WERE DERIVED

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able to determine what, using that reliability risk methodology that was used to present to customers, what the current proposed plan results in, what the reliability risk is?

MR. JESUS:  The current plan before this Board, that's your question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. JESUS:  So we do not use the reliability risk model any longer.  It was described as not being robust enough, and therefore we have not run it at all.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able to --


MR. JESUS:  Whether -- at this point in time, probably not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much -- oh, sorry, I apologize.  If we can just turn to SEC 33?

We asked you in part (b) to provide a list of assets and their end of service life, and please indicate which assets are not based on wholly historical data.  And you provided the chart, but you did not indicate which one of these assets is not based wholly on your own historical data and is ...

MR. JESUS:  So these are based all on Hydro One's historical data.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So all of them are based ...

MR. JESUS:  All of them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So with respect to manufacturer's guidelines, which assets do you utilize that would involve the use of manufacturer's guidelines for length of their service lives?

MS. JABLONSKY:  It is the norm, when we are developing the ESL for assets, that we look at manufacturing information that we have gotten and historical put together.

So the only way that we will end up using manufacturer alone is if it's something new that we just inputted into the system and we have no other data to put in, and that would be the driver for it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions for this panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  It is just coming up on 5 to 1.  Why don't we break until -- well, we will take just over an hour.  We will break until 2 o'clock and when we come back, it will be Ms. Girvan for CCC.  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:56 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:04 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good afternoon.  We are back, and we will be -- we are actually going to be going ahead with AMPCO's questions just before CCC.  But before we do that, Mr. Keizer, I understand you have some comments on Undertaking JT1.5.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, just -- and I have spoken to Mr. Pollock about this, and we haven't yet been able to fully clarify information relating to this, call it the "SAP data audit", so I think where it was left this morning was for us to -- or Hydro One to confirm that the results or the basis of that was consistent with or reflected what was in the SEC evidence, and if there was anything different in respect of that then to highlight and indicate those differences as part of the undertaking.  So Hydro One will proceed to deal with it as an undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  That's fine then.  So we will keep that as JT1.5, and we are now going to go ahead with Ms. Grice for --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Jamie --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- if I can just interrupt, just because I would have asked a follow-up question based on if you were able to find the answer.

MR. KEIZER:  Too late, no.

[Laughter]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to be -- in the scope of the undertaking, I just want to confirm with you that this information will be provided if it's not in the evidence or it's not reflected in the SEC undertaking, which would be the result of that data audit.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, I think we are saying the same thing, which is essentially to confirm if what was given in evidence this morning and as made reference to the SEC interrogatory is the basis of the audit, which was pointed to.  We will confirm that.  To the extent it's not, we will indicate any differences and the information that was provided from the audit.  I think we are saying the same thing.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, Ms. Grice.
Examination by Ms. Grice:

MS. GRICE:  Great.  Thank you, good afternoon, panel.  My first question is on AMPCO No. 16.  And in this question we asked for Hydro One's perspective on the purpose and analysis implications of the reliability risk model.  And in the response you say it's not used to select investments.  But then in the discussion that you had earlier with Mr. Rubenstein there was some information that's not in this IR that you didn't run the model.

So I just wanted to be clear on -- I am a little confused about the role of this tool.  So my first question is what is the tool's purpose in this application?

MR. JESUS:  The role of the reliability risk model is as outlined on AMPCO 16.  It really was a means to communicate with our customers directionally with respect to reliability, to allow customers to make the necessary trade-offs from a cost reliability and other values and priorities that they wanted.  So it was really for illustrative purposes to initiate dialogue with our customers to get their feedback and for them to be able to quantify and decide on what their values are from a customer engagement point of view.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then in terms of -- in this application then, what are the implications of this analysis that you undertook with the customer?

MR. JESUS:  The purpose of that undertaking is really to get what customer's priorities and values are.

MS. GRICE:  And that's it?  It didn't go beyond that?

MR. JESUS:  It did not.

MS. GRICE:  Okay great.  Okay, thank you.

AMPCO 22, please.  In AMPCO 22 we asked a series of questions regarding monitoring and control related to work execution.  So I just had a few follow-up questions.

So in part (b) we asked for the number of forecast projects compared to actual projects for the years 2016 to 2018, and the variance is an additional 140 projects.  Can you just help me understand how that came to be?  Like, just at a high level?

MR. JESUS:  So at a high level, the business continues to operate, and during the period of time when we made those forecasts there would be other requests and other projects to address emerging customer needs, emerging system and operational needs, emerging asset needs that would need to be undertaken, so that's just -- I don't know exactly what's inside the 114 and 135 that's making up the difference.  But from a management and an operations point of view things are happening that we need to continue to manage, and that's why you're seeing the variance in those number of projects.

MS. GRICE:  And is that type of variance, is that typical for Hydro One?  Was there anything unusual in these three years?

MR. JESUS:  I think I would suggest to you that we have improved the process.  As you can see, in 2018 the number of incremental projects there is 13.  But this is typical, the number of extenuating circumstances, changing needs on the system, you would see an influx of project changes during the course of the year that would need to be addressed.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

And if we go, now, to part (e), which shows the number of schedule variance reports and the associated days of variance.  I just want to understand what the numbers mean.

So you've shown how many variance reports were filed between 2016 and 2018, and it's 36.  Then you have 34 projects deferred, zero cancelled, and projects that have been moved forward.  And the outcome of that in terms of schedule, the days are listed in the bottom row, and the total there is 23,433 days.

And when I know divide that by 365 I get 66 years; is that how I -- is that correct?

MR. JESUS:  Can you repeat your question, please?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, I am just, I am trying to understand at the end of the day in this table when you look at total amount of the variance and the days, of the schedule variances that have occurred between 2016 and 2018, it shows 23,433 days.  So when I divide that number by 365 I get 66 years.

So I just wanted to check in on the math about that, if that's what this table is saying.

MR. JESUS:  So subject to check, I would suggest that the deferred projects are occurring for a number of reasons.  A good reason could be that we're waiting on customers to make a decision before moving forward.  And those projects would then potentially be deferred and, until we get confirmation for the customers, that project would remain in deferred status.

So those projects could -- is the number correct?  Subject to check, I would think it is, but we will check on that number.  And -- yeah.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then if that number is correct, does that not materially impact Hydro One's value or -- wouldn't that materially affect your plan, your actual work plan, if you're deferring over three years projects that total 66 years?  I am just trying to get my head around what this means.

MR. JESUS:  So on average, each project, according to the number there, is about two years per project when you do the math, right.  So let's put things in context.  It's not 66 years.  We are not waiting for a project.

So in terms of materially deferred, two to three years for a project is quite reasonable when we are dealing with customers.

And will it materially change?  So as things change in the investment plan, we do have a redirection committee where we are reviewing the project spend, the forecast spend, and we are adjusting accordingly.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, I better understand that, thank you.  And then in terms of part F, the scope of the variance reports, and the total over the three years is 32.1 million.

Would the scope changes -- would all of the inputs to this have a material effect on the scope of the work, or the benefit that's received from that work?

MR. SPENCER:  I don't think that it would necessarily have a material change to the outcome of the investment, and the benefits it's intending to provide.  And even just doing the math here, it's 32 million dollars over the course of 29 projects so it's, you know, more or less a million dollars per project.  We would not see a material outcome in the change of our long-term investment objectives with that relatively small amount of change.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  And just to follow-up on the same area, in AMPCO 23, we asked about key internal metrics that Hydro One is using to track cost schedule and scope.  And you say in the response in the last line that Hydro One is in the process of implementing refined cost and schedule metrics.

The metrics listed below, are these the new refined cost and schedule metrics?

MR. SPENCER:  No.  The items starting at row 21, they are the threshold or the criteria for when we formally document and approve our variances on projects and programs.

MS. GRICE:  So do you have now new refined cost and schedule metrics that you could provide?

MR. SPENCER:  We are in the process of developing and implementing them currently, so they are something we are continuing to strive to have as part of our ongoing managed systems.

MS. GRICE:  But it's not something you have right now?

MR. SPENCER:  We have it for some recent performance of projects in our transmission capital portfolio on the power systems side.

MS. GRICE:  Could you -- would you be able to provide those?

MR. SPENCER:  I believe we could, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SPENCER:  By undertaking, we can provide those metrics.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So we will make that JT1.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16 TO PROVIDE THE REFINED COST AND SCHEDULE METRICS THAT HYDRO ONE USES TO TRACK COST SCHEDULE AND SCOPE, AS REFERRED TO IN AMPCO 23

MS. GRICE:  Okay, AMPCO number 27, please.  This is an easy one.  I just note that the population for wood poles is missing from the table.  Would you be able to provide that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Sure, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, the population for our wood poles is 42,000.

MS. JABLONSKY:  And the TSP 2.2 which we will be able to provide.  It's recorded in TSP 2.2 at 42,000.

MS. GRICE:  Oh TSP 2.2, okay, thank you.  And then AMPCO 30; I just wanted to -- I have a couple of follow-up questions on how this information is used.

This is a spreadsheet where we asked for the number of failures by transmission asset type.  So if you look at the attachment 1, and if we just use transmission assets as an example, when you prepared -- if we can just flip over the page to AMPCO 31, when you prepared these types of tables where you have got the failure rate -- and this one is specifically relating to transformers -- would it match up with the data in table 30?

So would you take the total number of failures from 2014 to 2018 and divide it by the number of assets to get the failure rate?  Is that how you derive the information in AMPCO 31 for the years 2014 to 2018?

MS. JABLONSKY:  We will take the undertaking to verify the numbers for you.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And as part of that, if what I just described is not how you got to the second row in AMPCO 31, could you explain how you got the failure rate in that table if it doesn't match up?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And that will be JT1.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO CLARIFY THE CALCULATION OF FAILURE RATE IN THE TABLE IN AMPCO 31

MS. GRICE:  And then I just have some general questions on this failure data.  Would all of these failures have resulted in an interruption to the customer?

MS. JABLONSKY:  On the transformers?  Not necessarily.

MS. GRICE:  All asset groups.  Like just --


MS. JABLONSKY:  No, no.

MS. GRICE:  No, okay.  And do you do a root cause analysis of these failures to ensure that it's the equipment that's failing, that there wasn't some other cause?  Is that done?

MR. JESUS:  So we do.  For every failure, we triage the failures on a weekly basis and we determine whether or not a low failures has occurred, a medium risk failure has occurred, or a high risk failure has occurred.

The high risk failure would undergo a post event investigation with root cause analysis using the tap root approach.  And the medium risk would be effectively a failure report that is produced.  And the lows, it's effectively just a corrective that's entered into SAP.

MS. GRICE:  And what did you say?  You said something earlier, something approach.

MR. JESUS:  Post event investigation using the tap root approach.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  I had some questions on AMPCO 35.  So we asked -- this was a question regarding your vehicle utilization rate, and you said you calculate that by dividing the total annual fleet equipment costs, which you have shown there, by the total fleet annual fleet utilization hours.

And then you say that the Hydro One utilization percentage has been approximately 80 percent throughout 2015 to 2018.

So the first part is this, which is the fleet equipment costs, what do those costs represent?

MR. SPENCER:  I believe the best panel to speak to this would be panel number 2 and Mr. Berardi, our VP of shared services, would be happy to answer any questions you might have on this point.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  AMPCO number 36; we asked a question to understand under which programs poles are replaced, and you reference SR21, which is your wood pole replacement program.

Do I take it then there are no poles replaced under any other ISDs?  And they are all listed -- if you turn the page to AMPCO 37, I believe they are all listed there.

MR. SPENCER:  Within ISD SR No. 21, that's where the vast majority of our wood pole structures are replaced, but we do also sometimes replace wood pole structures under transmission line projects as well.  So SR21 is just the wood pole replacement programs, but there are on occasions when we do it under projects as well.  But the majority are within SR21.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  AMPCO No. 40.  In this interrogatory we asked you to update an undertaking from EB-2016-0160, Undertaking J7.4.  Would you be able to add a row to this table, which is unplanned hours of interruption?

MR. JESUS:  Sure, we can do that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.18.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, just to be clear, that's the forced durations of these interruptions; is that correct?  That's what you are looking for?  Oh, exactly, why, isn't that the last row?

MS. GRICE:  Does that mean the same thing?

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  No, I -- I think that's -- this is a subset.  This includes customer interruptions, but I wanted your total unplanned hours of interruption.  So that you wouldn't necessarily have a customer interruption.  I am not explaining it very well.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, so the measures that we are measuring here are strictly measures where customers are interrupted.  So these are all the customers that have been interrupted and the total number of times that they have been interrupted, the number of events, as well as the total duration of those events.

MS. GRICE:  But don't you have hours of interruption that don't actually impact customers?

MR. JESUS:  So the measure that you may be after is the transmission unavailability or unsupplied energy metric, which is provided elsewhere in the evidence.  And it's provided as part of I4-LPMA-10, so interrogatory 4-LPMA-10, for the graphs of unsupplied energy system minutes of unreliability in transmission system availability.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Could I take a look at that on the break, and then if I have a follow-up, would that be okay?

MR. JESUS:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So I am going to remove that as an undertaking for now, and Ms. Grice, if you do want an undertaking for some aspect of it, just let us know.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.

MS. GRICE:  And I just have three questions now of other interrogatories of other intervenors.  If we can please go to Staff 78.  And if we go to page 3, which relates to recommendation 3 of the METSCO report.  And this is a recommendation regarding ongoing work to rectify data completeness.  And then you say here under "Hydro One decision":

"There is an ongoing effort to continually rectify any data gaps which are identified which are not material to decision-making."

Is there anywhere in the evidence where you summarize those ongoing efforts?

MR. JESUS:  Can you repeat your question, please?

MS. GRICE:  Sure.  So under recommendation number 3, it says under "Hydro One decision", second sentence:

"Having said that, there is an ongoing effort to continually rectify any data gaps that are identified which are not material to decision-making."

And I was just asking if there is anywhere in the evidence where you summarize what this ongoing effort is.

MR. JESUS:  I don't believe that it exists in the evidence anywhere of all these ongoing efforts.  All I can say that we provided, as per SEC 7, Exhibit 14B, if we can go to that interrogatory, and the table shown in B is showing what the actual data completeness is for the major assets.  So ongoing efforts to maintain that completeness is ongoing.  As projects come in service we update our data systems accordingly, and that's the only place where I would suggest is a reference to the data completeness and the accuracy of that data.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.

SEC 6, please.  And this had to do with the audit reports, and you filed a chart.  I just had a couple questions on some of the audits.

So if you turn to page 23 of the chart.  And the audit has to do with PCBs, and that's not what caught my eye, but if you go down to page 24.  I just wanted to ask you to explain it.  It says under "observation":

"There are SAP geographic information system integration interface issues related to the design and implementation that are creating a backlog of required changes in SAP and the GIS software application."

And then under "recommendation" it says:

"Identifying the root cause with the SGI interface that are causing data errors in the two system of records, SAP and GIS."

Can you just explain what's happening there and what was done to fix it?

MR. JESUS:  So this is in reference to distribution.  So the interface between our SAP system and our GIS system in terms of how assets are being created in the GIS and being moved into the SAP system, there are issues with that interface that are being remediated.  So the -- and it really stems from having the two systems operating in parallel.

So that has been completed, in that we are -- we've remedied this SGI interface and we continue to monitor those data quality issues between SAP and GIS.  But it is really impacting distribution only.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, great.  Thank you. Page 40, please.  And this is a fleet services audit.

MR. JESUS:  Page 40.

MS. GRICE:  I just have a question on -- yes, maybe this is the next panel.

MR. SPENCER:  It would be best for panel number 2, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Page 42, please.  Under the audit that's titled "capital project stage gate review", it says in the action plan that a quality metric for the assessment of all deliverables will be defined and implemented.  Have you developed that a quality metric?  Is that in place now?

MR. SPENCER:  Yes, we have.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to provide that metric?

MR. SPENCER:  It's individual project level.  So as project are passing through the stage gate, we have been quantifying the quality of the underlying deliverables.  So it is a project-by-project assessment.

MS. GRICE:  Does it use the same tool, though?

MR. SPENCER:  Sorry, the same tool as?

MS. GRICE:  Like as you go through the projects, are you looking at them the same way?  Are the metrics the same?

MR. SPENCER:  We are comparing them through a consistent lens, yes.  We could provide an overview of the quality results for the projects that have passed through.

MS. GRICE:  With an example.  If you could do that just with an example, that would be helpful.

MR. SPENCER:  Sure thing.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will now be JT1.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF QUALITY RESULTS FOR PROJECTS THAT HAVE PASSED THROUGH, WITH AN EXAMPLE


MS. GRICE:  Okay, page 47.  You have got an audit here entitled “Work program - cost management and reporting”.  It says it's not started.  Is that manager that will be done in 2019?

MR. SPENCER:  I would have to confirm the forecast completion date on that item.

MS. GRICE:  If you could, please.

MR. SPENCER:  We can do that via undertaking for this item on page 47, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.19:  TO CONFIRM THE FORECAST COMPLETION DATE FOR THE AUDIT ENTITLED "WORK PROGRAM - COST MANAGEMENT AND REPORTING."


MS. GRICE:  And then my last question is on page 50.  This is the post events investigation process review, and you mentioned it this morning -- or just now.  I'd just never heard of it before.  So I was just interested -- if you can just explain in terms of -- it says in the description that the review -- it provides assurance on the control design effectiveness of the post-event investigation process in reducing the risk of future occurrence on failures to our networks and key assets.

So can you just explain what this does?  I just don't fully understand it.

MR. JESUS:  So as I indicated, every week as incidents occur on the system, there is a committee that triages every single incident and determines the level of risk associated with that particular incident.  And they indicate whether or not the incident had a low risk impact, a medium risk impact, and a high risk impact.

And based on those, that criteria, it determines the level of investigation that we are going to carry out on that particular incident, with the premise of preventing future reoccurrence in the future.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, got it, thank you.  Last question, SEC No. 35.  In this interrogatory, you provide the percentage of transmission capital spending that's undertaken by external contractors.  Would you be able to provide the dollar amounts that correspond to these percentages?

MR. SPENCER:  Sorry, can I maybe just clarify a little what information you're looking for?  That will help me answer if we are able to obtain it or not.

MS. GRICE:  Well, I am looking for external dollars.  So you've got, under system access, 13 percent external, 87 percent internal.  So just to better understand the table, if the dollars are in place for each type of, you know, labour, equipment and material, it's a different way of looking at it than this table, but it provides the actual dollar values.

MR. SPENCER:  So what we can provide is a consolidated view of total transmission capital spend that we do with external resources versus internal resources, which will essentially be these same percentages just mapped to our total transmission capital spend for the year.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, and that will show dollars for each, correct?

MR. SPENCER:  It will show dollars for each.  But to clarify, it's consolidated labour, equipment, et cetera.  So if that's helpful, we can provide that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, yes, thank you.

MR. SPENCER:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's JT1.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.20:  TO PROVIDE A DATA SHOWING A CONSOLIDATED VIEW OF TOTAL TRANSMISSION CAPITAL SPEND, SHOWING EXTERNAL RESOURCES VERSUS INTERNAL RESOURCES, SHOWING DOLLARS FOR EACH


MS. GRICE:  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Ms. Grice.  And you are going to let us know if you still an undertaking on that one item.  Ms. Girvan for CCC?
Examination by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  Can you hear me?  Okay.

If you could turn to CCC number 4, please, and to just give you some context in terms of this question, it's really referring to your previous case and this case, and talking about assets reaching their useful life and deteriorating.

And what you've provided is a table on the second page that sets out a major asset condition summary that was filed in the last case, and then the same table that was filed in this case.

I am just trying to understand what this is telling me and does it -- is this telling me that in the last case, you had this percentage of assets in each of these categories that were at high or very high risk, and now it's getting worse?  Is that what that's telling me?  The condition of your assets is worse since the last time?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Now, do you have an expectation at the end of this rate plan what these numbers are going to look like?

MS. JABLONSKY:  At the end of the rate plan, the tables that are shown here are showing high risk and very high risk.

MS. GIRVAN:  Um-hmm.

MS. JABLONSKY:  They are placed in those categories based on condition assessment.  So at the end of the plan, it would be on -- we would not be able to tell you up front from the testing what's going to land an asset in that bucket.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But aren't you trying to improve these numbers through your projected budgets in this application?  Isn't that one of the major objectives in asking for a rate increase?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.  If we are looking at major assets, if we are looking at transformers and breakers, we are looking at a replacement rate of 20 to 25 transformers per year, and that is to address -- to ensure, I think in TSP 2.2, it shows assets currently beyond ESL and currently beyond ESL 2024.

So the rate that we have selected, the 20 to 25, is to ensure that we have manage the old fleet of equipment.

MS. GIRVAN:  So I guess what I am really asking is, from a ratepayer perspective, you are asking for an increase in rates in order to execute these capital programs.  Wouldn't we expect that these numbers at the end of the rate plan are going to be better?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we are using the ESL as a guide as to how to manage and monitor the equipment, the pace of replacement is to stay in front of that curve.  As to what the condition of the assets will be, based on good maintenance skills and good maintenance practices, we're hoping that at the end of it we will see less equipment in that category, high risk and very high risk.

MS. GIRVAN:  So you have no way of knowing that now?

MR. JESUS:  I think it's important to note the pacing of the aging of our infrastructure, and as shown in our Exhibit A-3-1, page 16.  If you can see at what we are getting in the, I guess the third column, you can see that the aging of the infrastructure without any intervention, so for example transformers, we're currently sitting at about 28 percent of the assets are above the expected service life, and over the period they would grow to approximately 43 percent.  Because of this plan we are managing it to roughly 26 percent.

On the line conductors, on the other hand, currently we're sitting at 4 percent beyond ESL, and that will grow to 12 percent.  So the assets are aging as a tremendous pace, mainly to account for the assets that were installed in 1950 and 1960.

So from a condition point of view, you will expect that most of those assets will begin to deteriorate in condition.  Predicting what the actual condition will be in five years' time, that's a tough challenge, and I would love for any utility to be able to tell you what that is.

MS. GIRVAN:  That's something you are can't do, you're saying?


MR. JESUS:  Sorry?

MS. GIRVAN:  That's something you're saying you cannot do?

MR. JESUS:  We cannot.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you explain to me how these numbers, the percentages, were derived?  So, for example, in the first one, transformers at 15 percent, how did you derive the 15 percent?  What were the two -- the --


MS. JABLONSKY:  Condition assessment, that's all based on condition assessment.

MS. GIRVAN:  It was a numerator, a denominator --


--- Reporter appeals.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry.  I guess the question is what's the numerator and denominator in this case.

MR. KEIZER:  Ms. Girvan, which IR -- are you on the chart that's up on the screen or a different interrogatory?

MS. GIRVAN:  No, I'm sorry, I'm looking at mine.  I'm back to mine, I apologize.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I take the transformer as an example --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, that's the 15 percent, so tell me, please -- yeah --


MS. JABLONSKY:  -- so we have individual counts, and the population at this time this was filed is 716, so it's the number divided by 716 there is percentage.

MS. GIRVAN:  So 15 percent of the 716 is high or very high risk.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Is high or very high risk.  And that's shown in the pie chart in TSP2.2.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Could we get the underlying numbers for these two charts to derive those amounts?  You gave me the first one.  It would be nice to have it all in one place.

MR. JESUS:  Sure, we can do that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  TO PROVIDE THE UNDERLYING NUMBERS FOR THE TWO CHARTS TO DERIVE THE AMOUNTS.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, could you please turn to CCC No. 7.  And I have got a few questions on this, what's called 2019 to '24 investment planning kick-off session, and it says it's dated April 20th, 2018, and it's a PowerPoint presentation.  And if you turn to page 5 of that.  So we have a process here, planning process, and I know there's a number of interrogatories about the planning process, but was this generally the process in terms of timing that you filed to develop this rate plan?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, it is.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And then what happened, though, this was in -- this was in April 2018.  The Board had sent out a letter saying that they wanted you to file a four-year rate plan.  And then you talked about having organizational changes in July and August, and in the fall you applied for a one-year rate plan for 2019.  And then we were left with this 2020 to '22 plan.

And I am just wondering, from the beginning of your planning process to the end, did the Board's decision to have you file a four-year plan and then your decision to go with a three-year plan impact any of your proposals?

MR. JESUS:  It absolutely did.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  So this, just to put it in context, this was the kick-off meeting, and the plan, had everything gone smoothly, this is the plan that we were following.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yup.

MS. JESUS:  Obviously the letter from the OEB as well as other developments that occurred caused us to change the timing of these events, so absolutely it did change the plan.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Did it change your overall proposed spending levels for capital?

MR. JESUS:  So the plan that we filed and received approval in December of 2018 effectively is this plan.  So the basis of this plan was the plan that was submitted and approved by our board of directors in December of 2018.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So this -- okay, that's fine.  I can follow that up later.

Okay, if you could turn to page 11 of that particular PowerPoint presentation.  So you talk there about diversification, and I just quote a couple of things.  It's:

"The electricity industry's transforming from a system based on a large centralized generation, transmission, and distribution to small-scale distributed generation."

So that's the first point.  And the second point is:

"Hydro One's strategy is to adapt our grid investments to reflect this new reality and provide the new energy services that customers are demanding."

And then further on it says:

"We will seek to invest in emerging technology that focuses on innovation in the electricity sector."

So I am just wondering with respect to that particular quote, two quotes, I guess, how has this impacted your TSP relative to previous TSPs?  Can we see a marked difference in the categories of spending, the amounts of spending, as a result of this particular movement towards a less centralized-based system?

MR. JESUS:  So these two quotes that are referenced here are really for all of Hydro One Networks, which encompasses not only transmission but distribution.  So we are looking at, from a distribution point of view, the connection of distributed energy resources and I know the work we're involved in in the OEB forum to look at the regulation of battery storage.

So from that perspective and the new technologies, we're involved.  As well as from a Hydro One point of view energy services, that's the strategy at the highest level. This has not materially changed our investments on the transmission side.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, that's exactly my question, thank you.  Now, could you turn to page 14 of -- actually page 15 of that same presentation.

It says individual portfolios are targeting key outcomes over the plan period, and I am having a little trouble understanding what this slide is telling me and what those particular metrics are, sort of relative to your application.

MR. JESUS:  So this is on recommendation from BCG to look at up front doing initial portfolio allocations, and we adopted their recommendation.  So at the early onset during the kick-off, we developed these initial allocations by portfolio, including the metrics that we would be looking to achieve.

So for each portfolio, there is an allocation based on historical spend, the efficiencies in that particular organization, as well as the productivity savings that would be -- from a strategic point of view, that would be incurred in that particular line of business.

And the metrics that you see there are, for each one of those portfolios, what are the outcomes that they are trying to achieve.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So for example, if I -- and this is a model that was provided by BCG, is that right?

MR. JESUS:  No, it's not a model.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  They recommended that we -- at the early onset in their report that we develop a process to allocate capital and O&M by line of business.

So this is the initial cut or initial allocations by line of business based on historical spend, based on the efficiency improvements that they would be getting, and any other strategic direction that that line of business would be incorporating.

MS. GIRVAN:  But aren't these different categories than you use typically?

MR. JESUS:  They are. So power systems is all of the power system networks, sustainment, development.  Operations is operating line of business.  Facilities and real estate, security, as well as health, safety and environment and the other -- and the other groups that are shown there as well.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So the first set of charts are dollars and the second -- I guess they are all different, they are all different; like fleet size is different.

I am just having a lot of trouble understanding.  Are these targets for the --

MR. JESUS:  These are outcomes associated with the portfolio of spend.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And are these tied to any of your scorecards, these specific metrics?

MR. JESUS:  Some of them are.  So for example, RT reliability for SAIDI, that is tied to our scorecard.  Safety and environment, productivity savings -- so some of them are and some of them aren't.

MS. GIRVAN:  Take for example fleet.  What does fleet mean?  You are going to add 48 new vehicles in each year?   Is that what that's telling me?


MR. JESUS:  Those are dollars, dollars being spent.

MS. GIRVAN:  Those are dollars; okay.

MR. JESUS:  So the numbers in the charts are the dollars, and the outcomes are to the right of the dollar charts.  And the two colours are O&M and capital.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, but look -- in the second set of charts, look at fleet.  What does that tell me?

MR. JESUS:  So the fleet size is 7200, the annual utilization is 6 million hours, and the weekly utilization of heavy and light equipment is a TBD, and they are spending 48 to 49 million dollars in each of those years.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right, thank you.  I am just going to get rid of a few questions. If you could turn to CCC No. 7, please -- oh, sorry, no.  Again it's the same, the same PowerPoint presentation and it's on page 20.  And CCC 11 refers to this, too, but let me just quickly ask.

In terms of your productivity in the current plan, from a capital perspective, how were these numbers derived?

MR. SPENCER:  So the numbers on page 20 are derived on the initiatives that are referred throughout the evidence as the bottom-up initiatives that are detailed out in -- sorry, summarized in TSP section 1.6, and there's some additional detail in the SEC 26 response.

But if you've reconciled these numbers, you'll notice this does not include any of the progressive productivity which was ultimately included in the plan as filed to the energy board.  So there is a slight difference that's that progressive productivity.

MS. GIRVAN:  So what's progressive productivity?

MR. SPENCER:  Let me just turn up the reference, if I may, and I will point you exactly.  So in the absence of the exact language, progressive productivity was a top-down commitment that was made by the organization late in the planning process to ensure that we were able to complete the necessary volumes of work without -- while still maintaining the directional commitment to lower costs.

So that was a top-down placeholder commitment that's further detailed in our TSP1.6 section.  The exact reference, bear with me, is around page --

MS. GIRVAN:  Oh, I see it on the screen, thanks.

MR. SPENCER:  Thank you, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  So tell me how the top-down numbers were derived.

MR. SPENCER:  So this was -- we talked earlier about approximately a 10 percent cost reduction over the five-year plan period, and that was phased in.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But how is the 10 percent derived?

MR. SPENCER:  It was management's best judgment around what we felt was achievable and demonstratable within the five-year planning period.

MS. GIRVAN:  So with respect to productivity, you had individual programs, and you're saying you built in productivity with respect to those programs.  Then after that was all done, and completed and put into a chart that we see in this presentation, another additional amount was imposed over top of that.  Is that how we ended up with the final numbers?

MR. SPENCER:  So just for clarity, the items referenced on page 7 of TSP1.6 do in fact include the bottoms-up initiative-based productivity commitments, as well as the top-down progressive productivity commitments as well.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So I am just looking at page 20 on the slides that I was looking at versus this, and the numbers are very different.

MR. SPENCER:  So --

MS. GIRVAN:  If you can explain to me the difference between these numbers and the numbers in the TSP.

MR. SPENCER:  I think I can do this to avoid an undertaking, if I can.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. SPENCER:  So if we look at -- let's pick the 2020 year.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. SPENCER:  So in the April kick-off materials, we had -- for the transmission 2020, we had grand total of $73 million.  You see that reference?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. SPENCER:  And then in page 7 of the TSP1.6, we have a grand total of $98 million.  And the difference between those two is 25 million, right?  So we have some of that 17 of the 25 is going to be the progressive productivity, and the other 8 million will be changes elsewhere in our productivity framework.

So these are two different points in time separated by approximately six months.  And the productivity commitments we have in fact filed as part of the TSP are, I believe, going across the years here, higher in every year than what we had envisioned at the April kick-off.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay,  And that reflects -- I thought the progressive productivity reflected that higher amount, but you're saying there's more in addition to --


MR. SPENCER:  Well, it's actually going to be both things:  The progressive productivity as well as other changes in the other elements of the productivity framework as well.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Can you quickly on the same kind of point, could you turn to CCC 11.  And this is again about productivity.  And it refers to a correction that in transmission the achieved productivity in 2016 to 2018 was 97.4 million.

Can you help me with how that was calculated?  That was part of the question.

MR. SPENCER:  So, I mean, if the question comes down to governance and traceability, then Mr. Jodoin would be best to speak to it --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Sorry, I thought that -- I had panel 2 on my list.  I thought I might try to get you to help me with that.

Okay, if you could please turn to CCC No. 8.  And I just -- I was unclear a bit in terms of what you were talking about this morning.

Do you have a goal in this case, in this rate plan period, of improving the reliability by 13 percent?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we do.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So that's the current state of affairs.  That's what you're proposing.

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I just wanted to confirm that.  I wasn't clear this morning.

If you could turn to CCC No. 12, please.  So this is something that certainly we've pursued in the distribution case as well.  And it's a bit of confusion -- I have a bit of confusion around how you sort of deal with transmission and distribution and how those interact.

So from what I gather you have specific budgets for distribution, specific budgets for transmission.  And is there any overlap with respect to those in the sense -- I guess what I am really getting at is, if you spend less on distribution, does that free up more money to spend on transmission?  Do you go through a process like that?

MR. JESUS:  So, no, we do not -- so can you repeat your question?

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So I guess my question is really trying to -- I am trying to better understand the interplay between transmission and distribution.

MR. JESUS:  Sure.

MS. GIRVAN:  And in the OEB -- here at the OEB we talk about them very separate.  So I am sort of trying to get my head around from an ongoing perspective day-to-day is there an interplay between transmission and distribution?  I mean, I know you use some of the same people, but I guess in terms of budgets and in terms of money, if you free up, say, distribution money, you have got more money than you need, do you -- is there the potential to allocate that to transmission?

MR. JESUS:  The answer to that is, no, they are treated as separate businesses.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  There are shared services, and there is proper cost allocation models to allocate those costs between T&D.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So for example, if -- you have now got a distribution decision pending before the Board.  Will the outcome of that decision impact your transmission budgets at all?

MR. JESUS:  No.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right, thank you.

If you could just turn to CCC No. 18, just one final quick question.  You said that the METSCO Energy Solutions Consulting contract was not subject to an RFP.  Can you explain why not?

MR. JESUS:  So METSCO is an energy service provider of record, and therefore we elected to supply to them because of their low cost.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, what does that mean?

MR. JESUS:  So we did not go through a competitive RFP process with METSCO on this particular engagement.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I still don't understand why.

MR. JESUS:  Because they are a vendor of record, so that means that we can contract them for services fairly easily, and because we were wanting to complete this in time for our planning, we engaged METSCO.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks Ms. Girvan.

VECC, please.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, good afternoon, panel.  Actually, I would like to start with a follow-up to a question of Ms. Girvan.  CCC No. 4, please.  If you could take a look at that, where Ms. Girvan was bringing you to the old asset condition summary and the new asset condition summary.

And when I examined that, if you could scroll to the table that's just below that in the interrogatory, when I had examined that I noticed that the predominant change is in poles and conductors, and the last assessment was done three years ago.

And so when I looked at that, my understanding, and you can correct me, is that what's being demonstrated isn't particularly a degradation in poles.  What's being demonstrated is a distinction in the methodologies used to make the assessments.  Am I wrong?  Or is there literally that many more wood poles that have degraded over the last three years to give you that kind of number?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Please repeat your question.

MR. GARNER:  My question is in the old assessment you had a -- at high risk of 3 percent of wood poles, using this as an example.  In the new assessment it's 13 percent.  That's a significant change over a period of three years.  That change, it seems to me, is derived from one of two reasons.  One is, poles have exponentially degraded themselves -- or degraded over three years; or, B, that the methodology you're using to make the assessment is somehow changed and/or better or just -- that's where it's happening.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The method has not changed.  The wood pole that we are looking at, the average age of the wood pole is 41 years.  And I think the ESL for the wood pole is 50 years.  So the population is aging.  So it's the same method that we used three years ago that we currently use now.

MR. GARNER:  So that's rather exponential, right, then?  So you are saying to me is that if that were true would I expect in three years from now to see, if nothing else was done, would I see 26 percent?  I mean, or -- your curve, if you take that trend, would tell you that within probably five years all your poles are going to be past their life.  I mean, why would you see that type of trend over a three-year period?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I can only answer you with the sense that wood poles are not engineered equipment.  So wood poles are not homogeneous throughout the supply.  So to predict what condition assessment on wood poles will look like I think we can only use the fact that it's an aging demographic, so therefore what we think we may see.  It would be hard to speculate whether or not the numbers -- how much higher the numbers will go.

MR. GARNER:  So do you do this assessment every year?  Do you have an assessment that goes from year to year and can show an assessment in each year?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Subject to check, I think we do every six years.  If we do come across samples or assets that are in poor condition, then we will -- we would do an earlier second assessment to see how soon we need to put it in for replacement.

But if the condition assessment is good, then it would be, I think, every six years.

MR. GARNER:  No, sorry I am not being clear.  Thank you for that; I do understand that.

What I am asking is, is there a major asset condition on wood poles done in 2016, another one done in 2017, another one done in 2018, in which one can draw the line that shows the degradation, so to speak, of the wood poles between 2016 and 2019?

MS. JABLONSKY:  For lack of a better word, the maintenance program for wood poles is condition assessment, which is done all the time.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So would it be possible, therefore, for you to show us from, let's say 2014 to give a five-year period, the same table showing the major asset condition summaries between the period of 2015 and 2019 to show that every year, so I could see the wood poles in each year going from there -- it won't be 3 percent, but that is what it was in, I think, '16 to where it is now as you're showing in this table, so I could draw and see that line.

What I am interested in is your trend.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Am I looking at -- am I looking at providing this data for wood poles only?

MR. GARNER:  Well, ideally, if you are doing it every year for all of these -- ideally for all of these tables, you would be able to do that.  And that would be preferable because that would then show us the trend line for all of your assets in the high risk or very high risk category.

And that trend would allow us to look at what your capital spending has been and ask ourselves the question about where assets are going vis-a-vis where spending is going.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, we will be able to.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  It will be JT1.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22:  TO PROVIDE DATA SHOWING MAJOR ASSET CONDITION SUMMARIES FOR WOOD POLES FOR A FIVE YEAR PERIOD BEGINNING IN 2014, SHOWING A TREND LINE FOR ASSETS IN THE HIGH RISK OR VERY HIGH RISK CATEGORY


MS. GRICE:  Can I just ask one clarifying question?

MR. GARNER:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  With respect to the discussion on poles, you mentioned that the average age is 41 years and that the expected service life is 50 years, but this table is showing condition.  So I am just trying to make the connection of why that was the first response on moving from 3 percent to 13 percent for poles.

MS. JABLONSKY:  My first response was condition assessment being the reason why they are placed in the categories, not the ESL, not the expected service life.  It's through condition assessment that they are moved into high and very high risk.

MS. GRICE:  But Mr. Garner asked for an explanation why, in a very recent time frame, it's gone from 3 to 13.  And your response was around the average age of the pole and the expected service life.  So it didn't really respond to the condition question.

So my follow-up would be are you doing additional wood pole testing?  Is there something that's changed?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No.  The ESL point was made to show the demographics of the poles we currently have in order to be placed in the categories is strictly on condition assessment.

MS. GRICE:  Are wood poles based on age then?  Is that how they are getting into the category?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, condition assessment.

MR. JESUS:  The references to ELS is to demonstrate that the assets are aging.  So they are 41 years old on average, and as they continue to age, their condition is continuing to deteriorate.

So that is why she made reference from the increase going from 3 percent to 13 percent is that as the poles are aging, they did deteriorate, which the premise is that they have deteriorated so much that they now are high risk.

MS. JABLONSKY:  There is a greater likelihood that they will be at high risk.

MR. JESUS:  Right.

MS. GRICE:  So the is -- the change between 3 and 13 percent, is that data driven based on actual condition or is it following that logic of trend?

MR. JESUS:  It's based on actual condition.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. GARNER:  Just following Ms. Grice's line of questioning, that would insinuate that over the past three years, the data you have been getting on poles has been changing.  Is that -- when we see these figures you will show us, what we are going to be looking at is the data difference that's coming in on asset assessment of the poles?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I think if we look in TSP 2.2, we have, I believe, 42 percent that's to be assessed.  So the assessment is done constantly.  So there is, there is a -- there is an inventory that needs to be assessed.  So yes, things are placed into good, bad, fair categories as we do the condition assessment.

MR. GARNER:  Saying it back to you if I understand what you are saying is when we will see the numbers on the trend line -- if I can continue?  If we see the numbers on the trend line, is what you're saying that the reason you may be seeing the higher number of wood poles is that the population of tested poles is increasing and you're getting a different snapshot of the -- sorry, the sample you're testing is increasing and therefore you're getting a more accurate picture of the population of poles?  Is that an explanation as to why one sees that type of -- may see that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  At the moment, we do have a population that's not yet tested.  And it's the test -- so at the moment, we have -- in TSP 2.2, we have 45 percent of wood poles that need assessment.  That was at the end of 2018.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  But what may help to add to the undertaking -- and only maybe for the poles so it's as simple as possible; that's the major area.

Is it possible for you to, in each year that you are doing for the percentage, show us the tested amount of the total population and therefore maybe that can just answer or clarify that question in my head about how that's working.  Is that possible to do?

So let's -- just for poles, you would say whatever it is, 3 percent and X number of the total population is being tested.  The next year it's X percent, and X percent of the total population was tested.  Do you have both those figures?

MS. JABLONSKY:  For the wood poles, we do believe that we probably would be able to find the information.

MR. GARNER:  Just to be clear, it's the cumulative amount, because -- I guess what I am wondering and you are helping me with is the change may be occurring because -- and I don't know this, but in each year you have is a larger amount of the total population of poles you have actually tested, and it's in the database and it's giving you a different number, right?  Your sample is getting larger and you are getting a different number from the sample itself, that could be possible.

I am just trying to figure out why the number is changing and that might help us understand why it's changing.  Do you see what I Sam saying?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I am looking at TSP 2.2 on page 70.  So if you bring that up, if we are looking at needs replacement 13 percent.  So that percentage has already been condition assessed.  If we are looking at needs assessment, It's 45; 45 percent has not yet been assessed.

Good condition not yet eligible, it's good condition.  So they were assessed and they were in good condition, or they are younger than 25 years.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  But what I am asking you this needs assessment, the blue portion, that's changing every year isn't it.

MS. JABLONSKY:  That's changing every year as we go through that inventory.

MR. GARNER:  Because each year you are doing more assessment, is that correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, but at the same time, though, eligible for assessment, the ones that were 24 are now 25 and they will roll into that category.  So it does change.  But you are taking out of that pool and you're adding in to that pool.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  So when I look at that diagram, is the 13 percent the only amount that's actually been assessed?

MS. JABLONSKY:  And deemed to be in at high risk.

MR. GARNER:  And deemed to be at high risk.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Hence needs replacement.

MR. GARNER:  So this doesn't show me the whole population.  I guess I may be asking for something different.

Is there a graph that basically says is, I have a population of poles -- and I don't know what yours is, call it 10,000 -- of those 10,000 I have tested 6,000 directly.  4,000 have never been touched, never been looked at, whatever, right?  Is there something that does that every year that tells you in your database how many of the wood poles that you have actually made an assessment on, whatever the outcome of the assessment?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I think if I try to understand what you are saying, I think you are asking me to do the needs replacement -- needs replacement.  Those are condition-assessed, and the category "good condition not yet eligible for assessment", break that category in two and that will show the ones that were assessed and the ones that are not old enough.  Add those two together, we will see a total of what's been assessed.

MR. GARNER:  Again, I don't want to belabour it, but I am not actually looking for the amount of any outcome of the assessment.  All I am asking for is just how many poles have been assessed and --


MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed, agreed.

MR. GARNER:  -- that's it.  So, yes, if you say that works, then that would be good.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. GARNER:  So I am not sure if we can add that to the undertaking, but -- for the poles, but -- I think what it is in, you would agree to do, is you would agree to, for each one of the years and only for poles in this case you would show the total number of poles that have been assessed and those who have not been assessed, right?

MR. JESUS:  I guess what I am having a little difficulty, the needs assessment means that out of the population of 42,000 poles -- I can't read what that number says --


MS. JABLONSKY:  45.

MR. JESUS:  -- 45 percent have not been assessed.  All the other poles have been assessed, and they are in good condition or in high-risk condition.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Mr. Jesus, now you are confusing me, though.  So that's what I thought when I looked at that.  Is then next year the year that -- so if I say back to you 45 percent of the poles have never been looked at --


MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  -- next year will it be 43 percent of the poles because 2 percent of the poles have now -- or 3 percent of the poles have now been looked at that weren't last year now -- and eventually that number runs to zero.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. GARNER:  Right?  Is that what happens?  I mean, in the ideal -- and is that your strategy, is ideally eventually all your poles have been tested and every new pole is now put in, or is it --


MS. JABLONSKY:  In -- no, I am not, I am not.  The 45, 45 needs assessment, the good condition -- the "42 good condition not yet eligible for assessment", that will change.  If it's assessed and it's woodpecker-bitten to the nth degree, it will move into the 13 --


MR. GARNER:  Right.  No, I understand.

MS. JABLONSKY:  -- so the numbers will change in a --


MR. GARNER:  Right.  That's that you were telling me, and that's because new poles don't get assessed for a number of years, right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  We start assessment at 25 unless there's another reason for us -- that brings us there.

MR. GARNER:  So 25 years.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  So the population you have basically is poles that need assessment, poles that have been assessed, and poles that are younger than 25 years old.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  That's what your -- so when we do this thing on the poles, if we could just make that -- break that out in those years, then we'd be able to see how that data changes each year.  That's all I am trying to get at.  And I think now I understand the three categories.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am just trying to get clear in terms of keeping myself organized here.  Was that all an extension of what we called JT1.22 or --


MR. GARNER:  I think we should make it separate just because I think it would be easier to do the first table that we -- we're just trying to find the trend lines, and this one just for poles be a separate undertaking, and that would just show us for the same period of time, which I believe I asked you '15 to 2019 -- or it's 2014 to 2019, to get five years, that you would show just for poles that three-part population in each year.

MS. JABLONSKY:  From 2016 to 2019.

MR. GARNER:  I said 2014.  I was doing a five-year period.  I was hoping to do a five-year trend so --


MR. KEIZER:  I think we were tying it back to the last -- the original table we were working on, which was '16 to '19.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So we will call that JT1.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.23:  TO PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF POLES TESTED, NOT TESTED, NOT ELIGIBLE FOR TESTING FOR THE YEARS 2015 TO 2019.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  The only difference, Mr. Keizer is saying from -- sorry, Mr. Keizer, what year were you saying, pardon me?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I was going back to the original table, which I, to be honest with you, I think we have lost which the original table was, but --


MR. GARNER:  It's the 061 and -- I remember that as being from -- I believe the data might be 2015.  That's because the date that -- the case is '16, but it's the year before, so that was the same period that I was looking for, '15 to 19 --


MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, whatever that period is, that's the period we were talking about.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's satisfactory, to me, anyways, thank you.

Sorry, so that was not really one of the questions I wanted to ask, so -- one of the questions I wanted to ask was on VECC 10, and the VECC 10 is about the new facility, the -- I can't remember what it's called.  It's called the integrated something-or-other facility you have, and this is about backup control and your SCADA control.  And -- I believe it's this one -- sorry, maybe I have got the right -- yeah.

So first just let me just -- if someone on the panel can just remind me of what's happening here.  You have a control centre now, and you have a backup centre now, and as I understand it the backup centre is going to go into hiatus or be shut down.  The current control centre is going to become the backup centre, and a new control centre is going to be built.  Is that the plan?

MR. HOLDER:  Right.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And can you just tell me, where is the current control centre right now?

MR. HOLDER:  In Barrie.

MR. GARNER:  In Barrie.  That's what I thought.  And where the backup centre?

MR. HOLDER:  In Toronto.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  And when this is done does that backup centre have property that gets disposed of?  Or is that just part of another facility of Hydro One?

MR. HOLDER:  It's part of another facility of Hydro One.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Okay.  So my next -- my other question was in this IR what we asked about was that Hydro One had talked about doing something in the past, and in these two cases -- and you've put down these amounts, 18.6 and 21.4, and as I understand it right now the cost of this project is about 45.1 million; right?  Or 45.2 million, I think.

MR. HOLDER:  The ask in this filing is 45.2 million.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  So can you help me at all with -- these other dollars that were back in those old rate cases, were they substantially for the same type of project that never got completed, never done?  Or was this something different?

MR. HOLDER:  It was for a backup control centre only, just for the transmission and distribution aspect of our business.  What we did subsequently after this filing was a planning needs assessment, and we found that they were a number of other lines of business who had similar needs, and therefore we moved towards designing an integrated system operation centre which encompassed -- which will have more than the backup control centre.  It will have the integrated telecommunication management system and a security operations centre.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So the 18.6 that was out of the 2013-0416, it says a new facility development, but that meant a new backup facility development for the one in Toronto, the Toronto centre?  That was what it was referring to?

MR. HOLDER:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  And the 21.4, that's the same thing?

MR. HOLDER:  Correct.

MR. GARNER:  So the -- previously just the backup centre was going to cost close to the same amount, 40 million, I guess, as opposed to the 45 for just the backup centre?

MR. HOLDER:  Yes, $40 million.

MR. GARNER:  Right, okay.  Can you tell me, what's the -- what, if any, is the overlap between the transmission SCADA control centres and the IESO's Clarkson facility?

MR. HOLDER:  If there's an overlap -- so the IESO has got responsibility for -- as the reliability coordinator for the entire Ontario.  Hydro One is the transmission operator.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  But do they have any control redundancy that you have, or are they simply directional to you?  They basically send you direction and you execute direction from them, or do they have control capability on the transmission system at all?

MR. HOLDER:  They send us directions as to what needs to be executed.

MR. GARNER:  So they provide no backup in a sense to your facility?

MR. HOLDER:  No.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

My next question is, I believe, for you, Mr. Spencer, and it is VECC 12, if you can take a look at that.  And the answer that you have given me is in the form of a very polite refusal, it seems to me, which is fine in its way.  But what I was trying to do here, you had -- we had -- I had asked in this interrogatory about capital contributions, and you had basically said -- you gave me an answer that says, here is the capital contributions for the -- in the current application that's below, and that's basically a summary of something that's already in the evidence, as you indicate right above the table where the exhibit is.

What I was trying to do, and I wasn't sure -- maybe I wasn't being clear here.  What I was trying to do was test the veracity of the capital contribution forecast for 2020 by taking a look at your past performance in forecasting your capital contributions and your actual capital contributions.

And I certainly understand the earlier part of your answer here, where you say, well, you know, it's only the net amount that's going into rate base.  I think I understand that.

The question is what is that net amount going to be and the capital contributions impact that.

But before I ask my question, I started thinking about your answer and then I asked myself, well, maybe you were trying to tell me something else about the CI VSA and how basically it doesn't matter what the capital forecasts are or not, but I am not quite sure.

In your mind does the -- for the test year 2020, the total capital amount is going to derive your rate, right, so whatever your capital forecast amount's going to be.  So let's say it's -- I can't remember what it is, but say it's $100 and that's going to be net of contributions.  So if your contribution forecast is wrong, what happens?

MR. SPENCER:  So just for clarity -- and I think you would likely know this as well, Mr. Garner -- but the rates are actually derived from our in-service additions and how that affects revenue requirements.  So it's slight timing issue here.

But the variability in our ability to accurately forecast our capital contributions from customers or other market participants is often a function of their timing and their needs.  So we have customers who of course we undertake project definition work with, we develop a plan, we develop a cost estimate and for reasons beyond Hydro One's control, they may not proceed with that project right away.

So those would be typical of the drivers of a variance in terms of our capital contribution amounts or the timing thereof.

MR. GARNER:  Let's just say for 2020, stick to an example.  If by chance the total contributions in 2020 aren't 168.9, but end up to be 250, how does that impact the actual rate that you're getting?  Aren't you getting a rate based on a cap -- I mean, I understand the in-service issue.  But assuming it's all in-service in the same year, aren't you getting then a return on a higher rate base than you actually will get because the contributions were higher than you had forecast them to be?

MR. SPENCER:  I guess technically, going down this hypothetical road here, we wouldn't have completed that project, we wouldn't have put it in service.  We don't in service the gross amounts; we would only project in-service the net.

So on the scenario where we actually did more work at a customer's request than we originally planned for, we wouldn't earn any ROE on that funding at all.

MR. GARNER:  Well, wouldn't you?  If the Board approves a capital budget for the purpose of in-service capital expenditure for 2020 of a million dollars, and that's what you're going to derive your rate from, from a million dollars of in-service capital, right, meaning you will derive -- that will be part of your 2020 rate.

But in fact the contributions in that year are much higher or higher than you expected, so now you've derived your rate on 100 million, but you got more capital contributions than you anticipated, you still spent 100 million.  Now what happens in that case?

MR. SPENCER:  At an individual project level, and similar with, I guess, all costs in a project, as the project matures we have greater clarity on the accuracy of the cost, including the customer contribution.

So maybe I am being too specific here, but for the year of 2020, for these levels of capital contributions from customers, these projects are mature, they are well underway, we have cost agreements signed with customers, the variability is nowhere near the order of magnitude you're suggesting.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe we can look at one part of it just to maybe alleviate me of that concern.

MR. SPENCER:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  What's the 130.9 on system access which is larger than normal?  Could you -- do you have a simple explanation for that, that probably is in the evidence, I am just not cognizant of it.

MR. SPENCER:  I am going to turn up the reference here at TSP 3.3.  So I am looking on page 15 of TSP section 3.3, table 5.  So there's seven investments here, which all have some element of customer contribution.

So here you'll see that; you will recognize the $130.9 million.  So we are just -- before we get to the specifics, we are doing approximately $155 million worth of work and we are only getting cost recovery on $25 million of that.

So the difference is recovered through customer contributions and, you know, I know specifically the work we are doing at SA 1 to connect the new mine with IAMGOLD is substantially funded by the customers, as is the Horner TS project with Toronto Hydro.  The Halton one, admittedly I am not as specifically familiar, but likely there's going to be some element of contribution on that one, based on their load forecast and the associated market rules.

Similarly with the relocations on -- or the new facilities with Metrolinx, and secondary land use is largely if not entirely recoverable from third party customers.

MR. GARNER:  Is IAMGOLD, is that 100 percent recovery of the facility from them, or is it something less, significantly less, or ...

MR. SPENCER:  I believe it's less than 100 percent.  There is an element of work that Hydro One is also undertaking in coordination with that mine facility and we have gone through a cost allocation methodology between our customers and IAMGOLD.

MR. GARNER:  Without an undertaking, could you give us an order of magnitude as to -- I will call it $25 million, is it $30 million project and 25 they pick up, or do you have any idea of that?

MR. SPENCER:  Bear with me one second, please.

MR. KEIZER:  While they are conferring, just for clarity, Mr. Garner, how much longer are you going to be?

MR. GARNER:  I have two questions.  One may be longer, because I think it will be going into some detail on the CDPP.  The other one is relatively short.

We can do the short one and come back for the long one, if you want.

MR. KEIZER:  Just trying to get a gauge of either a break or ...

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We came back from lunch an hour later, so my thought was the break could be 3:45.  Do you see yourself winding up in five minutes, Mrs. Garner?

MR. GARNER:  I don't know.  I think the next question is going to short, but the long one might not be.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We could take a break now if you want to ask those couple of questions after.

Why don't we do that?  It's 3:40 on the clock on the wall here, so let's say 3:55, fifteen minutes back in the room here.

MR. GARNER:  Do you want to come back and talk about IAMGOLD, or silver, or whatever you want to talk about?

MR. KEIZER:  If it's a quick response.

MR. SPENCER:  I am going ask my colleague, Mr. Brodie, to the speak to the specifics of that project.

MR. BRETT:  James, I just want to clarify, I will not have any questions for this panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thank you.  That helps with the fifteen minutes; thanks a lot.

MR. BRODIE:  Just to close off the discussion surrounding IAMGOLD, I will direct you to ISD SA 01.  If you look at table 1 within that respective ISD, it does highlight specifically, in the 2020 test year, a gross capital investment of 24.9 million, less a capital contribution from the customer of 15 million, resulting with a net investment of 9.9.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Do you want to take the break now?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Let's do that.  Fifteen minutes, please.
--- Recess taken at 3:44 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:04 p.m.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are back on the air, Mr. Garner.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I am going to try and move quickly through, not to CDPP, as I suggested, but to SEC 36, if you can pull that up.  There is a -- I will just give you a minute to pull the table -- there is a table -- not VECC, but SEC.  We should really change our acronyms.  SEC's interrogatory 36.  I7, SEC 36, please.  Right, thank you.


If you go below there, there's a table just in that interrogatory.  I am wondering by way of undertaking if you could do this for me.  If you'll notice, what's missing in this table is 2016 for the -- I guess you'd put it under the column EB-2019-0018.  Could you include 2016 in this -- it will be actuals -- in this table?  It's just that there's a -- it's missing, if you follow the years.  Or is it?  Yes, it is.  For 2019-0082 you will notice for the actuals it is missing 2016, so I can't compare it to the forecast.


Is it possible to include a column with those actuals in it?


MR. SPENCER:  The short answer, yes, we can provide that.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be -- sorry, Mr. Rubenstein.  That will be JT1.24.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.24:  TO PROVIDE ACTUALS FOR THE TABLE IN SEC IR 36 UNDER THE COLUMN EB-2019-0018.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Rubenstein.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just ask when you provide the response if you can also provide it in Excel format, in Excel spreadsheet.  Hard copy only.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Now I'd like to go to -- I believe it's VECC 14.  And I'd just like to ask a couple of questions about the CDPP.  And VECC has raised this issue a bit in the past, and this is about -- a couple of things on that is -- one is that we again ask the question about why you haven't updated the standard for more recent data.  And you've provided an explanation as to when you did it, et cetera, but I still don't understand, why would it not be better to have those standards based on the most -- not the most recent, but at least a set of data that's not now moving, what, some 20 years out of date.  Right?  I mean, what's the impediment to doing the standards based on new data?


MR. JESUS:  So the standards were developed back in 1999 and 2000 when we first emerged as a generation wires company, and what we wanted to do was establish what the baseline reliability for all the existing delivery points was, or at that time was.  So we came up with the standard that for -- depending on the size of load you would be commensurate with the level of reliability.


But keep in mind that if you're not -- if you're not receiving that level of reliability, for example, a long circuit supplying 5 megawatts, and the reliability is 25 outages per year, then the cost of building that long line to remedy the situation would be potentially hundreds of millions of dollars.


So the rationale was that we wanted to baseline that reliability in terms of where they were in terms based on load size from one perspective and grandfather that baseline.


For a new -- the other component is from a historical reliability performance we'd look at the ten-year average plus one standard deviation, and depending on the level of reliability that you received over those ten years we would baseline that reliability.


So in fact, we are capturing exactly what you wanted to do on an ongoing basis.


So the level of reliability -- there's really two components.  One is based on load size, so if your load is high you get better reliability, if your load -- and from a historical point of view we would baseline it based on your historicals.


So the two different approaches to satisfy the two different customers, if you will:  Baselining historical reliability, new entrants into the market, we would then establish what that baseline is over ten years.


So that's why those standards have remained in effect.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So I am having a little trouble understanding the ten-year part of that answer.  Could we pull up Exhibit D2-1, attachment 1, page 3 of 9.  That actually has the CDPP standards in it.  That's D2-1, attachment 1, page 3 of 9.


So maybe you can help me by simply showing me what you are saying -- or I could ask you some questions right against the standard.  So here are the categories by size that you spoke of, right, and then I see the standard average performance, 4.1, and DP interruption duration below it of 89.


And am I correct that those numbers, 4.1 and 89, are
-- sorry, what do the numbers of those two under the 0 to 15 -- which are the numbers that are derived out of the data set that's from whatever it is, the '91 to 2000 data set -- which of the numbers I am looking at derive out of that data set?


MR. JESUS:  So the top line is the average performance over that period of time --


MR. GARNER:  Right.


MR. JESUS:  -- for that group of delivery points.  And the -- it's actually both frequency and interruption duration, so one's on a frequency basis, one's on an interruption duration.


MR. GARNER:  Right.


MR. JESUS:  The average is 4.1 for 0 to 15 megawatts.  The average performance of customers between 1 and 15 megawatts on average is 4.1 outages per year, with a minimum standard performance being 9.  In other words, if you exceed nine interruptions then we would look at the reliability, and basically that's what becomes the outlier performance.


MR. GARNER:  Right.  But the 9 is based from the database '91 to 2000; isn't that correct?  That's how you get the 9?


MR. JESUS:  So the average performance was based on that 1991 through to 2000 and -- ten years afterwards.


MR. GARNER:  I am sorry, I am getting lost.  Isn't the minimum standard of performance, the 9.0 -- how did you derive the 9.0 as a standard?


MR. JESUS:  So we derived that 9.0 as a standard based on -- based on what the minimum standard of performance would be, looking at customer interruption costs, doing all that kind of work that's detailed in your interrogatory.


MR. GARNER:  Sorry, but the 9 itself, 9.0, is the frequency outage per year standard; isn't that based on a data set that says right below it "these standards are based on historical '91 to 2000 performance as measured by frequency", so isn't the 9.0 derived from a set of data that was taken between 1991 and 2000?


MR. JESUS:  That's correct.  So it was based on the minimum level of performance.  We set the minimum level of performance for -- each one of those categories are the minimum level of performance that you see there.


MR. GARNER:  Well, what I am suggesting to you is that if one were to take a new set of data from 2000, let's say, to 2001, which would be ten years later, that 9.0 would change, wouldn't it?  That number would not be 9.0, it would be something other than 9.0.


MR. JESUS:  I guess the purpose of those standards was to baseline the reliability at that point in time.  So if a customer has been receiving a certain level of reliability based on load size, we wanted to establish what that baseline is.


MR. GARNER:  I certainly understand that.  But my question back to you would be this, though, is let's just say for the sake of argument Ontario Hydro, not Hydro One, was a very poor performer, and then for the standards would represent that poor performance.  If over the subsequent 15 years Hydro One became a much better performer due to the capital investments it's making, the standards should reflect that; shouldn't it?


MR. JESUS:  So your question again was?

MR. GARNER:  My question is if Hydro One's improved capital programs have led to an improvement in its reliability, wouldn't it be appropriate to have the minimum standard reflect its improved reliability performance?

MR. JESUS:  So these were the standards that we filed way back when, back in '91, and depending on the reliability performance, we would then deem it -- for zero to 15 megawatts, we would -- depending on where you are within that band, if performance is fantastic, you wouldn't need to do any remedial measures.

So you're suggesting to update the standards for the purpose of?

MR. GARNER:  I am suggesting that if -- and it may not be true, but if Hydro One has improved its reliability performance through its capital investments, those reliability improvements should be reflected in the standard the customer faces.

So why would -- if there were poor reliability in the past, let's say, why would the customer be the victim of that old data when having, as I understand, to sometimes to contribute to the capital that it has to put into those connection points?  Why should have it to do that?

MR. JESUS:  I see your perspective, except the only -- the only except here is that there are two components and we are constantly monitoring the reliability on an ongoing basis.  So customers' reliability, we monitor and measure and manage that reliability, and when there are issues with that reliability, we will have those conversations with customers.

I guess these load bands, if you will, are effectively setting what the expected level of reliability and what level of service we should be giving those customers.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I don't want to enter into argument, so let me just ask you this is.  What's the impediment to updating and showing what those standards would be on a different data set?  What's the difficulty?  How difficult is that?

Is that a difficult exercise in some fashion?  Is it a lengthy, costly type of exercise?

MR. JESUS:  It's huge undertaking, yes, it is.

MR. GARNER:  Why is that?  Can you explain how what's done, like how those were done?  Like it's a data set. That data don't exist anymore?

MR. JESUS:  Well, the data exists.  It's doing the analysis and coming up with what those bands are.

MR. GARNER:  But isn't the analysis just an average of performance?  I mean, is it something else I am missing? Like you gather up the data and for each data point, you then create an average, or a median, whatever way you are doing it?

MR. JESUS:  I mean, providing what the median for each one of those levels, we can certainly provide what that is based on the level of performance; that's not a problem.  But coming up with the standard and what's the appropriate standard, that would be more challenging for sure.  It would take time.

MR. GARNER:  Well, maybe I could ask this.  Could you articulate, by way of an undertaking, the steps that you would need to do to update the standards and the costs that would be associated for that, so we could at least understand how big and how large of an impediment Hydro One faces in, as I am suggesting, making changes to the CDPP performance?  Would that be difficult?

I am not asking for an exacting, but to give the Board some idea of the amount of work this would entail.

MR. KEIZER:  You are asking Hydro One to go away and develop a brand new standard, and tell you how they would go about doing that.  It's not something they necessarily contemplated.

MR. GARNER:  I don't think I am asking to do that, with respect, Mr. Keizer.  What I am simply asking is to give an articulation of what would have to be done and the rough idea of the type of cost that would have to be done to do it.  That at least gets us into the discussion of whether that's a worthy exercise.

MR. JESUS:  I guess to help, too, I think what you will find is for the most part, those levels are probably going the remain very close to where they are.

MR. GARNER:  How do you know that?

MR. JESUS:  Because zero to 15 megawatts are generally readily supplied.  So you are going to get that kind of performance.  But we can certainly provide you quickly what the average performance would be for each one of those categories, so you can compare the 4.1, the 1.1, and the 3.5, and then you can go from there in determining is it appropriate to look at it.

I guess the other piece that I want to highlight is that there really are two components and where the historical ten-year average -- so for any new entrants coming in, we would establish a new baseline and customers that have been here for more than ten years, that baseline is there and we're constantly measuring towards that baseline.  And so customers are protected from that perspective.

MR. GARNER:  That's the part I don't understand.  But let's not lose the first thing right now, which is if you could undertake to provide the average -- and just so I am clear, is that with using, let's say, the 9.0 under zero to 15, is that what that minimum standard performance is?  Is that an average?

MR. JESUS:  No, the 4.1 is the average.

MR. GARNER:  Oh, 4.1 is the average for the ten-year average.

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  So now I am -- so I'm a little confused here.

If I am a customer at a delivery point and I have to look at these CDPP numbers, you're looking at my last ten-year performance for the customer.  Isn't that what the 4.1 is right now that I am looking at there, the last ten year years?  What is that number?

MR. JESUS:  So the 4.1 is the average performance of customers having zero to 15 megawatts.

MR. GARNER:  Over the last period?  What period, ten years?

MR. JESUS:  That's the group -- I'm sorry?

MR. GARNER:  Over what period of time?  So take the standard average performance 4.1; that number was gathered over what period of time?

MR. JESUS:  '91 to 2000.

MR. GARNER:  And the standard is 9.0 which was gathered over '91 to 2000 also?

MR. JESUS:  No, the standard is what the minimum level of performance is.  So you have to understand there's going to be variability for all the delivery points within that group, and it was designed to provide a threshold beyond which remedial actions would be considered.

So the 4.1 is the average from a frequency point of view for a customer having an average load between zero and 15 megawatts.  The 9 sets that boundary limit which we would then initiate and trigger remedial action.

MR. GARNER:  I am being thick here, I'm sure.  But the line below says the minimum standard is based on '91 to 2000 performance, not --

MR. JESUS:  It is based on the performance for sure, but it not a simple average is what I am trying to articulate.  It takes into cost the customer interruption costs and we're levelizing it based on those cost to those customers and what's the appropriate band to set.

MR. GARNER:  I think I understand.  Tell me how does the CDPP interlink with the SAIFI and SAIDI items on the scorecard?  How do I interpret those things together -- or are they interpreted together?

MR. JESUS:  So CDPP is specific to individual customers, it's performance to a specific customer.  SAIDI and SAIFI are the total frequency and duration of interruptions across all the delivery points on the transmission system.

MR. GARNER:  So these are only at certain stations, like an LDC or a large customer type of thing.

MR. JESUS:  Right.

MR. GARNER:  And I understand it -- and you correct me if I am wrong -- is that if a customer wants an improvement beyond these standards, the customer pays for that.  Is that the way it works?

MR. JESUS:  No.  So I saw the interrogatory where we mention who pays.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, right.

MR. JESUS:  The interrogatory is interrogatory 15, part A.  The correct is incorrect.  So once again, there's two -- it depends.  If you're a group outlier, in other words you are within a certain amount of load and you want performance to be better than that band, if you will, then we would run a three-years revenue to determine how much we would be willing towards putting forward as improvement.

So i8n other words, if I am a customer at the end of a 200 kilometre line and I am not happy with my 20 interruptions that I have been historically receiving and I want to bring it down to two, I am going to pay.  I will pay three years worth of revenue that I am getting from you and you pay the rest.

The second component is that based on historical reliability, if I fall outside that band, then it's incumbent upon Hydro One to bring you back within that level of performance.

So the second component is I've set the ten-year baseline for you, and now if I am deviating away from that baseline, I will bear the full cost of bringing you back in.  So there really is two components to that.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So just so I understand it then, if we look at the table, again, the D -- whatever, D2-1 table -- can you help me, give me an example, using this table -- because this is what would be used by the customer, if the customer wanted -- using this table -- maybe the best way -- can you show me by an example, using zero to 15 -- doesn't matter which group you use -- what would be a -- what numbers you'd have to be at for the customer to pay and what numbers would it be at for you to pay to keep it into the performance?  So the average is 4.1, the standard performance average.  The standard is 9.0, right?  So if I get above 9.0 then you have to pay to bring it back to 9.0?

MR. JESUS:  If I am the customer and I am experiencing 21 interruptions in that first example and a knock on my door and I say, "Hydro One, I want you to bring me down to two interruptions, because I am currently experiencing 21 interruptions", I will run that revenue requirement and I will -- I will basically provide you with how much I am willing to contribute, and the rest would be incumbent upon you.

If we scroll down in the delivery point performance -- can you scroll down -- sorry, you have gone too far.  There is a second component there somewhere.  Hold on, right there.  So the second paragraph:

"For individual performance outliers, Hydro One will restore the delivery point to the historical level of performance and Hydro One's remedial work will not include any capital reliability improvements that significantly enhance the reliability of supply relative to the reliability that was inherent to the original system design or configuration supply."

So that's for outliers.  And if you keep going down -- I am not sure where it is now, but anyway, there's two components, there's two different approaches for remediating.  So when we're -- historically my level of reliability is within that performance band, so you will not see the performance band, because I am establishing what that performance is for each individual customer.

So there's a group performance that is established for all customers within that load group, and then there's a unique ten-year historical performance specific to every one of those customers.

So if you fall outside the one standard deviation it would be incumbent upon us to remediate that reliability.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Just so we don't lose it, and to finish this off, back to the undertaking, is it possible to provide an undertaking on what would be the steps involved to adjust or modify the standard to utilize the new data?

MR. JESUS:  I guess we could provide that.

MR. GARNER:  What would help me is -- and I appreciate the effort you have already gone to -- what would help me is if you could give at least an articulation of what it would entail to update the standards.  So what you would have to do.  Because you're suggesting you don't just have to take the data, you have to do more than look at the average for the data and then do something else, right?

MR. JESUS:  And then the customer interruption costs, so we would have to consider customer interruption costs that are valid here in Ontario --


MR. GARNER:  Yeah, it's not clear to me, Mr. Jesus, how those costs actually translate into the number 9.  That's what I am trying to understand.

MR. JESUS:  So the number 9 again is based on the customer interruption costs and making sure that impact to all those customers is identical, so how many interruptions would it take to actually levellize those customer interruption costs across each one of those customers, both things.

MR. KEIZER:  I think what we can do, Mr. Garner, is -- I mean, obviously we can't create a brand-new standard.  There's a standard created in 1991 and 2000, and so to the extent that any updating is happening, it has to be consistent with whatever happened at that time as well.  So I think at most what we could do is take it away and see what we could actually put together to advise you as to what the issues are with -- or what it would entail with respect to that.  Obviously not creating -- but not going to the point of creating a brand-new standard.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, thank you, and I think that's what I am asking for, because I'm not -- I am just asking for the steps it would entail and what you would have to go through to do it.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And that will be JT1.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.25:  TO COMMENT ON USING NEW DATA IN ASSESSING PERFORMANCE AND RELIABILITY STANDARDS.

MR. GARNER:  I have finally one last question.  If you could go to AMPCO 28.  Earlier we were talking about poles and the populations, et cetera, and that undertaking.  But in AMPCO 28, there's an Excel spreadsheet, and I believe you gave a spreadsheet and a PDF of the -- of it, and what you have provided in this table, which is helpful to me in our discussion, is the replacements of various assets which are shown in population but not name -- the name is somewhere in the -- otherwise -- shown in population, and then you show the replacements in that table.

But those are replacements beyond the estimated service life.  Is there a table in the evidence that shows the same thing you are showing here but all of the replacements of those assets in each one of the years, not just the ones that are replaced beyond service life?  And if there isn't could you provide that?  And to do that for the -- same for the forecast period also?  I mean, it would be basically a replica of this table, except I believe it would have -- it would have all of the replacements.  It seems to me you must have drawn this from that population anyways, because here you are showing the number replaced beyond the estimated service life, not the total replaced.

MR. BRODIE:  I would direct you to actually TSP, section 3.3, Table 3.  Is that in particular what you're looking for?

MR. GARNER:  I would have to see the table.

MR. BRODIE:  Sure.  Page 12 of 20.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, we are just conferring among ourselves for once to find out if this is the table we are looking for.  Let me look at this.

What we are talking about is whether in fact the table that you provided in AMPCO 28 is actually a more detailed version of this.  This is a higher-level picture of the same thing.  And because I can't actually read because of the way this is presented, in AMPCO 28 it's difficult to read the actual categories.  They are actually on a separate sheet the way you have presented it, so it's a little difficult for us at the moment to actually look at it, but I believe in 28 you are showing the super set, and that's -- well, actually, that's a bigger breakdown or a breakdown of what you are showing in Table 3 and Table 4.

Is that -- do you know that to be true or do -- because I can't tell from looking at the table.

MR. BRODIE:  There appears to be what looks to be a, I guess a pagination issue with the AMPCO 28 attachment there, at least from what I see here.

MR. GARNER:  Well, maybe I could leave it at this.  I don't want to take up any more time than this needs to.  Could you check, and we will also in the break, Table 3 and 4 and AMPCO 28?  If they are showing the same categories, all the same categories, then that's fine.  But I don't believe they are.  I think what you are seeing in AMPCO 28 is a greater breakdown of that.

MR. BRODIE:  I believe that's the case, is a more granular breakdown.

MR. GARNER:  A granular breakdown?  And so what we would be looking for is the granular breakdown that you are showing in Table 3 but put into AMPCO 28.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we look at TSP2.2, page 2, if we could just bring that up.  Are these major equipment that we are looking at with the addition of the cables, would that be what you're looking for for the ESL?

MR. GARNER:  No, now you are going backwards, because we are just getting into what I call the grosser bins.  What I think we are looking for is the more minutia breakdown that's shown in AMPCO 28.

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't we do it this way?  We will look back at what AMPCO 28 has and we will look back at what table 3 has, and to the extent we can provide it, we will do what we can and provide it if we can.  And if we cannot, we will explain why not.

MR. GARNER:  Why don't we -- we could come back and if you can't do that undertaking, just tell us why you can't do the undertaking.  That's fine.  You can take a look at it.

So those are all my questions, Mr. Sidlofsky.  Thank you, panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And we will give that undertaking number JT1.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.26:  TO REVIEW AMPCO IR 28, TABLE 3, AND PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN, IF POSSIBLE.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And we are on to Mr. McGillivray for Anwaatin.
Examination by Mr. McGillivray:


MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you, Mr. Sidlofsky.  Good afternoon, panel.  Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Anwaatin.  I think I should be a little bit quicker than my scheduled thirty minutes.  So if Mr. Aiken is still on the phone, I think he might be next.

If I could take you to Anwaatin 2, we can start there. And here we asked you to supply updated data on several reliability performance indicators for the three years since the last data you provided in EB-2016-0160.  And you provided updated data for us for 2016, 2017, and 2018.

If we skip down to page 4 of 11, I am looking under Roman V, delivery point on reliability index.  And if you zoom in a bit, you will see there's an asterisk there that says:  “System peak loads for northern region was not available at this time.  Values shown are estimated.”

So I am wondering if you could refer me to any information on how that northern region system peak load is forecasted, and explain perhaps why the actuals aren't available since it looks like a past -- it looks like past years to me.

MR. JESUS:  I think the issue there is that normally we don't keep system peak load by region, and that's the issue that we are having.  So it was estimated values only.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  And just if we could flip to the next Roman V, which is on page 5.  Another system peak load line under delivery point unreliability index.  And there -- they don't appear to be estimated.  Is that because for First Nations communities, you have better information?  These are for the -- if you scroll up a bit, you will see under 2, it says the transmission system supplying certain First Nation communities appear DS number 2, Long Black DS, Moosonee DS, Nipigon DC and Red Rock DS, those five.

MR. JESUS:  We do keep system peak load for each individual station, so we would have used system peak out of those five stations.  So to aggregate all the system peak load in Ontario for every single station would not be truly reflective of the system peak in northern Ontario, because if the you're adding all the different peaks at different times, it doesn't reflect what the peak in northern Ontario would be at any given time.

Does that make sense?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  That makes sense.  So as a result of that, in the previous Roman V, you estimated?

MR. JESUS:  That's right.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Right, thank you. And then on pages 6 through 11 of this interrogatory, you provided several bar charts and in each of them, there's a red line indicating the average.  And the average numbers appear, at least to me, to be unchanged as compared to the last time you provided these bar charts -- which, just for reference, was in TCJ2.5 in EB-2016-0160.

So I my first question, I guess, is can you confirm the averages are calculated on the basis of the 2006 through 2015 time period, and don't include the 2016 through 2018 period?

MR. JESUS:  Just for clarity, so you want the 2006 to 2015 average?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I think that might be what's already there, that red line.

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  So I am just wondering what happened to calculating an average for either the full period, or some other period that incorporates those last three years.  Is there a reason for that, or ...

MR. JESUS:  Probably not.  I mean, if you want us to calculate over the full period, we can certainly do that.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I think that would be helpful if that's possible.

MR. JESUS:  Okay, sure.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.27:  TO COMPARE THE FIGURES IN THE BAR CHARTS IN ANWAATIN IR 2, PAGE 6 TO 11, TO EB-2016-0160, TCJ2.5, AND CONFIRM THAT THE AVERAGES ARE CALCULATED BASED ON THE 2006 TO 2015 PERIOD; TO PROVIDE UPDATED DATA to include 2016 TO 2018

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  And then one further question on this interrogatory response on page 9 of 11.  Starting there, and I guess going through over pages 10 and 11 as well, these are bar charts for the First Nation communities.  And just looking at them at a high level, it appears that 2016 was a year when the reliability gap between First Nations communities and the northern region generally -- so that requires looking back, but generally there's a larger gap, there's a larger disparity between these First Nations communities' reliability data and the general northern region reliability data.

And I am just wondering if you can explain what was happening in 2016 that caused those numbers to be considerably higher than they were in many of the prior years, and in 2017 and 2018.


MR. JESUS:  I can't answer that.  We can take that back to identify what was happening in 2016.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  And could you include in that -- I guess it would be -- and this might be the same thing, but could you include in that the causes of that, I guess, poor reliability, for lack of a better phrase, in 2016.

MR. JESUS:  Sure.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.28:  WITH REFERENCE TO ANWAATIN IR 2, PAGES 9 TO 11, TO EXPLAIN THE DISPARITY BETWEEN FIRST NATIONS COMMUNITIES' RELIABILITY DATA VERSUS THE GENERAL NORTHERN REGION RELIABILITY DATA; TO EXPLAIN THE CAUSE FOR THE 2016, 2017, AND 2018 NUMBERS TO BE HIGHER THAN IN PREVIOUS YEARS; TO EXPLAIN THE POOR RELIABILITY IN 2016


MR. McGILLIVRAY:  If we could move now to Anwaatin 4.  And --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt, Mr. McGillivray.  Just checking my numbering for the undertakings, was that 1.27 or 1.28?  Maybe if I could ask the reporter.  Okay, thanks.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  If we could go to page 3 of 4 of that interrogatory response, I think it's lines 20 to 26, we asked about communications between Hydro One transmission and Hydro One Distribution relating to the needs of indigenous communities reliability in indigenous communities and other matters, and you indicated that Hydro One transmission and Hydro One Distribution coordinate regularly with respect to reliability and that Hydro One transmission and Hydro One Distribution coordinated with each other in respect of the settlement proposal between Anwaatin and Hydro One in EB-2017-0335.

And I think in this interrogatory response, you also said that given the scope of the question, Hydro One was not able to provide each communication in this regard, which I think is understandable.

I am wondering if you could give us a sense of the nature of the coordination in the specific example of the settlement proposal.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, you are asking for the communication that took place between Distribution and Transmission in regard to the settlement proposal with your client?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I don't think I am asking for the communication, but I would like to understand the nature of the coordination that went on just by way of example.  It was not possible to provide each communication for all of the needs of indigenous communities, reliability in indigenous communities, and other matters at large, but in the interrogatory response at about line 23 the response says:

"By way of example, Hydro One Transmission and Hydro One Distribution coordinated with each other in respect of the settlement proposal."

And I'd just like to understand the nature of that coordination better.

MR. JESUS:  So from a coordination perspective our transmission system planning folks were involved in looking at the proposal and looking at the size of the connection associated that was being proposed as part of the settlement with -- in the distribution application.

So it was really about not so much the settlement -- the settlement was taken care of.  It was about actually building and designing the Aroland battery storage system and making sure that it was adequate.

So both our distribution folks and our transmission folks were involved in considering various alternatives, different sizes that was being proposed, and we evaluated those.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you.

If we could move to Anwaatin 5.  This my last area of questioning.  This interrogatory made reference to a slide-deck presentation that's at Exhibit A, tab 7, Schedule 2, attachment 3, which I think questions -- questions on that are better directed to another panel, but specifically -- we may need to go to Exhibit A, tab 7, Schedule 2, attachment 3.  And on slide 8 you listed four ways in which Hydro One is improving transmission reliability.  Do you see that?  There it is:

"Increasing capital investments, addressing worst performing delivery points and transmission circuits, leveraging technology, and hardening contingency plans and reducing planned outages."

And we asked in the interrogatory Anwaatin 5 if you could provide some examples of these four ways of improving transmission reliability, and you provided us with a spreadsheet that updates the transmission work elements of what is in this slide deck slides 16 through 20.  And if we go back to interrogatory response that's at pages 3 through 17 of Anwaatin 5, so just for clarity, does this chart in the interrogatory response include examples of those four ways in which Hydro One is improving transmission reliability?

MR. JESUS:  It's primarily -- it's effectively all the work that we are doing on the transmission system to serve the First Nations -- the 88 First Nations communities that we service.  So all the delivery points, all the transmission facilities being -- that actually supply those First Nation communities is what we are showing here, and the work that we are doing.  And because of the engagement where we heard our customers' LDCs, they actually said that -- one respondent indicated that the long radial supply circuits is an area of focus in northern Ontario primarily to service First Nations that we should take more of a focus, so a lot of the investments that you are looking at there from a worst performing feeders, worst -- sorry, worst performing circuits, outliers, is being addressed through what you are seeing there.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  So would I be right to say that it includes a mix of all of the four ways in which Hydro One is improving transmission reliability?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, yes.  So you wouldn't see distance to fault -- just to be clear, you wouldn't see distance to fault, because when we are installing the new relays we are activating the distance to fault automatically.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  So it might be, I guess, reflected in that transmission work planned column even if it doesn't say the exact words that appear on slide 8?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I guess my final question on this is, when the transmission work planned cell is empty for a particular community, what should I infer from that?

MR. JESUS:  That there's no work planned within the business plan, within the transmission system plan, for that community.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you, those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. McGillivray.

Mr. Aiken for LPMA.
Examination by Mr. Aiken:


MR. AIKEN:  Yes, thank you, and good afternoon, everyone.  Randy Aiken, consultant for LPMA.  My questions are going to focus on the graph provided in the response to LPMA Interrogatory No. 9, and there's a series of five graphs there that generally show that the Hydro One performance for delivery points is better than that of the CEA composite.

My first question is:  Does the CEA composite include Hydro One?  In other words, is the composite index including figures for Hydro One?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, it does.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay, then under each of the graphs there's an asterisk that says "results exclude the impact of the 2013 GTA flooding and 2018 Ottawa area tornados".  Does that asterisk apply to both the CEA composite numbers and the Hydro One numbers or only the Hydro One numbers?

MR. JESUS:  I believe they are only applied to the Hydro One numbers, but subject to check.  So -- sorry, sorry.  The -- I would imagine that the numbers that we provided to CEA for the 2000 GTA flooding would not include those numbers as well.  So I would imagine that the CEA does not include GTA flooding as well, but subject to check.

MR. AIKEN:  Could you undertake to confirm that?  And my next question was --


MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt, Mr. Aiken.  That's JT1.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.29:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE CEA DOES NOT INCLUDE GTA FLOODING.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  And then I guess that limits me to one more question, and that is, can you provide the 2013 and 2018 figures for Hydro One for each of the graphs, including the flooding and the tornados?  I don't need new graphs, just the numbers for those two years for each of the five graphs.


MR. JESUS:  I guess we could provide it.  I guess my colleague Mr. Spencer advised me and basically indicated to me that the CEA numbers also exclude force majeure events.  So they also have exclusion criteria that they follow.  So I would imagine that both CEA and Hydro One are following those scorecard principles when we submit the numbers in excluding any force majeure event.

MR. AIKEN:  Yeah, that's what I wanted to make sure, was that the numbers in the graphs are comparable to one another.

MR. JESUS:  They are.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Those are my questions, thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Aiken.

I think the last person on the list for today or for this panel is Mr. Elson.
Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could you turn to Environmental Defence Interrogatory 13, please.  So the first part of this IR asked about the portion of the investments that Hydro One is making and how much of those, if any, were driven by transmission loss reduction benefits, and the answer seems to have been that none of them were.  And so this seems to be saying that Hydro One is not planning to spend even a single dollar to reduce transmission losses.  Am I understanding this response correctly?

MR. BRODIE:  As we've responded in Environmental Defence Interrogatory No. 13, transmission losses are not a primary driver for any of the investments that we have put forth in this TSP.

MR. ELSON:  I did see that answer, and I am still scratching my head a little bit.  We were asking not only if -- and the entirety of an investment, such as a new line or replacing conductors, whatever, was driven by losses, but a portion thereof because our understanding -- and I don't think there's any disagreement here -- is that generally losses would be most cost effective when you are already doing a project, and you just decide to do it in a different way or purchase different equipment.

And so aside from the question of whether transmission losses would be a primary driver for an investment overall, focussing on the question of a portion of the investments, are you really saying that Hydro One isn't spending any money to reduce transmission losses?

That's fine if that's your answer.  I am just trying to clarify.

MR. BRODIE:  Sure, and to clarify, I would direct you to section 1.85 of TSP section 1.8, where we have highlighted numerous investments that by virtue of the scope of the work and the plan for that project, that do have a resultant reduction in peak losses.

MR. ELSON:  And those are all investments that you have made regardless, though, right?

MR. BRODIE:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  So aside from the spending that would have occurred in any event, is there any spending that is being proposed in relation to transmission losses, whether that be any portion of any project or otherwise?

And again it's fine if the answer is yes or no; I am just looking for clarity.

MR. BRODIE:  And just for the record, could you just restate the question, please?

MR. ELSON:  Is Hydro One planning to spend any amount to reduce losses as part of its capital plan driven by losses, and that is investment that would not have otherwise occurred but for the driver of losses, including portions of investments.


MR. BRODIE:  So by virtue -- as I mentioned previously, transmission losses are not a primary driver for any of the investments that we are proposing to undertake as part of this Transmission System Plan.

That said, there are the secondary benefits as identified in TSP1.85.  And then beyond that, as part of our equipment selection specifically for that of transformers, we do factor in and cost out that of the impact of transmission losses in the procurement of those specific assets.

So by and large there, I would say that Hydro One is undertaking to some degree, while not primarily as a driver, as a secondary benefit of some of the investments that we are undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  So there's two items you are talking about, a secondary benefit and I am not interested in money that would otherwise being spent.  I am talking about money that is being spent for the purpose of reducing transmission losses, and you did example there, which is when you select equipment.

So how much are you spending to purchase more efficient equipment than you would otherwise purchase in order to reduce transmission losses?

MR. SPENCER:  So just to elaborate on Mr. Brodie's comments, it's difficult for us to quantify the incremental cost that we would spend to buy, I believe, using your words, more efficient equipment.

However, on all of our sourcing events that involve loss see equipment, we do quantify those benefits.  We ask our suppliers -- I will pick on transformers -- we ask our transformer supplies to fill in detailed information on their loss calculations.  We use that as part of our evaluation criteria.  We do put a benefit in the evaluation process for more efficient equipment.  But of course the vendors are making an overall submission including losses, cost, lead time, quality, et cetera.

So it's a factor for consideration but it's very difficult if not impossible for us to break out the incremental spend associated with buying that more efficient equipment.

I can say, however, we do like to make smart lifecycle costing decisions when we buy major equipment and part of that is higher quality products also tend to be less loss see than lower quality products.

MR. ELSON:  If my basic question is how much is Hydro One planning to spend to reduce transmission losses, the answer is you are unable to calculate that number?

MR. SPENCER:  We cannot calculate it specifically.

MR. ELSON:  And do you have any idea of the ballpark?

MR. SPENCER:  We would be just hazarding a guess if we said anything specifically.

MR. ELSON:  And are you able to file an example of that analysis that we were just discussing, where you assess transmission losses and those benefits of mitigating those losses among the other aspects of your purchase decisions?

MR. SPENCER:  We can provide an illustrative example using transfer evaluation, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.30.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.30:  TO FILE AN EXAMPLE OF AN ANALYSIS THAT ASSESSES TRANSMISSION LOSSES AND THOSE BENEFITS OF MITIGATING THOSE LOSSES AMONG THE OTHER ASPECTS OF HONI'S PURCHASE DECISIONS


MR. ELSON:  Can we turn to IR 2, please?  In this interrogatory, Hydro One said that it has not made improvements to its investment decision-making processes with respect to line losses following the OEB decision and order in EB-2016-0160, and I would like to ask a more broader follow-up question -- which may be the same answer, but I am not sure.

The question is as follows: Has Hydro One made any changes with respect to the mitigation of transmission losses following the OEB decision and order in EB-2016-0160.

MR. BRODIE:  I would say, as we have responded specifically in Interrogatory No. 2, we did engage EPRI to carry out a study and review of our best practices, in terms of -- with respect to transformer and line loss mitigation practices.

The conclusion from that report, as attachments submitted is part of this proceeding, is that our current design practices are materially consistent with industry best practices for loss mitigation.  As a result, we have not made any further improvements.

MR. ELSON:  So I think it the answer was no.

MR. BRODIE:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can we turn to IR5, please?  And we had asked for internal documentation regarding the consideration of losses in investment planning.  And in part A, Hydro One said that there are no internal documents.  Do you see that there?

MR. BRODIE:  I do see that, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Can you file Hydro One's internal documentation that describes its approach to valuing line losses for the purpose of cost benefit analyses, if there is such documentation?  And if there isn't, explain why?

MR. BRODIE:  As we have provided in the response to Interrogatory No. 5, that is correct.  We have no internal documents that describe our approach to line losses  in our investment planning process.

With regards to the second part of your question regarding supplemental documentation, the documentation that we have referenced in part (b) of interrogatory 5 is currently what we'd like to enter and keep on the record.

MR. ELSON:  So you have -- well, let me flip back to that.  Going to part (b), we asked for documentation describing how losses are factored into the procurement of new transformers.  You referred us to Exhibit J5.1 in EB-2016-0160.  Is that the only documentation that you have in this respect?

MR. BRODIE:  Beyond what has been referenced in EB-2016-0160, Exhibits J5.1 and J5.1, attachment 1, I am not aware of any other documentation.

MR. ELSON:  Can we turn to IR7, please.  Actually, let me pause there.  You said you're not aware of any documentation.  Do you need to go back and double-check that?  Are there other people who would be aware?  Do I need an undertaking here, or are you satisfied that if there was something that you would be aware of it?

MR. BRODIE:  I am satisfied that there is no other documentation.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  IR7, please.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Elson, if I can just interrupt you for a minute.  We are just past five o'clock.  I am hoping people can stay until 5:30 and we can possibly finish with Mr. Elson's questions.  That'll finish this panel.  I just checked with the reporter, and she's okay 'til 5:30, and I may as well add this right now.  Hopefully we can start at 9:00 tomorrow morning with panel 2, Mr. Keizer, if that's a possibility?

MR. KEIZER:  Yup, that's possible.  We can do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thank you, sorry, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

In this response, Hydro One indicated that new transformers are assessed based on an effective equipment cost, which equals the initial equipment cost plus the lifetime cost of losses.

Could you undertake to explain how you calculate the lifetime cost of losses?

MR. BRODIE:  We can.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.31.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.31:  TO EXPLAIN THE CALCULATION OF THE LIFETIME COST OF LOSSES FOR NEW TRANSFORMERS IN ED IR 7.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And could you provide two examples of where that is done in actual cases, one example for transformers and another example for other equipment?

MR. BRODIE:  Subject to its availability, we can.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, is that part of 31, Mr. Elson, or is --


MR. ELSON:  Let's make that another undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  That will be JT1.32.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.32:  TO PROVIDE TWO ACTUAL EXAMPLES OF THE CALCULATION OF LIFETIME COST OF LOSSES, ONE EXAMPLE FOR TRANSFORMERS AND ANOTHER EXAMPLE FOR OTHER EQUIPMENT.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  IR9, please.  In this interrogatory response Hydro One indicated that generally towers can accommodate a slightly larger conductor.  Can you provide more specificity with respect to the word "generally"?  For example, is that in the range of 50 percent or 90 percent?

MR. BRODIE:  I don't have an ability to quantify that.

MR. ELSON:  I don't need a quantification, and if you need to take this back, can you provide an approximate idea, you know, even in the range of 20 to 30 percent?  Are we talking 20 percent, 50 percent, 90 percent?  If you can pick which one of those is the closest, that would be helpful.

MR. JESUS:  I guess the concern here is that there are a number of factors involved.  Certainly if there's transmission line on wood pole structures the added weight is -- of installing a larger conductor generally is not acceptable.  Depending on the structure, the vintage of the structure, again you may end up with -- that no additional loading can be put on the structure.  So it varies from structure to structure.  To actually categorize what percentage of Hydro One's towers can accommodate a conductor that is one size larger, that would be next to impossible to determine.

MR. ELSON:  Let me ask a different question then.  When you replace a conductor, how often do you max out the size based on the constraints of the towers?  And you can answer the question generally speaking or with respect to your projects that are proposed in this application.

MR. JESUS:  Can you repeat your question, please?

MR. ELSON:  When you replace a conductor, how often do you max out the size of that conductor based on the constraints of the tower?

MR. JESUS:  So there are a number of factors, again, that you would need to consider on maxing the size of that conductor.  So from an end-of-life perspective, we would look to replace that conductor to the latest standards associated with that conductor.  We would not look to max the size, as you put it, per se.  There are criteria as to what would need to happen from a section 92 perspective, regulatory perspective, if we were to upsize the conductor just to max the size of that conductor for line losses.

So there's other factors that would need to be considered before I can say we max out the size of the conductor.  We select the conductor based on the functional requirements of the needs for that conductor.

MR. ELSON:  So you select the conductor that is big enough to handle the load, and that's the main criteria?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so you are generally not maxing out the size of the tower when you're replacing conductors?

MR. SPENCER:  If I may just elaborate to Mr. Jesus's comments, there are a number of factors.  I think you are mostly talking to ampacity of the conductor, but you also have to look at the weight, the configuration of it.  There are other factors that would affect how the conductor is installed, how it sags, the clearance to ground, what is it crossing over, and to his earlier comments there are a number of factors, not just ampacity.  Some of them are also the physical characteristics of the conductors as well.

MR. ELSON:  What I am trying to get at is how often is there an opportunity to consider larger conductors during conductor replacement projects that would still fit on the existing towers?

MR. JESUS:  So every time we look at replacing conductor we do consider it.  We consider again the functional requirements of that conductor to be able to deliver on exactly what we need.  But to go beyond that conductor size, the incremental cost would need to be considered for putting in larger size conductor and what that would mean from a structure perspective.  It is considered, but the benefit associated with losses based on the incremental cost typically would not justify going to that next size up.

MR. ELSON:  So when you say it is considered, you mean that Hydro One considers the incremental cost of upsizing the conductor versus the expected savings from the transmission loss mitigation; correct?

MR. JESUS:  I think that's a fair assessment.

MR. ELSON:  Can you provide three examples of where you have done that, like the project documentation where you tally up on one side of the ledger here would be the additional cost of increasing the conductor size, and on the other side of the ledger the expected savings from transmission loss mitigation.

MR. JESUS:  If it's available, we will provide it.  But I think my colleague, Mark Brodie, did go on to say that it's considered, but detailing that consideration, I am not sure if it's available is I guess what is the issue here.

MR. ELSON:  Undertaking on best efforts of course.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.33.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.33:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THREE EXAMPLES OF EVALUATING THE ADDITIONAL COST OF INCREASING THE CONDUCTOR SIZE VERSUS THE EXPECTED SAVINGS FROM TRANSMISSION LOSS MITIGATION

MR. ELSON:  I have trouble understanding how you can do a cost benefit analysis without there being some sort of document where you compare the costs to the benefits.  So if you're unable to provide any documentation, if you could explain or maybe provide some caveats to some of the other comments, I'd appreciate that.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  IR 12, please.  So we had asked does Hydro One include the impact of losses that various design options may have in the selection of their project solutions.  And in response, Hydro One just pointed us to a section of the evidence which we have read, of course, and we were looking for further clarification.

Could you provide an answer to this question including, I guess, a yes, no or maybe, either now or by way of undertaking?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I don't think I understand the question.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think there was an answer given to this interrogatory.  It asks a question and it just pointed to the evidence, which -- I mean, obviously we have seen that evidence and it doesn't appear to answer the question.

So if the answer is yes, or the answer is no, or the answer is yes plus a caveat, if you could indicate so that would be appreciated.

If you want to think about it, I am fine for an undertaking on a best-efforts basis.

MR. BRODIE:  I think we still stand by our documentation that we have provided in DSP section 1.84, in terms of the considerations that are taken, and there's nothing further for us to provide on that.

MR. ELSON:  I guess the question -- well, I just don't understand.  Is the answer yes, no, maybe, yes plus a caveat?

You've just put a blank reference to the evidence and I don't understand whether you are answering yes, no, maybe or otherwise.

MR. BRODIE:  I think I will reiterate what I mentioned before, where losses are not a primary driver.  Ergo we have not placed an valuation beyond that which we have articulated with regards to transformer selection.

MR. ELSON:  So the answer is, no?

MR. BRODIE:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to IR 14, please.  Part A of this interrogatory asks about an upgrade conclusion, which is as follows:  “Efficiency must be considered in business cases,” and we asked does Hydro One agree that efficiency must be considered in business cases, and the answer was no.

Could you explain why you disagree with that EPRI conclusion?

MR. BRODIE:  I believe we have articulated our responses to -- our stance on that with regards to the further response in part (a) of that same interrogatory, where we view it as the overall efficiency that needs to be considered, and not strictly just the transmission loss efficiency.

Further beyond that, EPRI states in the report on, I believe, page 3.1, that efficiency is more than simply reducing losses.  Ergo, a more economically efficient transmission system that fully utilizes existing assets and incorporates renewable energy sources and storage technologies may actually have higher losses.

So we look at it from the overall efficiency perspective.

MR. ELSON:  No, of course.  I understand that if you are looking at measures to mitigate transmission losses, you determine whether that's cost effective.  I am just wondering if you have any other piece to add as to why your view on the need to include those considerations and business cases is different from what EPRI concluded. .
MR. BRODIE:  If you could just restate your question, please?

MR. ELSON:  You know what?  In the interest of time, I am going the move on the part (b).

You responded that transmission losses are only considered in business cases where their impact is consequential to the project.  Can you provide a list of business cases where their impact, the impact of transmission losses, was consequential to the project?

MR. BRODIE:  None of the projects proposed as part of this transmission system plan had transmission losses as a consequential impact to the project.

MR. ELSON:  So transmission losses were not considered in the business cases for any of the projects in the plan?

MR. SPENCER:  I think there is one point we would like to clarify.  It could be jargon on our part, but equipment selections are something that we typically do at the engineering level of a project.  They are not necessarily
-- and I will use that as a proxy for losses.  They are not a primary part of the overall business case and the rationales why we would do an investment or not do an investment.

They are of course an a consideration when we are doing equipment selection and when we are doing our engineering solutions for individual projects.  So we are absolutely taking these into account as an organization in the life of a project, but we are really considering it as a design detail in how we select equipment and materials, how we ultimately design the ultimate solution to achieve the come outcomes of the overarching business case.

I think that's where the discussion or debate with the EPRI recommendation would be coming from.  We value it; we just value it as a lower level than the overarching business case.

MR. ELSON:  I would like to follow up on that, but first, just to get a clear answer on the record, transmission losses were not considered in any of the business cases in the application, correct?

MR. BRODIE:  As a primary driver, they were not, no.

MR. ELSON:  So they weren't considered, right, like as a driver at all?

MR. BRODIE:  Not as a primary driver, no.

MR. ELSON:  And as a secondary driver?

MR. BRODIE:  I think I would link you back to the evidence where we do have the secondary benefits that we have brought in the table in section 1.8.

MR. ELSON:  Not a driver then?

MR. BRODIE:  Not as a primary driver.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Elson, this isn't cross-examination. It's supposed to be exploration ...

MR. ELSON:  I am trying to get an answer.  So further to your question, your comments about the ways in which you do consider it at the engineering stage, one is equipment selection.  Other than equipment selection, are there any ways that you consider transmission losses?

And the reason I am, you know, you could say harping on this is, I am really struggling to get a grasp of the details of this and have that reflected in some sort of internal documentation.

So, yes, it's reflected in equipment selection.  Are there other ways in which it's selected?

MR. SPENCER:  I feel like we are repeating ourselves.  Our apologies if we seem to be repeating ourselves, but I believe Table 1 on page 9 of section 1.8 of the TSP, it lists a number of ways that Hydro One takes loss mitigation into account, you know, from real-time operating practices to system planning practices to engineering choices, equipment specifications.  There are a number of specific items listed here in the pre-filed evidence that are just different ways that Hydro One does take loss mitigation into account.

MR. ELSON:  I guess maybe the distinction you were trying to make is that in the business planning process you don't account for transmission losses, but in the execution of that business case or the implementation of it you do?

MR. SPENCER:  That's a fair statement.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Could we turn to 15, please, IR15.  I wasn't sure if your answer to (a) was yes or no or yes with a caveat.  Could you just confirm that?

MR. BRODIE:  I think if I can potentially restate our response to part (a) of that interrogatory, while we do agree with the EPRI recommendation, the caveat to that is that loss mitigation costs and benefits should be considered for alternative selection only where the impact is relevant and consequential to the project economics.

MR. ELSON:  And it wasn't relevant or -- and let me -- sorry, I am going to start again.

In how many cases in your current application is it relevant or consequential?

MR. BRODIE:  I believe I have responded to this or similar phrased question previously.  But as stated, loss mitigation was not a primary driver, nor considered as part of the alternative selection for any of the investments proposed in this TSP.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.

IR18 and 19.  Both of these IRs were questions for EPRI, and EPRI responded that they thought the questions were out of scope, and in particular question 18(b) and question 19 in its entirety -- I am not quite sure why they said it was out of scope.  Could you undertake to ask them again, and if the response is the same, then to explain why you believe these questions were out of scope?  I know it's 5:28, so we may not have time to get into this in detail, but I am hoping that you can take this away, check to see if you can get answers from them.  They do seem to be in scope, and if they're not, to explain why you think they are out of scope.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just have a moment, please?

That's fine.  We can undertake to do that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thanks.  One more minute.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, so we should give that a number.  That will be JT1.34.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.34:  RE: IR18 AND 19, TO ASK EPRI WHY THEY RESPONDED THAT THEY THOUGHT THE QUESTIONS WERE OUT OF SCOPE, AND IN PARTICULAR QUESTION 18(B) AND QUESTION 19 IN ITS ENTIRETY.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, one more minute.  So this is actually my last question, and it relates to Environmental Defence interrogatory 25, and in this interrogatory we asked Hydro One to compare what it does to what other folks do in some leading jurisdictions.  And some of the documentation that we provided was from National Grid.  And National Grid prepared a transmission loss strategy and files annual reports on transmission losses.  Those requirements are part of its licensing conditions under what is called special condition 2K.  And Hydro One, I think it's pretty clear, doesn't do those same kinds of things and doesn't provide that same kind of reporting.

So my question is for Hydro One to undertake to comment on the feasibility and the potential benefits of Hydro One providing the same transmission loss reporting as National Grid is required to provide under special condition 2K.  And I can e-mail a copy of that, although you already have it embedded in one of the reports that you have, just to ensure that there is clarity about what those reporting pieces would be.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you're asking Hydro -- asking the question as to what Hydro One would need to do to be able to provide such reporting or --


MR. ELSON:  No, the -- asking Hydro One to comment on the feasibility of doing that and the potential benefits or lack thereof of doing that.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I have a moment, please?

MR. BRODIE:  I would like to just make note that I believe it was discussed at length in our previous 2017 and '18 proceeding that the system in Ontario does vary greatly from that of National Grid U.K., and we do stand by that fundamentally the tracking of transmission losses, et cetera, would not actually rest with the transmission owner, being Hydro One, but rather with the system operator, which would be the IESO.  I believe that that would be a question better suited to them.

MR. ELSON:  So I guess -- I don't want to get into the specifics of what those reporting requirements are.  They are not focused on reporting the magnitude of transmission losses, and I think this is something I would appreciate you taking away, and if your answer is we think this reporting would not be feasible, then that's your answer, or perhaps you would say it would be feasible, or perhaps you would say this would have to be something that would be jointly done by us and the IESO, and it is helpful for us and I think the Board to have your thoughts on those kinds of reporting requirements if you're able to provide that in a bit more detail.

MR. KEIZER:  So just so we understand the nature of the undertaking, the undertaking would be to consider the feasibility of the reporting; to the extent it was feasible, explain why it is; if it's not feasible then be clear as to why it could not be done.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, feasible and also the potential benefits or lack thereof.  I mean, I would like to know if Hydro One says it's feasible and we think there actually would be some merit to this or otherwise.  And I think your witnesses were nodding as if that could be possible.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.  We can provide that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And that will be JT1.35.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.35:  (a) TO CONSIDER THE FEASIBILITY OF THE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS:  TO THE EXTENT IT WAS FEASIBLE, EXPLAIN WHY IT IS; IF IT'S NOT FEASIBLE, THEN BE CLEAR AS TO WHY IT COULD NOT BE DONE, (b) to EXPLAIN THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OR LACK THEREOF.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, no more questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Elson.  That completes today's -- oh, sorry.

MR. KEIZER:  Actually, Mr. Sidlofsky, just one other matter just to raise.  Mr. Vellone today provided us with some questions in writing on behalf of APPrO in respect of panel 4, and so we have had an opportunity to review those questions, and we are prepared to undertake to respond to those questions in writing, although some of them are quite detailed and require some significant calculations, so we may not be able to file on the deadline proposed within the context of the procedural order for filing undertakings, but we will do what we can.

But we are prepared to respond to those questions in writing provided by APPrO for panel 4.

So I wanted to put that on the record so that if we need to we can provide an undertaking number today so that Mr. Vellone would not have to reappear.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right, and we will give that number JT1.36.  We can do two things.  We will number Mr. Vellone's questions on behalf of APPrO as Exhibit KT1.1, and Mr. Vellone will get another undertaking number of JT1.36 to the responses of those questions.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  APPrO'S WRITTEN TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS FOR PANEL 4 PROVIDED BY MR. VELLONE

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.36:  TO RESPOND TO APPRO'S WRITTEN TECHNICAL CONFERENCE QUESTIONS FOR PANEL 4 PROVIDED BY MR. VELLONE.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. VELLONE:  Great, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Ms. Grice, you had a follow-up?

MS. GRICE:  I had a potential outstanding undertaking that I was going to talk about on the break.

MR. KEIZER:  I think there was an interrogatory that was referred to, the LPMA interrogatory.  I believe the one question was number 9, which was referred to actually in examination in today by another party.  So that was the interrogatory that was being referenced to you as being able to show the numbers that you were interested in.
Continued Examination by Ms. Grice:


MS. GRICE:  And I went to that interrogatory and that's not quite the numbers that I was looking for.

MS. MARCONI:  Okay.

MS. GRICE:  Just before we came back in here, I spoke to Mr. Bruno and I showed him what I was looking for, and it's the number of unplanned outage hours due to equipment failure system-wide.

MS. MARCONI:  Okay.

MS. GRICE:  And I showed him numbers that were provided in the last application, and I just need three more years, 2016, 2017 and 2018.

MR. KEIZER:  Is that something we are able to provide?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we will look at providing that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So I just need an undertaking for that.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes, we will give you JT1.37 for that.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.37:  TO PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF UNPLANNED OUTAGE HOURS DUE TO EQUIPMENT FAILURE SYSTEM-WIDE, FOR 2016, 2017, AND 2018

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that's great.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  As I mentioned earlier, we are going to start at nine in the morning tomorrow with panel number 2.

And sorry, just as far as the order goes, it will be panel 2, then panel 4, and then panel 3, given availability issues.  Thank you, and have a good evening.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:36 p.m.
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