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Monday, December 13, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning, everyone.  A few introductory comments and then we will move into introducing your panel.
Preliminary Matters:


Good morning, everyone.  My name is James Sidlofsky, and I am counsel with the Ontario Energy Board in this matter.  We are here today for the virtual technical conference on Hydro One Networks Inc.'s custom incentive rate-setting application for transmission and distribution services under section 78 of the Ontario Energy Board, 1998.

Among other matters and with respect to transmission, Hydro One is seeking approval of changes to its revenue requirement for transmission service effective January 1st, 2023 and of its proposed custom IR framework for setting its transmission revenue requirement for the period effective January 1st, 2024 through December 31st, 2027.

With respect to distribution, Hydro One is seeking approval of new distribution rates to be effective January 1st, 2023, and of its proposed custom IR framework for setting its distribution rates for the period effective January 1st, 2024 through December 31st, 2027.  More complete lists of requested relief are set out in Exhibit A, tab 2, Schedule 1 of the pre-filed Hydro One evidence, and I won't be repeating them here.

This technical conference was ordered by the Board through Procedural Order No. 1 dated September 17th, 2021, and it's scheduled for today through Friday of this week.  I will say more about that in a moment, but I'd like to begin with a land acknowledgement.
Land Acknowledgement


The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat peoples.  This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit, and Métis peoples.  We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.

We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of them.

In an effort to support reconciliation with Indigenous peoples and contribute to cultural competency, I'd like to share a bit of information about the people we recognize.  The Anishnabeg peoples, which include the Mississaugas of the Credit and the Chippewa, have over 39 nations comprising 65,000 Anishnabeg, who live throughout our province, from Golden Lake in the east, Sarnia in the south, Thunder Bay and Lake Nipigon in the north.

The name Anishnabeg originated from the word anishinaa, which is the first word believed to have been uttered by the Anishnabeg upon creation.

As most 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 session is also being broadcast and will be on air throughout the conference except for breaks and those times, if any, where material that is being treated as confidential is being discussed.

Intervenor representatives seeking access to confidential material are required to execute the OEB's form of confidentiality undertaking in accordance with the Board's practice direction on confidential filings.  And as you know, there are further limits on access to confidential labour-relations-related material and the pricing information for service providers.

You can read more about those restrictions in the OEB's October 25th decision on confidentiality and Procedural Order No. 2 and on Friday's interim decision on confidentiality in respect of the Accenture master services agreement, labour relations, and collective bargaining information, and the Hydro One Limited 2021 to '27 integrated business plan.

Due to the online nature of this technical conference, I am hoping that those of you who wanted access to that material have already delivered your confidentiality [audio dropout]  I'd ask any intervenor representatives that intend to ask questions about the confidential material to group those questions in order to minimize the time that we have to close the proceeding.  And 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 requests at a later date may affect the form of the transcript that will be placed on the record.

The other procedural matter I'd like to remind parties of is that this is a technical conference.  It is not intended to be cross-examination on the evidence, but rather, as the OEB stated in Procedural Order No. 1, the technical conference is being held to provide for clarification on interrogatory responses.

Our hearing advisor, Ashley Sanasie, circulated the schedule for the first three days of the technical conference on Friday and an updated version of the schedule for day one of the technical conference after parties and staff provided OEB time estimates in areas of questioning last week.  We intend to follow that schedule with regard to the order of questioning.

You will also see from Ms. Sanasie's e-mail message that we now have more than five days of questioning for a technical conference that's currently scheduled for five days.  Both Ms. Sanasie and our case manager, Martin Davies, have asked all parties to carefully consider the time you need for questions and to try to reduce those estimates and to coordinate their questions with parties of similar interests where possible.  I am again asking you to do that and to advise us as to where time can be reduced.  And I ask you to make your best efforts to keep your estimated times as you have advised us and consider whether it will be possible to shorten those times where other parties may have covered areas in which you had similar questions.

Finally, before we go into appearances, just a few reminders about technical matters, because this is a virtual setting.  First, I'd ask intervenors who are not asking questions to mute their audio and turn off their cameras when witnesses are being questioned by someone else.

Second, while there is a chat function available in the Zoom platform, nothing in the chat platform will be recorded or appear on the transcript, so you can send messages to each other or to the group, but they will not be transcribed.

Third -- and I believe everyone may have done this already -- we ask that everyone ensure that the name they have associated with their picture right now is their full name so that the court reporter can accurately record what is said.

Finally, for this virtual session we ask that you repeat your name and who you represent when you begin your questions, and that will assist the court reporter in transcribing the matter.  That's particularly important if you are stepping in to ask a follow-up question.

We are planning one 15-minute break in each of the morning and afternoon, and a one-hour lunch break will be scheduled at around 12:15.  Today's morning break is planned for 11:00 and the afternoon break is planned for approximately 2:30.  The schedule shows us continuing until 4:30 this afternoon, but I'd like to continue until 5:00 on each day of the technical conference in an effort to conclude in five days.  That should allow us to complete Anwaatin's -- I was going to say that should allow us to complete Anwaatin's questions, but I believe we are -- with today's update we are looking at beginning DRC at just after 4:10, so we should be well past Anwaatin this afternoon.

In any event, I understand that Hydro One is agreeable to sit until 5:00, but Mr. Keizer, you can correct me if I am wrong on that.

On that note, I will introduce the members of OEB Staff who are here with me this morning, and I will then move on to appearances.  With me are Nancy Marconi, the OEB's manager of generation and transmission; Martin Davies, project advisor and case manager for this application; Ashley Sanasie, hearings advisor; Sheila Gu, our articling student; and Michael Desongo from our IT group, who will be assisting should we have any technical issues that should arise today.  I will introduce other Board Staff members and consultants as they attend for this and other Hydro One panels.

If I can have other appearances in the order set out in the technical conference schedule I would appreciate that. We will begin with Power Workers.
Appearances:


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

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  School Energy Coalition?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning.  My name is Mark Rubenstein.  I'm counsel for the School Energy Coalition, and I'll be joined during this technical conference with some of my colleagues, Fred Zheng and Jay Shepherd.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Rubenstein. Pollution Probe.

MR. BROPHY:  Good morning, everybody.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  I am joined by John DeVenz.  John DeVenz is going to be the lead on the technical conference and will pull me in as needed.  I am just intending to attend today, but I will be reviewing all the materials and transcripts and coordinating behind the scenes.  John DeVenz, is there anything else?

MR. DeVENZ:  No, just good morning to everyone.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning.  VECC.

MR. GARNER:  Mark Garner for VECC, and I am joined with my colleague, Bill Harper.  And just so I can tell you, Jamie, given that you just said I was next -- I guess I am not looking at a schedule that's the same as the schedule you are looking at for order.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That is possible.  There is a schedule that was sent out this morning by Ms. Sanasie, so there was a last-minute change in availability.

I believe that Friday's schedule showed CCC as going today; that will not be happening.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, I will take a look at it, and I hope we will have a few minutes before this starts to talk a little bit about scheduling, because the way this has all transpired it's a little bit jumbled in my mind.

So maybe we can take a few minutes before we begin to talk about that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure, we can do that.  Let's just get through appearances, and we can talk a bit about scheduling.

Next would be AMPCO.

MS. GRICE:  Good morning, everyone.  I am Shelley Grice, a consultant representing the Association of Major Power Consumers of Ontario.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Good morning, Ms. Grice.  Anwaatin?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Good morning, everyone.  It's Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Anwaatin and the Distributed Resource Coalition.  I may be joined this week by Lisa DeMarco or Daniel Vollmar.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, good morning.  Next would be CME.

MR. POLLOCK:  Hello, everyone. Scott Pollock, counsel on behalf of Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters, thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  That takes us through today's revised schedule.  Going into tomorrow, Environmental Defence.

MR. ELSON:  Good morning, Kent Elson for Environment Defence.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Kent.  OSEA?

MS. JACKIW:  Good morning.  Raeya Jackiw, counsel for OSEA.  I will joined throughout the week by Travis Lusney.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you and good morning.  QMA?

MR. McLEOD:  Mike McLeod for the Quinte Manufacturers Association.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mike.  Is there anyone I have missed who had wants to speak up?

MR. LADANYI:  Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, did I miss you?

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, you certainly missed me.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am sorry about that.

MR. LADANYI:  I start on Wednesday, you see, and you have only gone through Tuesday.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.  That's the revised schedule.  Sorry about that.  Thank you, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  I am a consultant representing Energy Probe, and I also want to register an appearance for Roger Higgin.  Dr. Higgin is currently in a Hydro-Quebec proceeding and he will be joining us later in the week to take over from me.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Tom. And I was going to say if there are no preliminary matters, and I understand that there aren't any -- or I had thought there aren't any, but there may be a couple.

I am going to ask Mr. Keizer to introduce your first witness panel.  But perhaps we could talk little bit about scheduling first.

Mark Garner, did you want to mention your issue and then we can --


MR. GARNER:  Well, I have two issues.  One is just practical.  I can't find the schedule that you're talking about you sent this morning.  The schedule that I got only has page 1 of 6 on it, so I think I am looking at the right thing, but I am not quite sure.  But given it came in this morning, I think it -- is this an email that came in this morning at 8:38?

MS. SANASIE:  Mark, I that's right.  There was a revised schedule for today.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I heard other people talking about other dates, so I think they're talking about the other schedule, correct, and then -- okay.  At least I understand what I am looking at.

Just from my own perspective, I don't have a problem -- I see myself now where I am on this schedule, and I don't think I have a problem with that.

I will say this just to begin, as we pointed out earlier when we were talking about scheduling, we are pretty preliminary when you asked for those timelines.  So what I will say, Jamie, is that I think we will be able to stick within the times that we said.  I just don't think we are going to be able to stick within the overall times, but not in the times of any particular panel because -- now that I see where the time is at.

So I just ask your indulgence.  If I go over in one panel it will be because we are going under in the other.  It is just the way I found now where the evidence sits, do you know where I mean, where the panels are?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yeah.

MR. GARNER:  Just so you know.  The second thing is, as you know, Mr. Harper is here this morning.  He has a lot of questions and I know we are not there yet about his stuff.  But Bill also is about to head out on an airplane, I think tomorrow morning, and that puts him in a little bit of an indisposed period.

So I wonder if we could talk a little bit about our thoughts about providing written questions for the cost allocation rate design stuff, and if Hydro One -- who I am not sure is aware of that proposal or not -- if there's any comment on whether that would be acceptable, or how you want to proceed with that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Maybe I will throw that over to Mr. Keizer.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, we weren't aware of the specific proposal because of travel requirements for Mr. Harper.  I think probably the best thing we could do is Hydro One will chat about it at the break and be able to get back to you, Mark, after that and see where we are.  We probably may also want to just get a sense of how extensive we are talking about in terms of the written questions.  But let us caucus on that and then we will be able to come back to you.

MR. GARNER:  Right, thank you for that.  Just so you are clear about how we thought it was going to work.  Because Mr. Harper is in transit and moving, what we thought we would be able to do is provide questions by Thursday.  I suppose if things are moving along quickly, Mr. Harper could join us on Friday anyways.

So that was the idea and if need be, we could either complete it on time or perhaps even earlier if you guys wanted to do it that way with undertakings.

But thank you for giving that some thought and if you have any questions, just give me a shout.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Charles.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  In the interest of keeping people as posted as possible on the status of the schedule, we will be providing updates at the end of each day so you can see where we're -- who needs to be up the next day and where we are going in terms of the overall five days that we have for this proceeding.  Okay, Mr. Keizer.

MR. ELSON:  James Kent Elson here.  Just to get some clarity on the schedule, today we are finishing with DRC, but they have 18 minutes and that would take us to 4:30.  So are we in fact finishing with Environmental Defence between 4:30 and 5?  I guess what I am saying is am I up at the end of the sort of revised revised schedule for today.

I think so, but I don't know where CCC is coming in or the other intervenors.  So it would just be good to know if the plan is that I am coming up or not.

A second request; if Ashley could send through the full schedule at some point today, that would maybe clear some of this up as well.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sure.  The answer to your first question is yes.  I would see you being up at the end of the day.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Charles, there hasn't been any change on Hydro One's availability until 5; right?  Your panel is Available?

MR. KEIZER:  We are available until 5.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you, Kent. Any preliminary matters from Hydro One?

MR. KEIZER:  There's a couple of preliminary matters.  I should, in addition to my own appearance, put in an appearance for Mr. Arlen Sternberg, who will also be appearing as counsel, as well as Jonathan Myers.

This is the way in which we have kind of divided up the work, so you will see them later on in the week.

There's -- just before I introduce the panel, the other thing is just to make sure parties were aware of it that on Friday there was a letter filed with the OEB by Hydro One.  It identified certain corrections that were submitted to particular interrogatories, so that was one element of it.  There was also clarification with respect to particular IRs that had been assigned to witnesses, which you may recall earlier correspondence in which we made efforts to divide up the IRs by panels and by witness responsibility so that, you know, people could appropriately prepare.

So that was some further clarification of that in that Friday letter.  And I also note that one of the -- one other reassignment of IRs from a witness responsibility perspective, and this may, I think, be important for Mr. Garner, the VECC interrogatories 26 through 29 as well as Staff 183, both of which I think deal with external revenues, those questions related to those IRs are best directed to the finance and comp panel, which will be happening later in the week, and particularly the witnesses [audio dropout] and that -- that -- just so you're aware of that, I think originally it was Mr. Spencer, but it's now more appropriately addressed in that panel [audio dropout]


And in regard to panels, one of the other things that was noted in that letter on Friday was originally we had wanted the finance and comp panel to go as the third panel, but unfortunately one of the members of that panel had a death in their immediate family and as a result had to step down from the technical conference, and we've had to have someone else step into his place.

In order to be fair to that person stepping into his place we have -- are proposing to and are going to switch the order of the remaining two -- the last two panels, so -- and this also may have an impact on Mr. Garner and obviously our considerations of his undertaking request, that what we are going to do is proceed to switch those panels' order so that the third panel will now be the rates load and custom IR panel, and then they will be followed with the finance and compensation panel.  So finance and compensation will now come last, and we have moved rates and load and custom IR up in order to accommodate that circumstance as a result of the unfortunate death in someone's family.

And to Mr. Sidlofsky's point about the scheduling, you know, obviously we'd like to get this done this week, and if we start looking at, you know, any issues beyond this week we get into scheduling issues in terms of availability, so every effort we can do to get this done this week, that is going to be obviously of paramount focus.

Those are the preliminary matters that I just wanted to raise.  And then, so I can now proceed on to introduce the panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That would be excellent, thanks very much.

MR. KEIZER:  So actually, what I am going to do is I'm going to just introduce the panel by name, and then I what I would like to do is, after I have completed that, if I could ask each of you to then state your -- well, actually, I have the titles, so I will just go ahead and introduce the titles.  I thought I hadn't, but I do.

So if I could introduce the panel.  I won't do it in any particular order.  I don't know why -- which everybody else is seeing their screens, so it's Andrew Spencer, vice-president, transmission and stations.  Bruno Jesus, vice-president, planning.  Alex Jackson, director, strategy and integrated planning.  Donna Jablonsky, director, transmission asset management.  Robert Reinmuller, director, transmission system planning.  Spencer Gill, vice-president, customer service.  That is your panel and I have no other preliminary issues to address, so they are available for questioning.
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MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  I am going to go off camera.  You will hear me every so often for undertaking and exhibit numbers.  Otherwise you probably won't see me.

Mr. Stephenson, over to you.

MR. KEIZER:  Just before Mr. Stephenson commences, I will also be doing the same.  I am assuming that if parties see me appear then they would recognize that I have something to say.  That's why I come up on the screen.  So if you could also be respectful of that as well, we will try to work through this virtual realm.  Thanks very much.
Examination by Mr. Stephenson:

MR. STEPHENSON:  Good morning, panel.  Can you hear me?  My name is Richard Stephenson.  Okay, thank you.

I am just going to start with what I hope is a very easy and straightforward question for you.  It's PWU Interrogatory No. 1.  If the panel can be shown that.  And it is in the second reference that I am looking.  And I believe it's just a typo, but I am trying to find out what the correct information is.  You will see there's a -- in the second-last line there's some number there, "2/2 percent/", which does not make sense to me.  I assume it is some kind of percentage number, and I am just looking for an answer for that if you -- first off, can somebody just confirm that's a typo?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, I am just looking at that line.  I do believe it's a typo.  To been honest with you, I haven't noticed it, so...

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  Maybe I can just get an undertaking for someone to tell us what the correct number is there.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.  Let's mark it.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  The undertaking is to clarify line 16 of whatever this undertaking number is.  Is this --


MR. STEPHENSON:  It's PWU No. 1, B2-PWU-001.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Continuing on that --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So Mr. Stephenson, that will be JT1.1.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO CLARIFY LINE 16 OF B2-PWU-001.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you very much.

Continuing on that same undertaking response, there is in the answer to question B -- yeah, let's just scroll down a little more.  If you can scroll down below the next -- oh, see, these are just the question.  I need the answers.  Okay.  Stop there.

In the footnotes in the second chart, there's footnote number 2 and footnote number 3, and I just want to -- I am confused about what you're saying there, and I am hoping that you can help me with this, and I appreciate footnote number 2 is dealing with protections and footnote number 3 is dealing with conductors.

In footnote number 2 you say at the end of that response:

"All protection equipment beyond the SL is also obsolete; that is, poor condition is a subset of obsolete."

Just stopping there.  Are you saying in that answer that there are no protection equipment that is in poor condition that is not obsolete?  That doesn't seem possible to me.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Poor condition for protection -- for protection equipment, once a test is done and there is an issue, it's corrected.  So in essence, it does not stay in poor condition because it's not allowed to.  So if there is an issue with a card, for instance, it would be changed and it would go back into being in good condition.  It does not stay in that category, so hence you don't have a category that has poor-condition protection.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, it might be in poor -- well, it would be in poor condition the day before you got to it, you just haven't recorded it as being in poor condition, I take it.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Because of corrective measures is immediate, so it's not logged as in poor condition.  I don't go back tomorrow to fix something in poor condition, it's done immediately.  It's a demand issue.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And then in -- with respect to conductors, it's the opposite scenario is being described.  Rather than poor condition as a subset of obsolete, in this case obsolete is a subset of poor condition.  And I take it that the reason -- am I right that the reason for that is simply by virtue of the nature of the asset and your replacement practice?

MS. JABLONSKY:  For the conductors, all obsolete conductors are in poor condition.  In our situation, the obsolete conductor is the copper conductor which is obsolete.  So the only obsolete conductor we have on the system is in poor condition.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  But with respect to conductors, you have poor-condition conductors that are not obsolete?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No.  We -- I am sorry, we have poor condition -- agreed, that are not obsolete.  Agreed, agreed.

MR. STEPHENSON:  And the reason that that occurs, unlike protection equipment, is that it is not replaced upon discovery immediately, necessarily?


MS. JABLONSKY:  Poor --


MR. STEPHENSON:  Is that correct, for conductors?

MS. JABLONSKY:  A poor conductor that is not a copper conductor is not replaced immediately.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.

MS. JABLONSKY:  It is replaced more on a planned replacement or emergency, if there is -- if it's a fallen conductor or something to that effect.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right, understood.  Okay.  If I can then just take you next to -- bear with me.  Yes, it's the answer to question E, as in Edward, of this same interrogatory.  And I am just trying to understand the chart you provide.

The first thing I want to understand is for years 1 and 2, you have provided numbers, but for year -- and for year 7, you have provided numbers.  But for all of the interim years, 3, 4, 5 and 6, no numbers are provided.  Can you tell us why that was not done?

Let me just -- while you're working on that, can it be done and will you do it?

MR. REINMULLER:  While my colleague is looking up the numbers, I will offer as much as the interrogatory is already talking about.  We do not forecast the conditions over time.  And the difficulty in giving you a number for every year is that every year we are going to find new assets.  Every year, we do an analysis and there would be more assets that come in and assets that are going out of this category by virtue of replacement.

So forecasting the number of assets that will come into play in the next few years is going to be very difficult.

MR. STEPHENSON:  I am going to ask you about that in just a second, actually.

But you obviously -- but let's just do it one step at a time.  I mean, you've provided year 7 numbers.  If you can provide year 7 numbers, it would seem to me then you can provide year 6 numbers.  It just doesn't make any sense to me that that could possibly be the case.

And if there's an answer, you know, just let us know and I don't need to -- I don't need you to provide me the answers orally.  If you want to give me, you know, an undertaking telling me why it can't be done, or alternatively providing the answer, then I am happy with that.

MR. REINMULLER:  I do not believe that we can provide the yearly number just because we would have to estimate what are the new poor-condition assets that will come in in every year in '23, '24, '25, so -- and since we are not forecasting those, it would be very difficult to say how much more we are going to add.

I do agree with you that we need to verify those three numbers at the end for year 7, because those numbers -- I suspect they are in absence of any, any other changes happening over the years.  But that is something that we can verify.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Yeah, if you could confirm that.  that was exactly where I was going.  As I understand this chart, all of numbers in years 1, 2 and 7 that you have provided, those numbers are at a reference not to the numbers in the column "total population".  Rather, it is a reference to the numbers -- the starting point that you use is the numbers in the next column over, the one called "share of assets in poor and obsolete condition".

So for example in year 7, when you say for conductors the percentage number is 6 percent, that number is 6 percent of the 3,874 number, not the 28,000 number, correct?

MR. REINMULLER:  I believe you are correct.  And this is -- this is where the difficulty lies, in the absence of everything else, what we know today without adding any poor conditions discovered over the next five years, that is the end result of these investments.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  Plus --


MS. JABLONSKY:  I think --


MR. REINMULLER:  But we will double-check to make sure that you have got the right answer.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I just jump in for a moment.  If I look at the asset lines one at a time, if I look at the wood poles, I have zero.  And I think that's based on the fact that we didn't forecast on the wood pole because when we looked at the amount of wood pole that goes into the poor condition, I think we used a 30 percent reference and came up with about an extra 500 poles.  That was added into the portion that would be changed in the JRAP, hence the zero.

For the conductor, when we looked at the conductors in poor condition starting in 2020, based on what will be replaced in year 1, year 2, and in the JRAP period, I believe the 1770 to be about correct because I think we ended up with 2600 that would have been replaced in that time frame starting year 1 to the end of the JRAP period.

On the breakers, that's the one aspect that I would have to check.  For the transformers, it's the same, the 198 that starts at year 1 and ends at year 7.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  If you could do that clarification for me --


MS. JABLONSKY:  I will.

MR. STEPHENSON:  -- as a part of that undertaking, I would appreciate that very much.

But I did just want to clarify one thing given what you just said.  So if the Board is looking at this chart --and in particular, let's just use the wood poles line there -- are you telling the Board that in 2027, you will have no poor-condition wood poles in your system for transmission?  Is that what they take from this?

MS. JABLONSKY:  That would be the wrong interpretation because based on the amount of wood poles in the needs assessment, plus the other ones that are young and would probably get into -- become poor based on climate conditions and everything else, that would not be correct.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay, I understand.  So it's that -- what you are saying is that the 4,693 current poor-condition wood poles will all be gone?


MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Now I understand you --


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Stephenson, just to be clear. I know you mentioned an undertaking.  I don't know if there's --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I was about to stop Mr. Stephenson if he is moving on.  Are you moving on?  Have you got the undertaking formulated now?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Sorry, I appreciate, yes, we didn't get a number for this.  But I thought that the undertaking was to -- was firstly to either fill in the rest of the table or tell us why it can't be done.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine.

MR. STEPHENSON:  That's number one, and then number two, Ms. Jablonsky just gave an answer that she was going to finalize, I thought, clarifying some of those year 7 numbers for certain categories of the assets.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Mr. Stephenson, I must add that within year 3, year 4, year 5, and year 6, with the movement within the plan, that would be difficult to do, because it's over the plan that the replacements would be made.  So to be accurate in these years, it would be moving, because say for instance for the wood pole we have 1,076 per year, so we do have a forecasted per year, but it would be a moving target.

MR. STEPHENSON:  I understand.  You can qualify your answer however you see appropriate.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Okay.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Can I get a number for that?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yeah, that would be JT1.2, and there are two parts to it.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  (A) TO COMPLETE THE TABLE IN PWU NO. 1 PART E, OR EXPLAIN WHY THIS CANNOT BE DONE; (B) TO CLARIFY YEAR 7 NUMBERS FOR CERTAIN CATEGORIES OF THE ASSETS


MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  And I do want to come back to the initial premise to this answer, where it says Hydro One does not forecast condition over time.  And I don't understand why you can't do that, number one.  And I don't understand why it isn't important for you to do that, because without that information the Board has no idea whether your system will be in better condition at the end of the plan period or worse condition at the plan period.  How can the Board know that without that information?

MR. JESUS:  I think part of the issue is the chart in front of you is really identifying the pace at which those poor-condition assets are being replaced during the JRAP period.  We don't forecast condition because it's all age-based.  And so absolutely there's a linkage between age and deteriorating condition, we just don't have -- we just cannot use anything else other than condition to forecast what's going to be -- what's going to transpire and the assets that become in poor condition over time.

And when we check around with other utilities, Mr. Stephenson, they all use age as the forecasting element to make that determination.

MR. STEPHENSON:  But, Mr. Jesus, on the distribution side you do exactly that.  And your answers to undertakings show that you're forecasting new -- newly poor-condition assets over time.  I don't understand why you can't do it on transmission if you do it on distribution.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If you look at a transformer, there is absolutely no way to then predict how the unit would behave.  You can identify the units that are in poor condition, you identify based on the trends, based on the data that you have collected.  But then to say units that are in fair condition at the moment or units that are good, to then say other than age that they will then land in poor condition within a five-year span, a three-year span, or a ten-year span, we do not have the tools to do that.  And the same applies to others.  When it comes down to protection, you're able to because your driver is your ESL.  That's what you are using to make your mark as to what triggers replacement.  But for other equipment that you do need test data to assess and analyze, it becomes hard to then put the line in the sand to say when it would then tip over.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  I am going to have to come back to this in the hearing, thanks.  That's -- I appreciate that answer.

Okay.  Can I take you to PWU No. 8, please.  Now, in this response you were asked about some work that got deferred as a consequence of the last OEB decision.  If I can just take you to question C, or the answer to question C.  There's a reference here to some of this deferred work -- you will see that in the second line -- $8 million per year.  And the -- you then say:

"From a rate recovery perspective, the cost amount related to the deferred work in 2023 is approximately $6 million."

And you say:

"The incremental cost associated with this amount is less than the inflationary impact because of the productivity efforts of Hydro One over that period."

And I just want to try to understand that.

So am I right that what you're telling us, that work that would have cost Hydro One $8 million to undertake in 2020 is going to be performed by Hydro One in 2023 for $6 million; is that what you're telling us?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, that's not what we are telling you.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay, what are you telling me?

MS. JABLONSKY:  When we are looking at the spend in '18, and we are looking at the years that the spend was reduced, over the three-year period, that's where the 25 came from, because it would be 8.4 per year for the three years.

When we look at the work that we do need to accomplish in '23 and onwards, we still have that work plus the work that's deferred.  So the 6 mill comes from the 25 mill divided over the rate -- the rate calendar period.  So the 6 mill is over the five-year period.  The 8 was -- the 25 is from the 3 in the past and the 6 is going forward.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  So let me ask you this question, then.  So you take this $8 million work that you did not -- you were -- originally had planned to do but you in fact deferred from -- and I don't know whether that's 2018 or 2020.  It doesn't matter.  When that work -- that same work is done during the JRAP period, will the cost to Hydro One for performing that $8 million worth of work be more or less than $8 million?

MS. JABLONSKY:  In '18, as we deferred work from '18, '19, and '20, we reduced condition-based maintenance, and that is something that we have to continue to use going forward.  So -- and when we look at the work that we will be doing throughout the JRAP period, it incorporates their learnings from condition-based maintenance, so that's the way that we were able to recognize that.  The 25 mill spilled over the JRAP period would give us enough of a breathing room to cover the work that we had deferred and to put us on track.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Can I get you to undertake to give me an answer to this question?  And the question is:  Will work that got deferred during the '18 to '20 period cost more or less to do during the JRAP period than the forecast cost during the '18 to '20 period?  That's the question I want to get an answer to, and I would like you to undertake to give me that answer, and if you are unable to answer it, I would like you to explain why not.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.3.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO ADVISE IF THE WORK THAT GOT DEFERRED DURING THE '18 TO '20 PERIOD COST MORE OR LESS TO DO DURING THE JRAP PERIOD THAN THE FORECAST COST DURING THE '18 TO '20 PERIOD.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you.  Can I go to PWU No. 11, please.  We were asking here about the reliability impact of the change in your maintenance practices and the deferral of the work.  In C, we asked you did you perform any analysis of the reliability impact of the deferred work.  And the answer that you provided was no.

I want to ask you why you didn't perform that.  Is it because it was too hard, or was it because you did not perceive the information to be of any value?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Reliability for us is still a live indicator, so then for us to perform that analysis it would be difficult to do so.  What we looked at was tasks that were -- that we had to defer, and in doing so, we used current conditions that we do have on hand to make that determination.  So hence, the analysis was not performed.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  But I believe you also have said, and maybe you can just confirm this for me -- in the course of this application and your plan that underlies this application, you are -- this is my words and not your words -- effectively seeking to catch up on that deferred work, correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. STEPHENSON:  And the reason why you're seeking to catch up on that deferred work is because if you don't do that, you have concluded that it will have an unacceptable reliability impact.  Is that fair?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Can I just take you to then, PWU 16.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Stephenson, can I just ask you how much longer you think you have?

MR. STEPHENSON:  Yes, this is my last -- last questions.  I am hoping it's, you know, five minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks.

MR. STEPHENSON:  This question is asking in the context of transformers, the distinction between undertaking preventive maintenance and replacement, if I am right.  And if you look at the answers that you provide, and in particular go to B.  The answer to this last sentence is:
"There is no reliability impact for performing preventive maintenance on transformers that are in poor condition."

And I understood that answer to tell me that once the preventive maintenance has been done, there is not a reliability problem with the transformer.  Is that what I am -- is that a fair take on that comment?

MR. JESUS:  Mr. Stephenson, this is in relation to distribution.  So that question should be appropriately posed to the distribution system plan panel.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Oh, is it?  Okay, fair enough, sorry, I got the wrong transformers.  Hang on one second then.  Okay, that's fine.

Thank you, those are my questions, then, for this panel.  I appreciate your time, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Stephenson.  Mark Rubenstein?
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.  Can you see me, or no?  There you go.  It's nice to see some friendly faces.

Good morning, panel.  Just before we start with going through in detail some of the interrogatories, the first one I would like to pull up is B2-SEC-61.  And in this interrogatory we had -- it's part 2 -- or part 3.  

We had asked for some high resolution versions of the maps that you've contained in the evidence, the transmission system.  And just to be clear, the rationale for the question is the way -- because your maps have been embedded into the PDF document and obviously they are much larger, you can't really get a good look at some of details, some of the station names and stuff.  When you zoom in, it gets incredibly blurry.

If you want to take out the term "high resolution", I am just looking for the separate maps so that they can be properly viewed in PDF format.

MR. KEIZER:  Just a reformatting of the existing map that's already in the evidence, not something new -- not a new creation?  Is that the point?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, it's just those two maps so they can be properly viewed, yes, that's what I was looking for.  As being embedded in the PDF, you can't really see them that well in detail.

MR. KEIZER:  I don't know about the technical parameters of it, but let's take it away.  If they can -- if Hydro One can do it, they will.  But if not, then we will obviously advise why we can't.

But I take your point that high resolution is not about creating a new document, or a new kind of map.  It's just taking the existing maps and figuring out a way for you to, you know, enhance the -- magnify the image so to speak within the existing document.  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.

MR. KEIZER:  An undertaking number, Mr. Sidlofsky?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes, sorry, that's JT1.4.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO PROVIDE HIGHER RESOLUTION VERSIONS OF THE MAPS PROVIDED AT B2-SEC-61 PART (III); IF NOT, TO ADVISE WHY THEY CANNOT BE PROVIDED.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right, thank you very much. I want to walk through the planning process, and I am going to walk through it -- instead of just going through each of in order, IR numbers, I am going to go sort of thematically through my understanding of the planning process and ask you a number of questions based on the IRs, so I can make sure I understand it.  And I have some follow-ups within that about the interrogatories.

The first thing I want to just clarify -- you don't need to pull this up, it's mentioned in a number of the interrogatories -- is as compared to the last transmission and applications of the 0082 application, the big difference with respect to the asset condition assessment is you move from the five-category very low risk to very high risk, to the now three category good, fair, poor-condition taxonomy.  Do I have that correct?

MR. JESUS:  No, you do not.  So the taxonomies are identified that we use as part of the risk assessment process.  Let me just bring up the reference.  If we can go to SPF 1.7.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, maybe I used the term taxonomy incorrectly.  If I remove that word, my understanding is that there with five categories of risk and now we have good, fair, poor?

MR. JESUS:  No.  So let's go to SPF 1.7, page 18.  There -- you can stop there.  Let's continue on to -- the reliability one is a good one.

So you can see for the safety consequence table, there is a seven-point scale.  And this seven-point scale is the same for safety, taxonomy, the consequence scale.  The reliability consequence scale also has a seven-point scale, and the environment has a seven-point scale.  Risk is measured by the probability times the consequence.  And the probability, if we scroll down, is on page number 20.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Mr. Jesus, I just think we are now -- you may misunderstand my question, because I take it you're talking about the -- the probability times consequence when you're determining the baseline risk and the mitigator risk.  I am talking about the asset condition information.  So maybe if you just pull up B2-SEC-69.

So you were asked to describe all the changes from the asset condition methodology.  You talk about some specific assessments that you've done, but the big thing, as I understand, is the table.  You used to have a five-category -- maybe that's the proper word -- from very low risk to very high risk, and now we have the good, fair, poor condition descriptors.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed, agreed.  Condition is displayed with the three categories.  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Okay.  Am I correct, though, that what is actually underneath good, fair, and poor condition, as is underneath previously very low risk, low risk, fair risk, high risk, very high risk, is a scale from 1 to 100?

MS. JABLONSKY:  In the raw data that's presented in there, yes, it's scaled from 1 to 100, agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So if we can turn to B2-Staff-76, attachment number 3, and just orient everybody to that.  In this interrogatory you were asked for a bunch of supporting information for the station works that you're doing, and you provided -- here is attachment 3 -- the health assessments for the breakers on the Charles TS.  And so just to use that as a helpful sort of illustrative guide just so I can understand things.  And this is dated August 12, 2021; correct?  You can see this on the first page?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I take it that the data was pulled essentially from that date?  Or is this a health assessment done on that date?

MR. JESUS:  That's when we put this together.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And if we go to page 2, you see the -- what you have here is health index summary, and you have a bunch of risk scores, and then you have sort of different categories.  And I understand that to be the asset risk assessment scores; correct?  That's what's being described here?

MR. JESUS:  These are the asset analytic scores.  They are an index.  There is no risk assessment that is completed by asset analytics, it's just providing an index of those categories.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And if we go to part -- go down to the third page.  As I understand what this is showing is, you'll see that for asset you have each of the breakers and then, you know, the columns of essentially either comments or the various categories; correct?

MR. JESUS:  I am sorry, what's your question?  Can you repeat your question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to make sure I understand what the table is showing.  Am I correct what it shows for the Charles TS section, in the second column you have assets, and these are then listing each of the various breakers, and then you have -- and then across you then have various information on the various breakers; correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  I want to understand something here.  As I understand, for example, condition, the condition risk factor, which is sort of column -- sixth -- sorry, seventh column; do you see that?  The condition risk factor, which I guess is from the asset analytic system, correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If I take a look at the second one, for example, I have a risk -- I have condition of 1, which is blue; correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But yet, and my understanding if we go up to the -- the sort of categories in the previous page, that would be very good.  Yet when I look at comments, it said "asset is in fair condition".  Can you help me understand why those things wouldn't match?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If we look at -- you're looking at line -- you are looking at the second breaker?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, sorry.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The second breaker is a metal clad or magnetic breaker.  The second breaker has been out of production for the last maybe ten years.  Parts for this breaker are extremely scarce.  We are unable to do work on the lineup, this metal clad lineup, for a very, very long time, and part of the reason why we are is because this metal-clad construction is no longer in production.  The air blast -- the construction is not safe to do work in, so in order to do any work at all it calls for double bus outage.  

So if we are looking at the condition, some of the breakers there, magnetic breakers, will be behaving properly and will be in essence in good condition.  However, however, the unit is out of production, the unit is obsolete, and the breakers in the construction that they're in are unsafe.  

So as a gear, because a metal clad switch gear is a gear, it must be replaced.  So hence the reason why you have ones throughout the entire -- for all your magnetics, because the breakers in themselves is good, but in maintaining the breakers, that's where the difficulty comes from.  And the personal safety, that is where the difficulty comes from.  Hence, the obsolescence is red, and the health and safety is red.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, I guess -- I understand that.  I just want to then understand the relationship between the condition risk factor, which has a score from 1 to 100, and sort of the written "fair", the written analysis.  So do I take what you're saying is you're then adding or you're taking into other considerations to determine fair, good, or poor condition, not just the numbers that are in the condition risk factor indices?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. JESUS:  You cannot take condition on its own, I guess is the message that we need to -- that we are conveying here, Mr. Rubenstein, that you need to look at all of the elements to determine whether or not that breaker is in poor condition or not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And this gets a bit confusing to me, so maybe you will have to help me understand this.  As I -- as I understand -- and maybe I want to understand the difference between the asset risk assessment -- as I understood -- you'll see in the column that's all red, at the top, it says "asset risk assessment"; correct?  Do you see that?  And my understanding of the asset risk assessment, it takes into account the six condition risk factor, demographics, performance, economics, utilization, criticality.  There are different weightings for each of the assets, and it comes itself to a number; correct?

MR. JESUS:  No.

MS. JABLONSKY:  No.

MR. JESUS:  It is not a number, it is -- the composite is just a way that we use to flag assets to take a deeper dive into.  So all the composite is doing is flagging the assets that we are looking at.  What you're seeing here is the assessment by the engineer leveraging asset analytics and the other information that he has available to him from SAP, from the field, et cetera, to actually determine what the condition is of that asset.  It is not a tool that spits out an index number that drives what that overarching risk assessment is.  Everything must be taken into account.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So if we can quickly then turn to -- now I'm a little bit more confused.  If we can turn to B1-AMPCO-04.  If we can go down.  Essentially, you're asked to provide the weighting for each of the risk factors, and you do provide that for some of them.  If you go down further.

So if you see that for conductors condition is worth 40 percent, utilization is 15.  So what is the point of the weighting factors if it's not coming up with a composite score based on the sub-indices?

MR. JESUS:  So you're correct.  The composite score is just that, a composite of all of these factors, but none of those -- the composite score doesn't actually drive the decision or the investment.  The actual decision in the investment is made as part of the risk assessment process that I took you through initially, which was the reliability, safety and environment taxonomies multiplied by the probability.

These weightings that you are seeing here is only for the composite.  We don't use the composite to make investment decisions.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand that.  I just -- let's get to the investment decision.  I just want to understand this piece by piece.

With respect to the composite score, though, if we go back to the breaker in B2-Staff-076, attachment 3.  If we go to the third page and use those examples.  Can you go down to page 3, please?

Is the asset risk assessment, the red that comes up from there -- am I correct that there is an underlying number for that and it is based on a composite of the various sub-indices?

MR. JESUS:  No.  The red is coming from the fact that the obsolescence, the health safety and environment, are driving that asset to be in poor condition and that's it.  There is no underlying data that would say the obsolescence is a 15 or 16 or an HS&E is a 15 or 16.  There is no index, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  The planner is making an assessment based on the raw data that you see, that he takes from asset analytics and he is looking at that and determining what the overall condition risk assessment is with that particular asset.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If obsolescence and HS&E had been a no, so it wasn't obsolete and there was no health and safety and environmental issue there, right, would there be a composite score that would then drive an asset risk assessment score that would be based on the weighting for breakers based on the other six categories?

MR. JESUS:  No, as I indicated to you previously, the composite score does not drive any investment decisions.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, my question is not about investment decisions.  Just putting aside if you are going to invest -- put aside investment decisions.  That's not my question.

If there was no obsolescence or HS&E issue with the breaker, would there be an ARA score that would be based on the weighting relating to the other six sub-indices?

MS. JABLONSKY:  This breaker -- if I could jump in, this breaker is a compact unit.  This is a metal-clad switch gear that has eight or twelve breakers to it.  It's assessed as a whole.

To your point, if this gear was not obsolete and did not -- and had our proofing and did not cause -- did not have health and safety negative aspect to it, then that gear would not be.  So the final review, which is what I think what you are calling the composite, is the engineering assessment that's written across there, then the assessment for that would be very different and it would not have been on this list in the first place.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, is this not all the breakers for that station?

MS. JABLONSKY:  That's up for replacement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is up -- so there are actually more breakers that are not included in here?


MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Oh, okay.  And so do I take it, then -- let me give it one more try.  If it is obsolete or there is an HS&E issue, it overrides the composite ARA because of those issues that you say need to be addressed.  Is that fair?

MS. JABLONSKY:  It is counted, yes, and it may override the issues and it would then come into replacement, yes.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, I have to -- your question was does it override the ARA.  It is part of the asset risk assessment.  There is no overriding.  It is the complete risk assessment that the planner must take into account all of the factors driving that asset to be replaced.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Throughout the evidence you've provided, there's lots of different tables where you provide the condition information of various assets.  I just want to be clear, then:  From the discussion we've had, that is not solely the basis of the condition risk factor?


MR. JESUS:  In the evidence, it is, yes.  The condition is strictly the condition risk factor.  Strictly, nothing else.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So if we were looking at -- if we were, say, looking at the second breaker here and if this was data for the purposes of all those tables, it would make -- it would show that that breaker is in good condition, because the condition risk factor is blue and it has a 1.  Yet based on other assessments, you consider it fair.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Mr. Rubenstein, if I -- this example that you have here, as I said before, is a metal clad switch gear.  It's a combined unit.  This unit is up for replacement because of the style of the breakers that are designed within the unit and the working clearance of the unit, which puts it in poor condition and hence puts it up for replacement.

So I am not understanding -- this is not all the breakers in the station.  This is the assessment for the elements of Charles that's up for replacement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I understand that, but --


MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Rubenstein, maybe I could ask a clarifying question.  You indicated in 22 -- throughout the evidence --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I was just going to bring you to one right now to make it easier.

If we can turn to B2-1, section 2.2, page 3?  So here is a table, as I understand it, that shows a number poor-condition assets over time.  But you will see for 2020 breakers, there's 541 and there's 11 percent, correct?  Do you see that?

MR. JESUS:  I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And presumably in other tables, you could have the same for fair and poor -- sorry, fair and good, you can have the same sort of type of table, correct?

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So imagine if this was -- so the breaker we just looked at that had a score, a score of 1, but had a condition in the writing that said fair, would that be considered, if you had those versions of this table, a good breaker or a fair breaker?

MR. JESUS:  It would be strictly for the condition factor.  It would be a fair.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  So yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much, that's what I was trying to get to.

So if we can now go back to B1-AMPCO-04.


MR. KEIZER:  If I can just clarify, Mr. Jesus said something about condition factor, so let's make sure because we are talking about condition in a number of different places.

When you were talking about condition, Mr. Rubenstein, you were talking about condition -- if we went back to Board Staff 76, it's that column that says -- it's the blue column, right, which is Number 1?  And when you're talking about the writing, you're talking about the comments which said it was fair, right?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, yes.

MR. KEIZER:  So blue column said 1 and the writing said fair, and you question to Mr. Jesus is how is that breaker treated for purposes of identifying of condition only, is that correct?  And so we were trying to understand is what the 1 meant and whether it was the 1 meaning good or whether it was the comments itself.  That was your basic question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, and I understood Mr. Jesus to say it would show up in the condition figures outside of that as being in good condition.  So it looks at the condition factor sub-indices.

MR. KEIZER:  Right.  Thanks.  I just want to make sure we are clear about what condition we are talking about.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Now, with respect to B-AMPCO, you were asked about the weighting here, so let me ask you a few things.  The first thing is how is that determined, the weighting?  Because it's different for the different assets and I want to understand how you come to that weighting.

MR. JESUS:  So the weighting was part of the algorithm to try to identify assets that needed attention.  And so what it allowed us to do was to percolate to the top of the list those assets quickly which had a high composite number.

So -- but as I indicated in my previous statement, the composite is not used for anything other than to flag the highest -- all we do is prioritize the stations based on the composite numbers.  That's it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And --


MR. JESUS:  Nothing else.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And now you have only provided three -- the weighting for three.  In the original interrogatory you were asked for a number of more assets.  Is there a reason why you've only provided three?

MR. KEIZER:  Can we go back to the original question in the interrogatory, I think, just so we can -- so the panelists can see what the original question was?  I see.


MR. JACKSON:  So the rationale for providing the five assets was that the reference -- I believe it was the IR or undertaking from the prior proceeding referred to a specific layout, and so we followed that same rationale for the assets that are provided.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to provide the weighting for all the assets?

MR. JACKSON:  I think, as Mr. Jesus has reaffirmed, you know, ultimately the composite index is not a direct input into the planning decisions and the development of investments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I took what Mr. Jesus said is it's a high-level flag, and then we sort of move to the next step.  And I would like you to provide all the weighting for all the assets, as requested in this interrogatory, for both distribution -- sorry, for both transmission and distribution.

MR. KEIZER:  We will look at whether we can, Mr. Rubenstein.  If we can, we will indicate that, or whether or not we can't, we will indicate whether we can't, and if for any reason we believe it to be not relevant, we will indicate that as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  That's fine, thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.5. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  WITH REFERENCE TO B1-AMPCO-004, TO PROVIDE IF POSSIBLE AND IF RELEVANT ALL THE WEIGHTING FOR ALL THE ASSETS, BOTH TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION; IF NOT POSSIBLE, OR IF DEEMED NOT RELEVANT, TO PROVIDE THE REASON.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, I provided two Excel spreadsheets to Hydro One yesterday, titled "SEC AMPCO Technical Conference Transmission ARA Data", and then SEC AMPCO Technical Conference Distribution ARA Data."  Did Hydro One receive those?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we did.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I was wondering if maybe we can pull that up.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I'd like to mark those, Mr. Rubenstein.  We will mark those as KT1.1 for transmission, KT1.2 for distribution.  
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  EXCEL SPREADSHEET FOR TRANSMISSION.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.2:  EXCEL SPREADSHEET FOR DISTRIBUTION.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So maybe we can pull up the TX one.  So this was put together by ourselves and AMPCO.  And essentially, it provides a set of information we understand from the assets -- as we talked about from asset analytics. it feeds into the asset risk assessment.  We would like you to fill this table out, and the distribution version of it.

MR. JESUS:  So Mr. Rubenstein, with all due respect, I think the table that you're asking us to provide is truly, really not appropriate, and the reason why it's not appropriate is that we have consolidated the condition into the three scores, the good, the fair, and the poor.  And it's for good reason, because poor assets need to be replaced within a five-year period.

And so because this is a JRAP over a five-year period, it's those assets that we want to focus in on in getting executed that are in poor condition.  And because projects do take five years and potentially longer, it makes sense to group it into poor and very poor, given the horizon of time.

The other -- the other categories that you've asked us, you know, for criticality and utilization, they are not a risk score.  Like, it's not appropriate.  The categories effectively are not applying.  So you are asking for very poor and poor.  It doesn't make sense.  Criticality, we are not going to doing anything, because it's in very poor.  All it's saying is it's important.

And at the end of the day, each one of these, all you are asking for is an aggregate score, which on its own is not going to do anything.  Like, you need to look at all of those different elements associated with each asset.  In aggregate it's not going to tell you anything.

So I don't see what the point would be for that particular -- for that particular reason.  

And at the end of the day, the evaluation, as I indicated, the risk assessment and the investments and the decisions that we're making, this asset analytics is only an input, no different than SAP, no different than our TODS database.  The planners use that to then take and carry out the risk assessment as per the process identified in SPF 1.7.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Well, I mean, first, with respect to the -- you have moved to the three to five.  Putting that aside for a moment, I accept that you've changed that, and that's not necessarily the issue, first.  It's important with respect to comparability to last cases.  But also, based on your own information that you provided in Staff 76, the health index, you are still using the scores based -- the colour coding is still based on 5, based on that sub-index, so I am not entirely completely -- and it still underlies that information.

With respect to the others, clearly they feed into the asset risk assessment model, and I take your point about the use of the term very good or very poor for utilization.  That was really just copying and pasting the condition.  It's really the scores that underlie it that's important to us, and we would like you to provide that information for both of this and the DX version.

MR. KEIZER:  And we are not going to provide them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So that's a refusal?

MR. KEIZER:  It is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can we go now back to Staff 76, attachment 3.  I have a couple of other questions.

Now, under the asset risk assessment you have high long-term, high short-term.  Can I ask, how do you define the difference and then what is driving -- what is the determination of what drives those two things, the difference?  I think you're on mute, Mr. Jesus.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, to clarify with the panel, is there a technical issue?

MR. JESUS:  No, Donna is just taking her -- grabbing her thoughts.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Rubenstein, I see it's eleven o'clock.  Maybe it's actually an appropriate time to break, and then we can come back to this question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sounds fine with me.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Why don't we take a break for 15 minutes.  It is just about eleven o'clock, so we will come back at 11:15.  Thanks, everybody.
--- Recess taken at 11:02 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:15 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, we are back it's 11:15.  Mr. Rubenstein, we are back to you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think Hydro One was going to consider a question over the break.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right.

MS. JABLONSKY:  We are looking at the -- I think the question was looking at long term and short term and what was the difference between the two.

When we are looking at where long term is on the table, it's in reference to the assets that are in good condition.  And short term was in respect of the assets that were in fair condition.

It actually speaks to the amount of spare parts we have on the system at the moment in the event there is an issue, because both were up for replacement because of the obsolescence characteristics which impacts both of them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much. Now, in the evidence, you don't need to pull it up, but at T-SR-03, where it talks about the work you're doing on the Charles TS station, it talks about replacing four breakers.  And based on the information here -- well first, I am not saying it should -- it doesn't say which four breakers, so it would not be clear to me which of the four breakers you are replacing and on what basis, since they're all high, there's more than four that are in high short-term.  Can you talk to that?

MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Rubenstein, probably based on this document in SR-03, it would be difficult to tell you which three.  But just as a point of interest, the number of breakers was reduced based on coordination with Toronto Hydro that, which they're executing their own line-up work.  So I can't tell you exactly which one is in, which one is out.

I would assume, based on what Donna has indicated, that the breakers that are long term and they have more spare parts would be left out of that investment, and we focussed our investment on the four breakers that are more critical.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you to provide an undertaking to tell me which of the four breakers you plan to replace and then provide any information, further information about how specifically they were chosen?  Just because based on this, you can't tell, and even that response -- and I am not saying it's incorrect, but there are more breakers that have high short term than you're planning to replace.  So if you could provide that information by way of undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  Just so we understand the undertaking.  So what you're saying is of the breakers that are listed in the schedule that is shown on the screen, which is attachment 3 to -- I think we are in Staff 76, which of those are the ones that are actually identified as being for replacement in the SR-03 ISD?  Is that correct?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, and provide some information about why those breakers essentially.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay, and indicate why. It would include -- obviously the -- SR-03 includes the end result of the investment planning process, not the input.  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Undertaking JT1.6.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO IDENTIFY WHICH OF THE BREAKERS IDENTIFIED IN IR STAFF-076, ATTACHMENT 3, ARE IDENTIFIED FOR REPLACEMENT IN SR-03 ISD, AND TO INDICATE WHY


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now as I understand it at a high level, once you've determined you need to replace an asset or construct a new asset, you create a candidate investment, where you include -- and I think is what Mr. Jesus was talking about earlier on when we started, where you determine, you create -- you determine risk -- baseline risk and the risk mitigated so if you -- the risk, current risk, and then the risk if you replace or construct the new asset, and you do -- those risks are determined by a probability times consequence model, correct?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I have a couple of questions.  The first, as it related to probability for integrated projects where you are doing multiple assets, what is probability -- what are we looking at when talking about probability?  A probability of one of the given assets failing, or is it multiple assets?  Can you help me understand for the integrated projects how that works?

MR. JACKSON:  When the plan is ultimately assessed for the risk associated with integrated investments, they do look at the critical assets that are at the specific site and assess each individual asset -- sorry.  I got muted part way through there, so I am not sure if we got all of it in there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe just quickly repeat your answer there.  I apologize there was some beeping in the background.

MR. JACKSON:  Sure.  Ultimately, following the comprehensive needs assessment, an assessment of risk on the individual critical assets is undertaken, which ultimately lead into sort of the overall score.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So you look at -- so are you adding up the probability of each of the individual components?  Or is there sort of a holistic view of all those components when you're determining the probability component?

MR. REINMULLER:  I will try to comment to that, Mr. Rubenstein.  So once the planners receive the comprehensive asset condition assessment or asset risk assessment, they look at that logical bundling, as you have it in front of you, and then they make up an investment candidate that is relevant to that specific station.

Once they have the components of that investment and they know the magnitude of that investment and what it entails, then they do an assessment at that investment level.  So you are not going to go and assess the probability and consequence of every single breaker or protection.  You look at that investment as a whole to make sure that you're addressing those probabilities and consequence at that station level.

Of course, if you have one asset in that investment, let's assume for a moment you have one breaker, then you would assess that one breaker.  But when you have multiples, you assess them all together to determine the consequence.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right, thank you, that's helpful. Now as I also understand it, outside of that risk assessment you also can add mandatory or non-mandatory flags, correct?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I want to understand -- so my understanding when it comes to the risk, when the optimization and prioritization system determines which projects you will do and the order that you will do based on the constraints that you've set, essentially it takes a look at the difference between the baseline risk and the residual risk, so the change in risk, and it's divided by the cost of doing the work.  Do I have that, sort of at a high level, what's happening?

MR. JACKSON:  Yes, you do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now I understand what mandatory flags, then regardless of the change of risk and regardless of the cost, you -- that work will essentially be put in the -- will be above the constraint line, I should put it?  You will do that work, correct?

MR. JACKSON:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you help me understand about the non-mandatory risks -- sorry, the non-mandatory flags?  How does that play into the prioritization and optimization exactly?

MR. JACKSON:  The non-mandatory flags provide additional context to the investment.  So as we go through the prioritization and we have sort of an initial outlook of the investments that will be undertaken, we will have a look at those non-mandatory flags to get a sense of the overall theme and sort of focus areas of the portfolio that's being put forward.

In some cases, there may be other considerations that are still worthwhile pursuing, but may have not scored as well from a risk perspective.  There may be items that are related to customer commitments as an example, where there's a certain expectation of our customers to undertake certain work.

This may be similar to what Mr. Reinmuller mentioned a moment ago in terms of coordination, in terms of, you know, transmission investments and downstream distribution investments.  Some of those types of considerations may warrant sort of a change in terms of the schedule and ultimate priority.

It is not a -- it is not an item that will sort of automatically force it in to the portfolio.  However, it provides additional context and additional considerations.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so I take it, though, that that analysis you're talking about then is a manual process; right?  It's not -- it's not that the prioritization optimization system -- I think my recollection from previous applications, it's the Copperleaf system -- that's outside of that.  Essentially, someone looks at it afterwards and the flags and makes a determination if there needs to be some reordering; is that right?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.  Following the prioritization optimization phase of the planning process the non-mandatory flags are examined largely as part of the challenge process.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Maybe we can go to B1-SEC-58.  So we had asked you about some of these flags and what they meant.  And so for joint use, and you had a political commitment flag under joint use and relocations and the rationale that you say is:

"Provincial and federal policy and funding commitments to facilitate internet as an essential service are expected to result in fibre network expansion and access to the work on electricity system infrastructure where required to facilitate such expansion throughout Ontario."

I just wanted understand what this -- what that means in the context of the electricity work that you're proposing.

So maybe you can provide some -- a better understanding of what you're talking about.  I mean, I understand the government's funding commitments, et cetera, but what work is exactly being driven that we are talking about?

MR. JACKSON:  So I'd like to note that as part of this interrogatory there were two specific flags that were identified:  political and strategic.  Those items that were flagged as political, they also had other mandatory flags, so political -- the political flag as an example is a discretionary flag, a non-mandatory one.  So in this case specifically, both of those investments would be considered mandatory and would be considered.  This just provides some additional context to the work that's being undertaken.

With regards to your question related to joint use, so ultimately among our principal joint-use partners, our telecommunications companies to -- you know, we ultimately share assets, so we will charge a rental fee on our poles so that they can attach their attachments.

As we look at some of these political initiatives that are out there, there is the potential for additional modifications to Hydro One's plant to accommodate some of these additional attachments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so for the general plant, once -- just at a high level, because I understand this is not the general plant category, just sort of planning.  For strategic flags what you are talking at here is, with for example, the first two, facilities and accommodation transmission facilities, you talk about Hydro One wants to be the safest and most efficient utility and essentially these investments will help you do that.

What this would -- by adding this flag, all things being equal, this would mean that these flags, when -- during the challenge process you said investments under these categories would be more likely to be advanced in the prioritization scheme because of these strategic objectives.

MR. JACKSON:  I would suggest they are not necessarily more likely to be advanced.  There is the potential for them to be advanced.  Ultimately they will be discussed and reviewed within the context of the entire list of investments that have made it out of the prioritization.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

You were asked about the overall budget constraints that were included in the investment planning process, and you were asked in B2-SEC-63, which actually directs you to B-Staff-63 for transmission, and then DX we asked you in B3-SEC-134, and the question you were asked in both of the SEC interrogatories were what are the overall budget constraints that were included in the distribution investment planning process.  And let's pull up, I guess, B3-SEC-134 just as a sample here.

And as I read the response, it's explaining what are the inputs to the budget constraints, but it doesn't actually get me to what the budget constraint was, as I understand it.

So maybe if I can just point you to, as we are talking about distribution here, B3-SEC-136.  Would it be fair to say that for distribution the budget constraint that was set at the prioritization and optimization phase is the $4.593 million you see there?

MR. JESUS:  No.  Just to be clear there, that is not the budget constraint.  That's just the total number of dollars that were prioritized.  And I guess from a budget constraint, to answer your question directly, there are no budget constraints.  It is a balance between the asset system needs, the customer needs and preferences, the customer engagement, Phase 1, Phase 2, as well as overarching rates.  That is what provides the context for the constraints.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My understanding of the prioritization optimization, you have -- you enter in all the candidate investments, you have determined the budget for those investments, for each of those investments, and the baseline and mitigated risk, and the non-mandatory or mandatory flags we have talked about.  And then it will determine, essentially, as I understood, the system, the Cloverleaf -- sorry, Copperleaf system will determine based on a budget constraint what you should do and what you should not do based on those inputs.  And am I not correct there is no budget -- just gives you a list from sort of budget 1 to project, you know, 5,000?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then as -- then the $4.593 million we see here is a decision the company makes of essentially at that stage I guess where to write the line, where to put the line at that phase?


MR. JESUS:  That's correct.  And then we -- and --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  -- then we implemented the customer engagement survey, Phase 2.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So it's an after-the-fact -- after-the-fact process, not an input into the prioritization and optimization system, so to speak?

MR. JESUS:  I wouldn't characterize it that way, because we went and carried out a Phase 2 customer engagement with three different scenarios that provided customers an opportunity to identify their preference for the plan that we are putting forward here today.  So they inputted it and we aligned and took their feedback into account, which landed us into the number that you see as part of the customer engagement, Phase 2.

So to suggest that prioritization and optimization was the budget constraint, I would say that that is not the case.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Going back to our favourite -- or my favourite interrogatory, B2-Staff-76, and now to the actual interrogatory.  And so in this interrogatory you were asked to provide essentially supporting information for all the network and network station and connection station projects, and you said that's a lot of documents and we will provide you a couple of examples.  I think Ms. Grice may have a couple others that she'd like.  But using the three that you did provide, being the information for Charles TS, Wilson TS, and I believe the Milton TS, I was wondering if you could provide the following additional information.

So we discussed which assets were being replaced, so my first would be, which of the actual assets in that underlying information are being replaced?  So that would be the first piece of information.  

And then the second piece of information for each is the baseline risk and the mitigated risk for each of them and a breakdown of actually using the probability and consequences and the three consequence taxonomies, what those were for them.  So we can see using these three examples sort of the whole line of information that goes into the system.

Can you provide it for these three projects?

MR. JESUS:  Can we have a breakout room, please?

MS. SANASIE:  Sure.  Will Alexander Jackson be joining you?


MR. KEIZER:  I think the whole panel will be --


MR. JESUS:  The whole panel, yeah.

[Witness panel confer in breakout room.]


MR. JESUS:  Hello, yes, we can provide that, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.7.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  WITH REFERENCE TO IR B2-STAFF-76: (A) TO ADVISE WHICH OF THE ASSETS IN THE UNDERLYING INFORMATION ARE BEING REPLACED; (B) FOR EACH OF THE EXAMPLES PROVIDED, TO PROVIDE THE BASELINE RISK AND THE MITIGATED RISK, AND A BREAKDOWN OF PROBABILITY AND CONSEQUENCES AND THE THREE CONSEQUENCE TAXONOMIES


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just so we are a bit clear on what the information for the risk component is, it would not just be the total score of the risk, but just a breakdown of really, using the taxonomy on probability and the three for consequence, to show us really how you made those determinations, or what the determinations were.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Can I ask you to turn to B-SEC-71?  We had asked you in part B here -- this is with respect to repair versus replace decisions, we had asked you if you can discuss when you would override the results of the economic evaluation.  And I'm -- I am just not clear, or at least I don't read it as you've -- it's not clear to me from your answer.  Is there a time when you would override the economic evaluation?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, what part of the IRR you referring to?  Sorry.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Part B asks please also discuss if and what basis Hydro One would override the results of an economic evaluation.

And just for some context, in the repair versus replace, the underlying evidence talks -- and there's an example provided in part A of economic evaluation of when you make a determination of what a repair versus replace.

The question asks is there a situation where you would override, where it says repair but you replace or vice versa.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If you look at the answer for part B, it does say if the cost for refurbishment is too high or there exist difficulties for refurbishment at the site, the transformer will be considered for replacement.

We do have units that sometimes are in indoor stations and in order to carry out the refurb, you would then have to remodel the building just to get the unit out.

And at the same time while, we are looking to preserve the ESL of the unit, if the unit is at the ESL, then there would be no point in carrying out the exercise because you have already done as much as you can for that unit already and it has made the ESL.

So I think part 2 covers the response that you're seeking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So when you are using the -- when you say the cost of refurbishment is too high, did I hear you that -- obviously the costs are included in the economic evaluation, so you're talking about the costs that would not be included in that evaluation?

MS. JABLONSKY:  The costs for the refurb is included on a -- to not completely to do the work.  In areas, as I said, for an indoor station to remodel the building to take the unit out to then make the repairs, that would not be considered.  That is something that would then be on top of what the valuation would show.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, that's helpful. Can I ask if you can go to B2-Staff-28?  One second, I just want to make sure I have the right one here.  Sorry, yeah.

So the preamble to the question pulled from the evidence says:
"Hydro One states that proposed system service and system access investments are non-discretionary and account for 10 percent of the total capital plan."


Do I take it that all system service and system access investments are considered non-discretionary?  Or are we just talking about a component of those?

MR. REINMULLER:  To answer your question, Mr. Rubenstein, typically system access and system service, it is non-discretionary because it's either customer connections or requirements that came through letters or regional planning or bulk planning and feeds into the plan.

So typically, system access and system service we consider non-discretionary.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, you are using the term "typically".  I guess my question is to be more precise here.  Is it, is Hydro One thinks all system access and system service are non-discretionary?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes.  The answer is yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so that means when we get to the -- would that mean they would all get a mandatory flag of some form?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I ask you to turn to B2-AMPCO-22A?  Here you were asked to complete a table that shows, for delivery point interruptions related to equipment -- failures, I assume -- for the following, and there's sort of a table for you to fix out and there's a number of percentages showing, I take it here for example, the average 2018 to 2012 lines, delivery point interruptions is equal to 38 percent of the delivery point interruptions related to equipment is related to lines.

Do I have that right?  That's what that table is showing us?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able to provide the number of delivery point interruption hours related to equipment?  That is really what this is being broken down.

MR. JESUS:  Just to clarify, you want the duration of the outages, similar to what you have got there?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so that's as a percentage of.  But underlying that, that's 38 percent of some total number of delivery point interruptions by equipment type.

MR. JESUS:  Just give me a moment here.  I want to clarify, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, no problem.

MR. JESUS:  You are asking for the duration associated with those lines equipment outages that contribute 38 percent?  Is that --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I don't need it -- I am not asking for lines.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just the total number.  I can do the math once you give me the total numbers of what this lines is.  But this all equals a hundred percent when you break it down by equipment.  But what is the total number of hours for each of --


MR. JESUS:  Yes, we can provide that.  Yes, we can provide that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Similarly a similar question --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt Mr. Rubenstein.  That is JT1.8. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE TABLE PROVIDED IN IR B2-AMPCO-22A, TO PROVIDE THE TOTAL NUMBERS OF HOURS OF DELIVERY POINT INTERRUPTIONS


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  A similar question is provided in AMPCO 22B, but this is for duration.  Can you provide the same information for that?

MR. JESUS:  22B, sorry?

MR. KEIZER:  He is asking for the dates of the percentage, correct?

MR. JESUS:  Yeah, we can provide that, not a problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, the total number --


MR. JESUS:  Yeah, no problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I think I'm incorrect, this would be hours, and the first one is actually just number of interruptions.

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT1.9.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  WITH REFERENCE TO INFORMATION PROVIDED IN IR B2-AMPCO-22B, TO PROVIDE THE DATES

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I take you to B1-Staff-26.  If we go down to question E.  And so the response in part E, as I understand the response here, is that you did not use the CEA composite to represent the Canadian average, as I took it, because Hydro One makes up -- and now I am paraphrasing here -- sort of a disproportionate impact on that number.  Is that correct?  Would that be a correct summary -- or a fair interpretation?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct, we wanted to remove our numbers from the composite.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you, then, to turn to B2-SEC-79.  So here you provide a number of figures in this response, essentially the updated CEA number, the composite numbers for 2021.

Are you able to provide that information for the, what I will call sort of the same basis that you provided it in the customer engagement?  So if you remove out Hydro One for those tables, so for each of those figures?

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, I thought we did that already as part of the reliability figures that are inside the TSP -- let me -- just give me a moment here.  So TSP 2.5, if we can go to that.  Figures 2, 3, and 4 provide the information you're looking for based on the Canadian average.  My understanding was that because we use a Canadian average you wanted to see the CEA composite, which we subsequently provided, and as referenced in the -- in the interrogatory that you refer to now.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, the interrogatory simply just asked you to provide the 2020 numbers, which had not been provided at the time of -- were not ready when you filed the TSP.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I just want to make sure I -- when you say you're already providing the information, can
you -- sorry, I just want to make sure you are -- or at least was my -- and you may be entirely correct, to be fair.  There's a lot of information.  What are you referring to here?

MR. JESUS:  We are going ask for a breakout.  I just want to find the reference.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can you provide the information?  If it's already on the record you can just point to it, I guess, by undertaking.

MR. JESUS:  Sure, that's fine.  We will do that, Mr. Rubenstein, no problem.  Yeah, absolutely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.  So just to be clear, it's to update B2-SEC-79 and provide the Canadian average which, as I understand, is the CEA composite, excluding Hydro One.  And if it's on the record obviously point to that if it's on the record.

MR. JESUS:  I believe it's TSP 2.4, but we can confirm.  TSP 2.4, figures 6 to 10.  That is the reference.  So can we go there rather than -- so TSP 2.4, figures 6 to 10.  There.  There it is.  There.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, but you see the CEA composite in the -- you see footnote 6?  It says "CEA composite value include Hydro One performance".

MR. JESUS:  Okay.  We will provide it, Mr. Rubenstein.  Not a problem.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

Can I ask you --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will -- sorry to interrupt.  That will be JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO UPDATE B2-SEC-79 AND PROVIDE THE CANADIAN AVERAGE WHICH IS THE CEA COMPOSITE, EXCLUDING HYDRO ONE; OR TO PROVIDE THE EVIDENTIARY REFERENCE


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

And can I ask a similar question or ask you to provide similar information with respect to the information provided in B2-Staff-42.  So you were asked to provide Hydro One's top and worst regions compared to the CEA composite.  And actually, as I think about it, your answer to my last undertaking will provide the information for this, so don't worry about that.

Can I ask you to turn to B2-SEC-84.  Essentially in this we asked you simply to put tabular information for a bunch of the T-SAIDI, T-SAIFI momentary.  I just want to understand.  I know financial information year end is, for reasons that obviously have been discussed, wouldn't be available for months.  But would reliability information for 2021 year end reliability information be ready, be available, in early January, early to mid-January?

MR. JACKSON:  We anticipate that our final year-end reliability performance will be available around the end of January.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to provide it on a, let's put it on a best-efforts basis, to provide year-end information, provide revised versions of SEC 84 and 85 with year end 2021 information?

MR. JESUS:  We don't have that information right now, right, just to be clear.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I understand, but at some point you could provide that undertaking?


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, but the undertaking -- but as I understand, the answer is the information is not available until the end of January.  We'd have to file the undertakings by January 5th.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, how -- can we -- I will agree that you don't need to file this one.  I think this is just sort of important information, so I don't know how you want to go about doing that.  I agree, I don't accept that you could provide that information at that deadline, and I am not asking you to do it.  But when available, I guess.

MR. KEIZER:  You know what, let's take it -- we will take that one under consideration.  I just don't want to get into a situation where everybody starts saying, well, let's, you know, we have got this, you know, extract, you know, extended undertaking response period because we are, you know, suddenly dealing with undertakings over a whole period of time, as opposed to working within this context of this part of the proceeding.  And so that's my one concern.

But let's take that under consideration.  I will chat with Hydro One at the break and I will get back to you on that one.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, that's fine, thank you very much.

Can I ask you now to turn to B2-SEC-98.  And so this interrogatory reference is the tables that show by project number, historic planned expenditures, numbers in the DRO, what type of units were completed, and we had asked you with respect to where it says -- where it has the number of units, is that the actual number of units completed.  So essentially, is that comparable to the in-service additions numbers in those tables?  And I guess is that -- is the answer yes?

MR. SPENCER:  Yes, the quantities listed in the 2020 actual column are units that were completed and in-serviced in 2020.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Now if we can just flip now to SEC -- B2-SEC-99.  We had asked you for versions of these tables for 2021 and 2022 on a forecast basis.  And your response was that they're unavailable as they're year end reports against actuals.  But presumably you have forecasts of knowing what number of assets you're going to do in those years that would be comparable, correct?  And the actual spending you will be doing in those years on that basis compared to what was, for example, in the DRO?


MR. SPENCER:  When responding to this request on the 2020 capital performance report, that is a point in time to cover the 2020 year.  So as the response indicates, not meaningful to include that for '21 or 2022.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I am not sure why you say it's not meaningful.  Obviously understanding a forecast of the -- on the same basis of what you actually -- or you forecast to spend compared to what was in the DRO and the units that you forecast to do.  Why -- I am not sure why you would say that's not meaningful, recognizing that, as the evidence already demonstrates, there's already been some changes that you have had to make to the expectation to the plan that was approved.

MR. KEIZER:  The issue that you're raising is it's not a capital performance report because it hasn't been performed.  What you are asking for is a reforecasting of those two years.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, I mean putting aside the title of the table, it is template for information and I am asking can you provide it on a forecast basis for '21 and 2022.

MR. SPENCER:  Thank you for the clarification, Mr. Rubenstein.  As we are still in the midst of 2021, we cannot provide it on a full-year actual basis.  However, we could undertake to provide an update at Q3 for projects we are planning to finish in 2021, if that would be helpful.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's a little different.  I am not asking for actuals.  I mean you must have a forecast that includes through to Q4 of the plan what you are going to do.  It will presumably include three months of actuals and then one month of a plan for the year.

MR. SPENCER:  Understood, and we could provide that forecast information at Q3 --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, sure, maybe I misunderstood you.

MR. SPENCER:  We would be able to do that, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And also for 2021 and then a forecast for 2022.  I assuming that's a full year forecast as the year hasn't begun.

MR. SPENCER:  Can I ask that we please turn up TSP section 2.9, attachment 2, table 2.  And I'd just like to clarify what we are able to provide, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. SPENCER:  Thank you.  So to focus on the columns across the top row of this table, what I am proposing to update is the column sixth from the right, which is project total actual/forecast, which would be as of Q3 2021.  We would not be providing updated annualized CAPEX or in-service information.  However, we are able to provide a project total forecast update.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, which one can you not provide?

MR. SPENCER:  The columns labelled 2020 CAPEX and ISA for the actuals.  We are not able to provide that for 2021 because they have not been incurred yet, given that this purpose of this report was a rear-looking analysis.  What we are able to provide, which I believe gets to the essence of your question, is the project total actual and forecast as of Q3, which would be a consolidation of all costs incurred to date, as well as a projection to the project completion for the projects in the report.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, maybe you agree with me, I apologize.  I'm sort of turning my head to look at this.

First of all, this would be a table for 2021.  So wherever it says 2020, presumably we are updating this for 2021.

But where you say you cannot provide 2021 ISA actuals, I understand that.  But presumably in that place it would say something to 2021 ISA actuals/forecast, which provides essentially the year end forecasts on the basis for the company.

MR. SPENCER:  So that information, similar to the last response, is not available by the January 5th filing requirements.  And the fourth quarter is our busiest time of year and has the most projects and associated in-service additions in the quarter.

By providing the information at a forecast as of the third quarter, you will have a more clear and updated picture on how these overall projects are trending from a total cost performance perspective.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think we are agreeing.  Just to be clear, when I say 2021 ISA actual forecast, that forecast could be as at the end of Q3 for the year; that's fine.

But it's a full year forecast which would include three months of actuals and then whatever you had forecasted you were going to complete at the end of the year as of Q3, the end of Q3.  I just want to make sure we're on the same wavelength here or not.

MR. SPENCER:  I do understand your question, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, yes?

MR. SPENCER:  I'm thinking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If you'd like to do -- I guess what I would like you to do is answer these to the best of your ability and then essentially providing year end forecasts.  The point of the year over year, you say we can tell you where we are, you can do it by way of undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Rubenstein, why don't we do it this way?  You know, we are coming up to the lunch break, if it would be something that Hydro One would take away and discuss over the lunch hour and we will be able to come back after the lunch hour and indicate what we are able to do and not do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  Just to be clear, it's for tables 2 and 3 for when you do that.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can I ask you to turn to B-Staff-59?  So it's B2-Staff-59.

If I can turn you to the attachment, so this is a SEC undertaking from the last case, JT1.24.  You were asked and Staff sort of created the next version of this and asked you to fill it out.

I am a little confused by why you have not been able to complete some information, so maybe you can help me here.  So if you take a look under the cost information, you're not able to forecast, I see, from 2021 to 2027 for a number of the categories.  Can I ask why that's the case?

MR. KEIZER:  Can we just get a context of the question maybe?  Is that possible?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  So SEC had provided you a similar undertaking and Staff had provided a similar attachment to fill out, and it's essentially an expansion of an undertaking that you provided in the technical conference, an undertaking from the last proceeding, and you were asked to fill out the highlighted portions.

And as you'll see at line 6, line 11, line 16, and line 21, you were able to fill out the capital dollars for 2019 and 2020, but not for '21 through 2027, and it's not clear to me why you didn't or couldn't.

MR. JESUS:  Okay, can we have a breakout room to discuss?

MS. SANASIE:  The rooms are open.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Jamie, while they are in the breakout room, when did you want to take lunch?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are showing it on the schedule at, well, just after 12:10, but I am open to you letting me know what a good time to break would be.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Did you have a thought at this point, or did you want to keep going for a bit?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, there is some -- since they need to -- I was hoping maybe I could finish before lunch, but considering that they have to get back to me with a question and there may be some back-and-forth afterwards, maybe we will take the lunch sooner than later.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Let's talk about that when they come back from the breakout room then.

MR. JESUS:  So the reason why we are unable to complete the capital dollars in the forecast years is because this is a very simplistic approach to how much we are spending on those units, so let's focus in on transformers at this point in time.

Because of the integrated nature of our investments, to be able to precisely say how much we are spending on transformers in each investment, it's not doable.  So rather than perpetuating the same simplicity that was provided the last time, we decided not to complete, it because it would be deceiving information and not accurate information to be able to highlight what those costs would be.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, should I take your response to be you could do the information but you don't agree with what it would show and you're not providing it?

MR. JESUS:  We would not be able to do it, Mr. Rubenstein.  To say that we are doing these station investments and to focus in on how much it costs to put in a transformer at that station, it's not practical.  It's not doable.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  How did you do it for 2019 and 2020 and how did you forecast it in the last proceeding?  Because you did do it on a forecast basis in 0082.

MR. JESUS:  I can't answer what we did the last time, Mr. Rubenstein.  I honestly don't know, because they are very complicated station investment projects, and to suggest that we would be able to provide those costs on a per-unit basis, it's -- it doesn't make sense.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, how did you do 2020 actuals?  Let's [audio dropout] using transformer foil.  You came up with a number, so how did you do that?

MR. JESUS:  I don't know.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, you clearly were able to do it and have done it for 2019 to 2020, so I would ask you to complete the table as requested.

MR. KEIZER:  Is that an undertaking request?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  So the undertaking request would be that we -- you would ask us to complete it as requested and then add to the undertaking that we would do so if we could.  If we could not, we would explain why, and if we felt it wasn't relevant, we would also indicate that as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Those last two -- the last two caveats seem to apply to anything, so that's fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, I was trying to get off the view there.  That will be JT1.11. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO PROVIDE A COMPLETED VERSION OF THE ATTACHMENT AT B2-STAFF-59.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can we go to B-Staff-95 -- sorry, B2-Staff-95.  So in this interrogatory you're asked about T-SS-08, which is essentially an amount for future transmission regional investments, and in part B you were asked:

"Please explain how work that is not specifically identified could trigger 10.7 million of expenditures in 2023, in as short a timeframe as less than two years from now."

And your response -- you explain how they're -- well, maybe you could expand on your response, because I don't fully -- it does not seem to directly answer the question of how you've come up with those numbers for 2023, how we could expect that there would be $10.7 million for 2023 expenditures based on where we are now and knowing.

MR. REINMULLER:  So Mr. Rubenstein, I will try to provide you the answer.  As we suggested in the explanation, this is a forecast.  This is based on the work that's happening in the regional planning.  We know directionally that there is a lot of activities that are happening in the system that are driven by transportation, by economic growth, by electrification.

So this is a forecast.  If you look at the graph, the dotted line is what's in the -- based on the forecast.  And the red -- the red solid line is what we know it's happening today.

So this is not a science, necessarily.  You can't put an exact figure to it.  These numbers could be much higher based on what we see in front of us in terms of, as I mentioned, electrification, transportation, economic development around the GTA, Ottawa, Hamilton, and so on.

So the reason we try to be reasonably forward-looking is to make sure that we get some dollars into this activity.

The other thing that I should mention is the fact that we are planning out for five years.  If you look at the tail end of that forecast expenditure, we were down to $5 million, and we all know that's not going to be the case if you look at historical.

So those are the main reasons.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But I took the question asked, for 2023, where, you know, now just over, you know, a year away from 2023, and where we are, how would you -- if you don't have -- how would you not know the specificity of the type of work that you would need to do at this point based on essentially the short duration for at least 2023?  That's how I understood the question, and I am not sure -- do I take your response to be it's just a forecast -- it's an estimate, we --


MR. REINMULLER:  This is just an estimate.  As I mentioned, what we know is -- is the dotted line.  What we don't know, it's the solid line, and it's all based on the rapid developments that are happening.  And Leamington is one of them.  Things happen in a year or two in Leamington much faster than other areas.  We have, as I indicated, rapidly moving projects that, you know, they're developing in Hamilton area, some of them in the Ottawa area, and that was our best estimation as to how we get in front of the wave that is undoubtedly in front of us.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I -- just one second here.  Can I ask you to turn to B2-SEC-110.  So in the attachment -- or the page 2, you provide essentially each of the ISD references, the circuit that you're doing work on, the amount of circuit kilometres being replaced during the five-year period, and then the total on the project.

And for a couple of the projects, 13.2, 13.3 and I believe 13.16, there are zero being replaced during the 2023 to 2027 period.  But you're spending, if you go and look at the underlying evidence, a significant amount of money.

Do I take that to mean that no kilometres are being in-serviced during the JRAP period, the TSP period?

MR. JACKSON:  For the purposes of our planning assumptions, we have assumed that no circuits will be in- serviced and completed during the 2023 to 2027 time period.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Of the three that I just pointed out, just to be clear?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.  So the final in-service date will be beyond the 2027 period.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So do I take it, then, when you're doing a circuit replacement like this, the whole circuit is essentially out of service until -- and then you put the entire thing back in service?  Is that what's happening here because you are spending a considerable amount of money, so presumably some work is being done.

MR. SPENCER:  There could be circumstances where the entire circuit is de-energized and is being refurbished, and there could also be situations where is it's done in individual segments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But for these, presumably the entire circuit is being removed, correct?

MR. SPENCER:  The assumption for these projects that you're referring to that have zero planned accomplish units between the '23 to '27 years is that the capitalization will happen after 2027, which most likely does tie to the execution strategy for these circuits, correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much. I guess we could take our lunch break now, Mr. Sidlofsky.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much.  I think the panel was taking away one of Mr. Rubenstein's questions to think about at the lunch break, right?

MR. KEIZER:  Taking away two, one about the question about if we could provide the reliability number even though it's not available to I think at the end of January, and the other question was with respect to the tables, the two tables in the performance, capital performance report and whether any forecasted numbers could be given for '21 or '22.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no.  Sorry, I thought you agreed to do an undertaking on the two tables -- oh, sorry you may be right.  I apologize.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, those were both to take away to be discussed over the lunch hour.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, it's just coming up on 12:20, I am hoping we can keep roughly to our schedule,  So if we can be back for 1:15, that would be great.  Thanks very much.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:20 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:15 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We are back, and it's 1:15.  So Mr. Rubenstein, you are going to be continuing.  But Mr. Keizer, have you or does someone on your panel have some answers to the outstanding items from before the break.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, in actual fact, before we deal with those, just in response to Mr. Garner's request from this morning, recognizing the travel plans of Mr. Harper and also the fact that the panels have shifted, so we are okay with respect to providing response to those questions of Mr. Harper by way of undertaking, recognizing the need to try to keep this process moving along.  So as I understand it, they are going to be provided later this week.  Is that right, Mr. Garner?

MR. GARNER:  Well, first of all, thank you for that accommodation.  The way I think we might want to leave it is we are going to come up in about 25 minutes, and Mr. Harper is just going to speak to clarification of things and then he'll just go over what he thinks is a good schedule for us and for you.  And that might work out, and maybe we can just address it then and then we can all come to an understanding.  That might be the best way to deal with it right now, or else he will have to get on and we will have to start talking about that.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, no, no, that's okay.  Let's deal with it when you come up in the order.  Let's not interrupt SEC.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Charles.

MR. KEIZER:  In terms of the two outstanding matters, so the first one was with respect to the reliability number past for 2021, and as the witness had indicated that it wouldn't be available 'til the end of January, we are reluctant to provide undertaking responses that somehow are open-ended with respect to providing a response beyond the undertaking deadline period and to allow it to continue to be outstanding over a period of time.  I think it's a concern about making sure we complete each stage of the process as we go forward.  So we are not prepared to do that at this time, although obviously, as this process has still got a lot of life left in it, there may be opportunities for SEC to seek that number in another part of the process at a later time.

On the second request, relating to the capital performance report, and the two tables that are there, I am going to ask Mr. Spencer to address that issue.

MR. SPENCER:  Good afternoon.  So in response to the request from you, Mr. Rubenstein, we are in fact able to provide a project total forecast update as of the Q3 period of 2021.  We are not able to complete this for 2021 cash flows or ISA forecast amounts on the full year.  The year is still incomplete, and to do a projection based on subset of the year would be inconsistent with the purpose of the capital performance report.  It is a 2020 report referenced against projects that were planned to have major completion milestones in 2020.

So I hope that the provision of updated project total forecast costs will be helpful in Table 2, and I will just draw a reference in the exhibit itself of TSP section 2.9, attachment 2, on page 3 of 14.  If I may have that pulled up, please.  Sorry, it's TSP section 2.9, attachment 2, and page 3.  I just draw your attentions to the section in the middle starting at row 15, where we do clarify that -- I will read it here:

"Projects are managed with a focus on adherence to the total project budget.  So long as the project is delivered within its approved budget, adherence to a project's annual budget is viewed as less of a performance indicator, because changes in outages, system conditions, resourcing, and other factors can require that project be advanced or delayed."

So consistent with our proposed response it would be the project total at Q3 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, do I take the reason you -- putting that part aside about your view about how you manage, but to your question of what information you can or cannot provide, is it that you're not able to forecast to year end on the CAPEX and ISA numbers?  Is that what you're telling me?

MR. SPENCER:  The capital performance report is by design intended to look at a full year of performance and draw an opinion around how the individual projects in the entire portfolio is being managed.  To do so without a complete view to the 2021 year could potentially be misleading, and that information will not be available -- sorry, 2021 actual information for capital and in-service will not be available by the January 5th undertaking deadline.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So you can provide the information, it's just in your view it would be misleading, and so you don't want to provide it.  I just want to make sure we understand that it's a question of information's available or you don't want to provide it.  Those -- that difference.  I understand the actual information year end.  But do I take it you could actually forecast this to year end, except your view is that would be misleading.  Did I understand that correctly?

MR. SPENCER:  The purpose of the capital performance report is looking backwards on a full-year calendar basis.  So our view is that it would not be appropriate to rely only on a mid-year amount to try to draw opinion on the 20 -- how those 2020 projects are in fact performing in 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It would be mid-year actuals or Q3 actuals and rest-of-year forecast, to be clear.

MR. SPENCER:  Understood, yes.

MR. KEIZER:  On a project basis.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  Okay.  Well, I am going to ask you to provide that information, putting aside your view of how that information will be interpreted.  I am going to ask you to provide information like the interrogatory asks for Table 2 and Table 3 for '21 and -- sorry, for 2021 and 2022.

MR. KEIZER:  I think what we are prepared to do is as described by Mr. Spencer, and to the extent that we are not able to provide the remainder or feel it's not appropriate to do so, we will identify that in the undertaking response at the time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And I would ask you to be very clear, the distinction between we can't provide that information and we don't think it's appropriate in your undertaking response.

MR. KEIZER:  We will craft a response accordingly that clearly conveys the point to the Board.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.

Can I ask you to turn up B1-AMPCO-14.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, if I can just interrupt, and we will need an undertaking number for that; correct?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  And that will be JT1.12.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO PROVIDE, AS APPROPRIATE, INFORMATION LIKE THE INTERROGATORY ASKS FOR TABLE 2 AND TABLE 3 FOR 2021 AND 2022.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So in this undertaking you provide up to Q3 2021 a number of project and portfolio metrics; do you see that?

MR. SPENCER:  I do see it, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you able -- well, can I ask you to provide the same table for Q4, so end of year 2019 and 2020.

MR. SPENCER:  Give me one second just to assess the feasibility of that, please.

Upon review, I believe that is possible, yes.  We would do so on a best-efforts basis.  I believe these metrics would be available for those historic years, but we would have to confirm by way of undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine, thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.13.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS THE SAME TABLE FOR Q4, SO END OF YEAR 2019 AND 2020.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you quickly to turn to B2-AMPCO-43B.  Just to situate ourselves, you were asked -- this is with respect to T-SR-O9, which I understand is the transmission station demand in spares and targeted.  And you were asked in part B how you budget for this, and you say in part B:

"The budget for the 2023 to 2027 period is based on historic failure rate -- sorry, historic failure information in conjunction with a statistical model."

I was wondering if you could speak to what is the statistical model, what are the inputs, what are you trying to derive from that.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The statistical model in this is the Markov model, and that model incorporates the lead time of the gear, the time to failure for the gear and also some other failure aspects that we have from experience and also from the vendor.  So that model is the model that is used to determine the spares per asset type.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You started by saying it's something model and I apologize I didn't catch which you said.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Markov model, Markov model.  M-A-R-K-O-V.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And as Mr. Keizer -- or as my discussion with Mr. Keizer, in A-SEC-6 we had asked for certain information with respect to audit reports and recommendations.  And obviously there's a number of audit reports and recommendations and some summaries and they span all the panels.

But just I am going to ask for it once for simplicity's sake.  I would ask for Hydro One to provide the following audit reports in full, please, and I will read them into the record: 2019-2828, 2019-32, 2020-08, 2020-15, 2021-04, 2021-07, and 2021-18.  And I would ask that Hydro One to undertake to provide those.

MR. KEIZER:  And, sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, as we discussed, these are applicable to all panels, not just this panel.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  And you putting forward as an undertaking to avoid repetition.  And I haven't had an opportunity in responding to this to be able to have seen those particular audit selections based on your interrogatory, but to the extent that they are obviously the same caveats of being relevant and otherwise, then the undertaking will be provided.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, that will be JT1.14. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PROVIDE COPIES OF THE FOLLOWING AUDIT REPORTS IN FULL:  2019-2828, 2019-32, 2020-08, 2020-15, 2021-04, 2021-07, AND 2021-18, SUBJECT TO RELEVANCE CAVEATS AND OTHERWISE


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's it for me, but my colleague has some questions with respect to OM&A.
Examination by Mr. Zheng:


MR. ZHENG:  Good afternoon, panel.  My first question is for Mr. Gill.  If we can turn to IR E-SEC-196, this is a question regarding customer care numbers.  And we are asking for the breakdown of the inquiries in 2021 in comparison to 2020.

And I would just like to ask, Mr. Gill, could you please help me to understand what some of these categories really mean.  For example, service enhancement, timing of AFT recovery, and proactive customer outreach.


Could you elaborate a little bit on what does each program entail?

MR. GILL:  Yes, just the three that you've highlighted?

MR. ZHENG:  Yes.

MR. GILL:  So service enhancements are, you know, in-year changes or enhancement we need to make to certain tools.  In some years it might be something like My Account, for instance, which is in year 6 perhaps an enhancement to outage tools.  Those are the types of investments described there.

The timing of AFT recovery is more of a one-time recovery itself.  So we were providing services to the affordability fund trust or contact centres and we were able to recover costs through that.

And then proactive outreach are initiatives we have to engage with our customers to provide them information about customer service, generally speaking.

MR. ZHENG:  So could you tell me what are the drivers for the increase in this spending?  For example, are those driven by the demand of customers or it's more like a discretionary spending on Hydro One?

MR. GILL:  So for instance, the timing of the AFT recovery is less discretionary; that was an external factor unto itself.

Service enhancements can be driven by -- can be driven by, say, customer demand, if you will, or customer response to some of the tools that we're using.  So perhaps there's something that they are not satisfied with, or it could be more proactive in nature in terms of enhancements that we need to make in terms of the tools that we have.

And looking at customer outreach, again that would be dependent upon what we are trying to convey to our customers at any one point in time.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  My understanding is on these four service enhancement, timing of AFT recovery, there are -- there are certain customer-driven elements in terms of the reason behind the increase.  Is that correct?

MR. GILL:  Can you hear me still, because I lost the video on my Zoom, but I hear you voice.  I presume you can still hear me.

MR. ZHENG:  I can hear you.  Did you hear my question, though?

MR. GILL:  I can hear the question.  I just can't see the reference anymore.  But I am going to ask you to repeat the question, and I will do my best here.  Okay.

MR. ZHENG:  I was asking -- my understanding is that at least for service enhancement and timing of AFT recovery, there are certain elements of the driver caused by, you know, increasing customer demand.  Is that correct?

MR. GILL:  So definitely with service enhancement, so that's making some of the tools that we have better, those can be driven through customers, so customer feedback.

The timing of the AFT recovery is a little more of an external factor.  That is a program that is in the wind-up phase, and so we are no longer providing those services to AFT.

MR. ZHENG:  So could you -- because these number we are looking at are 2021 numbers in comparison to 2020, and the forecast amount in this category in 2022 and 2023 remain at similar levels in comparison to 2021, could you provide additional information to support, you know, the increase in some of those external factors, or let's say the increase of customer demand that justify these increases?

MR. GILL:  So --


MR. KEIZER:  Are you looking for a variance analysis?  Is that what you are looking for?  I don't quite understand your question.

MR. ZHENG:  Yeah, if you have any data or any report that supports the variance, that would be great.  Could you undertake to provide that?

MR. KEIZER:  The variance between 2020 and 2021?

MR. ZHENG:  2020 and 2021 and, you know, the forecast in this category stay at a similar level, so if the reason behind the variance remains the same, if you could provide that conclusion as well.

MR. KEIZER:  So you want us to undertake to provide additional detail as to the variance --


MR. ZHENG:  Yeah, 2020 and 2021.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, that's fine.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.

MR. GILL:  I am going to ask that the technical people who are supporting us in this proceeding come and address my computer issue right now, because I can't see it and I am looking at the screen from across the way.

MR. KEIZER:  I actually was wanting to wait until this was -- that last exchange was finished.  But I think that at this point, we need to make sure that Mr. Gill has the appropriate corrections done on his computer.

So can we take a minute to ensure that that happens?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  While we are doing that, I am just giving this undertaking number JT1.15.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  WITH REFERENCE TO IR E-SEC-196, TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL DETAIL TO EXPLAIN THE INCREASE IN EXTERNAL FACTORS

Procedural Matters:


MR. KEIZER:  Just out of curiosity and maybe for Mr. Garner, given that we are doing this technical fix and we have got a bit of a delay here, to use our time, is this an appropriate time to be able to chat about Mr. Harper's request?

MR. GARNER:  Sure, why don't we if we see Mr. Harper on here.  I presume people can hear me.  I can't see if I have a video.  I don't know if anybody sees me.  Do you see me, Mr. Jesus?

MR. HARPER:  It's Bill Harper here.  I have turned on my video.  I am not too sure if anybody can hear me or see me, though.  Maybe you can give me thumbs-up if you can hear or see me as well.

MR. KEIZER:  I can see you both if I scroll across the thumbnail at the top of the screen.  I think you are not seeing everybody because there are pages being shared on the screen.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Well, maybe just to kick this off, I know our questions are coming up in a few minutes, but I just wanted to clarify from what Mr. Keizer said this morning that questions with respect to the cost of external sales and in particular around IR responses such as VECC 26 would be dealt with by panel 2 and not by this panel?

MR. KEIZER:  Not panel 2, Mr. Harper.  By panel 3 now, which is the -- sorry, panel 4, which is the finance panel and comp panel which is coming at the end.  For external revenue.  Is that what you said?  Yes.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Fine.  Then I think that's fine and we can worry about the scheduling of that, because we only have about ten minutes of questions, and even given with my difficulty of travelling, I can probably figure out how we can fit in ten minutes of questions on that at that point in time.  That'll be fine, because that will be right towards the end of the week, then.

MR. KEIZER:  That's what we hope.

MR. HARPER:  Okay.  Good enough.

The second thing was -- and I wanted to thank you very much for your earlier response to Mr. Garner's request about -- I guess it was my request to sort of file the questions in writing, given -- I guess given, one, my travel arrangements, two, they were fairly extensive, and I thought this might help finish off by the end of the week.  And what my intent was, and you can see whether this is acceptable from your perspective, is to get the questions in to you by Thursday morning, Thursday a.m., and then if there was a need for clarification, any of them, hopefully we can schedule some time, either on- or offline, where I could answer or we could address specific issues that you had on them and you want to clarify before the end of the week.

MR. KEIZER:  All right.  And then they would be included as an undertaking due on January 5th?

MR. HARPER:  Right.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, okay.

MR. HARPER:  Okay, no, and thank you very much for the accommodation.

MR. KEIZER:  No problem.

MR. GARNER:  Thanks, Bill.  I do have one question while we are waiting too just in anticipation of my coming up.  I am a little confused about -- with the change, Mr. Keizer, VECC 24 was dealing with something that Mr. Gill looked like he was responding.  It also goes to Staff 182, but I wasn't sure if I heard someone saying, no, that's all now someplace else.  Do you remember VECC 24 and Staff 182?  Those have Mr. Gill and I think somebody else -- it might have been Mr. Chhelavda.  Are those on -- or maybe I will just wait and ask them and then you can...

MR. KEIZER:  I think the ones -- the 26 to 29 is Staff 183, I think was --

MR. GARNER:  183.  Okay, sorry.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, yeah, not 182, 183.

MR. GARNER:  I was off by one.  I will try these anyways and we'll see what happens.  Thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay, thanks.

Are we good to go or is there still technical issues?

MR. GILL:  I am facing a reboot right now.  I can do my best and --

MR. KEIZER:  No.  Well, if it -- I guess to my friends from SEC, is there still extensive questioning for Mr. Gill, or...

MR. ZHENG:  No, the next questions are all for Ms. Jablonsky.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.  Well, then why don't we proceed on that basis, and then hopefully Mr. Gill will get rebooted in the meantime.
Continued Examination by Mr. Zheng:


MR. ZHENG:  Sure.  So the next question is for Ms. Jablonsky.  If we can turn to E-SEC-188.  So in this question we ask -- we ask for the sort of the explanation for the variance with regard to this particular category.  Could you please -- I would like to confirm the forecast amount in this category in 2023 is just the average of historical spendings; is that -- is my understanding correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Correct.

MR. ZHENG:  In that case, in addition to just averaging the number, are there any report or any record of asset deficiencies or asset failures that can support the averaging, using -- just using the average?

MS. JABLONSKY:  This -- what you're looking at is the corrected maintenance work, and that's done on -- and that's utilized for -- corrective for demand failure, so which is corrective plan or corrective demand, so it's usually based on the average that we have seen, because especially since protection and control is governed by the ESL, so any devices around that time frame, sometimes issues that they suffer will be similar, so that's how we would use to then get a fix as to what the forecast for the coming years will be.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Let's move on to the next question.  E-SEC-192.  This is for planned corrective maintenance for overhead lines maintenance program.  You identified -- in a response you identify two programs that contribute to the variance.  One is torquing and tensioning.  The other one is defective dampering -- dampers maintenance.  Could you explain a little bit what is torquing and tensioning?

MS. JABLONSKY:  In 2018 we had -- we found through condition controls we found -- on some 500 kV towers we found some bolts that were loose, so the bolts needed to be tightened, and at the same time we needed to re-tension some of the lines.  That work we did a lot of in 2018, and we were doing the rest on a maintenance -- as we went along.

So we have moved this into planned maintenance to get it done.  Some of the work is being done on the insulators replacement program because in order for the crews to climb the towers they would need to get this work done as well. And on the dampers, starting -- I am not quite sure the time frame, maybe about a year, two years ago, we had issues with some defective dampers, and that was seen on some of the lines, so we have a program we are putting together, and we are looking to get those addressed.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.

MS. JABLONSKY:  So those would be the two programs.

MR. ZHENG:  Thank you.

And you provided us with a number of 9.4 million and 2.7 million for each program respectively.  I am assuming those are for the next five years.  Sorry --

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. ZHENG:  -- for five years.  Do you have a plan to pace the spending?  Like, do you have a breakdown of annual spending in these two -- for these two programs?

MR. KEIZER:  Wouldn't that amount you are seeking be below the materiality threshold on a year-by-year basis?  Are you worried about the amount per year?

MR. ZHENG:  In total it will be $12 million.  I am just curious, because I am curious, like, are you planning to spend all that in five years and first three years?  I am curious what's the pacing in terms of incurring these -- actually incurring these costs.

MR. KEIZER:  Oh, so your question is whether it's all going to be spent in 2023 or not or whether it's going to be spent over the five years.  Is that your --

MR. ZHENG:  Yes, two years, for three years, all five years.  Yeah, just a...

MS. JABLONSKY:  Based on what's -- based on what's remaining now for the torquing and tensioning, that is about -- that's about what's there.  And to be honest with you, I do believe that we may have some runover, some runoff, in the 2028 period, because there were two major towers that were found that had a fair bit of both that needed to be tightened and re-tensioned.  So this is the funding within this period, but I cannot confirm at this moment that we won't have more to be done beyond this period.

As to the pacing within the period, not -- I wouldn't have that to give you at the moment.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Next question is about JSOC.  That's E-SEC-189.  So in this Table 1 you provided me -- sorry, yeah.  The total of $2.5 million, this is for the entire JSOC project, or is it just the cost that's allocated to transmission only?

MR. SPENCER:  To ensure that we get you an accurate answer, I think this is best handled by panel 2.

MR. ZHENG:  Makes sense.  I could ask -- yeah, I could ask panel 2 for that question, but -- since this is Exhibit E, I thought I could raise it here, but if you think it's more for panel 2, I can move it to panel 2.

MR. SPENCER:  The witnesses on that panel are prepared to speak to the JSOC specifics.

MR. ZHENG:  Sure, okay.  I don't have any more questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much.  We will move on to Pollution Probe.
Examination by Mr. DeVenz:


MR. DeVENZ:  Good afternoon, panel, my name is John DeVenz and I am representing Pollution Probe.  All my questions this afternoon will be related to IR B1-Pollution Probe-006, if we could please pull that up.

MR. KEIZER:  Before you commence, sir, can I just clarify; is Mr. Gill's screen now back up and running?

MR. GILL:  Yup, I am back up and running.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.

MR. GILL:  You're welcome.

MR. DeVENZ:  If we can scroll to question A, that was the question.  And then if we can go down to the response A.

Okay, so we have got a two-part question.  Why is Hydro One using 2018 as its baseline for measuring emissions reductions when policy benchmarks, including Ontario, use 2005 as the baseline?

And the second part of the question is:  How will Hydro One be able to compare its progress against policy objectives if it does not use the same 2005 baseline as the Ontario government?

MR. JESUS:  We'd like a breakout room.

MS. SANASIE:  Sure.  The rooms are open.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MR. JESUS:  We don't know the answer to that question, and we will have to take that by way of an undertaking.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay, thank you.  I have another question.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, just -- Mr. DeVenz, sorry, just before you go ahead, that will be undertaking JT1.16.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  (A) WHY IS HYDRO ONE USING 2018 AS ITS BASELINE FOR MEASURING EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS WHEN POLICY BENCHMARKS, INCLUDING ONTARIO, USE 2005 AS THE BASELINE? (B) HOW WILL HYDRO ONE BE ABLE TO COMPARE ITS PROGRESS AGAINST POLICY OBJECTIVES IF IT DOES NOT USE THE SAME 2005 BASELINE AS THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT?

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.  So the next question is:  so the Ontario plan targets a 30 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2030.  Is Hydro One's commitment higher or lower than that, and can you please provide specific numbers?

MR. JESUS:  Just to be clear, higher or lower than what?

MR. DeVENZ:  Their target, their emissions reduction target.  So the Ontario environmental plan has a 30 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2030.  I am wanting to know, is your reduction emissions target that you've set, are they higher or lower than what the Ontario government has set?

MR. JESUS:  My understanding is that we are targeting our own scope 1 and scope 2 emissions by 30 percent, irrespective of what the rest of the province is doing is how that number is derived.

So the question on whether or not it's higher or lower than what the government is proposing, I don't know.

MR. DeVENZ:  Can Hydro One undertake to provide an answer to that question, and the calculations supporting it?

MR. KEIZER:  Can I just get a little bit of clarity in terms of the whole -- the whole relevance of where you're going with respect to this, and how it fits into the decision that's before the Board here which is to actually establish a revenue requirement and determine rates?


MR. DeVENZ:  Well, we want to see if, you know, are you in alignment with Ontario government policies and how well you're doing that.  Michael, is there anything you want to add?

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, Mr. DeVenz, it's Michael Brophy.  I didn't think I was going to be able to jump out of another meeting, but I was able to attend today.  So maybe I can provide that clarify and then John can continue.

So I guess it relates in part to the undertaking J1.16, where Hydro One needs to go back and determine if the trajectory of your policy objectives to meet your 30 percent reduction by 2030 is consistent with provincial policy trajectory, because you're using 2018 instead of 2005.

So depending on the base you use, that's going to give you a significant different challenge to meet that objective.  And so the relevance in this proceeding is now you've requested O&M and capital for transmission and distribution in relation to your planning horizon and your plans, including this commitment which you're going to go validate, you know, whether it aligns with the province trajectory from 2005 or not.  And that's going to significantly impact what you need to do over the life of this plan in order to meet that commitment.

So if you're going from 2018, 30 percent, or 2005, those are two totally different scenarios that link to that.  So I don't know; does that answer the clarity around the impact in the proceeding, or do you need more?

MR. KEIZER:  I guess I was trying to get to what's the implication for either operation, maintenance or capital expenditures that you're exploring, and that this isn't adhering into our -- to the climate change initiative, it's adhering into what the costs of capital are and trying to understand the connection between this and that we are not just, you know, evaluating a climate plan in the absence of the fact that the Board has to set rates here.

MR. BROPHY:  Absolutely fair.  This is about your proposed plan and proposed spending over the plan, and once you're able to answer the question that you took as an undertaking, there is a follow-up question.

So whether it's 2018 as your base or 2005 in alignment with the provincial objectives that Hydro One aligns with generally, then you would have a plan -- I am assuming it links to your plan around expenditures and actions over the plan that's being heard in this proceeding.

And so what we weren't able to get from your response to the interrogatory that we'd like to also get at this time is where we can find that level of detail, then, that links to whatever your commitment is to the actions you're taking over this plan in relation to capital and O&M.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, so that's the undertaking request?

MR. JESUS:  Before we take the undertaking, sorry, Charles, can we just bring up section 1.8, page 7, because I just want to clarify what we are doing with respect to climate change as it pertains to investments.

So if we can go to page 7, starting from line number 6, it's clearly laid out that:

"Hydro One's planned climate change adaptation and mitigation actions do not impose incremental costs to our customers, as these investments are required to address other needs and would be necessary and prudent, notwithstanding associated climate-change adaptation and mitigation benefits."


So what that is saying is that we are not increasing our costs as a result of these scope 1 and scope 2 reductions, as we've described.

MR. BROPHY:  So just to play that back so I understand correctly, you're saying you have a plan for expenditures over the course of the plan proceeding, and those weren't developed in order to meet any of your policy goals in relation to reducing emissions, you just did them separate from that, and they just so happen that they are meeting those reductions when you go back and do the calculations against those plans; is that -- am I picking that up correctly?

MR. JESUS:  No, you're not.  What I am saying is that we are spending money that we would otherwise deem to be prudent for business reasons, such as electrifying our fleet to reduce benefits and increase -- and to reduce our costs that will obviously contribute to the scope 1 and scope 2 reductions.  So we are going to be making those investments irrespective of the scope 1 and scope 2 policies that we've got, that will obviously contribute and achieve those objectives that we've defined.  There are no incremental costs.

MR. BROPHY:  So if I understand it, then, these environmental benefits are a secondary benefit to the primary benefit of economic?

MR. JESUS:  No, we are committed to meeting the 30 percent scope 1 and scope 2 reductions, as we've identified, and being net zero by 2050.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  It's Mr. Brophy again.  So just, I guess when you come back with your response to the undertaking, if in fact you're using 2005, which is the provincial and policy metric, instead of the 2018 that your IR response indicated your plan's based on, if you can clarify what the impact of that change is.

So, you know, Mr. DeVenz asked the question, if it is 2005 instead of 2018, you know, what is the difference in the impacts there.  Your plan would give a set amount of reductions against your baseline, and, you know, your baseline of 30 percent reduction, if you use 2018 instead of 2005, will be a different number to achieve.

So we are having trouble understanding which of those you're looking to achieve.  And we understand that if you use the 2005 benchmark you'd be looking at potentially a -- it could be a larger or smaller amount of reductions to achieve, but it's unclear in the response to the interrogatory, because it only refers to 2018.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that the evidence, though, sir, is clear that it's -- 2018 is the reference point, and the evidence is clear that the implication of the climate change to -- in this plan -- and I won't be taking the undertaking to go and redo the plan based upon some different reference point, if that's the basis of the consideration.  The plan is the plan.  If you wanted to seek something about another plan, that's free for you to bring that information forward yourself, but it's not for Hydro One to go and develop a new plan based upon a different reference point.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Well, we will be able to have an opportunity to delve into that delta in the proceedings, so I don't want to pursue it more at this time.  I will hand it back to Mr. DeVenz.

MR. DeVENZ:  Thank you.  So --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt, Mr. DeVenz.  Just before we go back to you, I just want to make sure I am clear.  Is there a new undertaking there, or was that 
all --


MR. KEIZER:  No.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  -- being rolled into JT1.16?

MR. KEIZER:  Nothing was rolled into JT1.16 other than what we have already talked about.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So we have a new undertaking then; correct?

MR. KEIZER:  We do not have a new undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Oh, you do not.  Okay.  That's fine, thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  We do not.

MR. DeVENZ:  Great.  If we could go back to the IR, please.  And so the question B, if we could just move up to the question B.  Great.  Yeah, we got it.

So we'd asked about -- essentially asking about scope 3 emissions.  So if we could go down to the response.  And then just the first line was that, you know, no, we do not measure scope 3 emissions and cannot provide an estimate.

So the question is, if Hydro One has a net zero commitment, how can it not measure its embodied carbon and other scope 3 emissions?

MR. KEIZER:  Like, can we just be clear that this isn't about -- I am struggling with this, because if this is a hearing about climate change and the climate-change program, I think that's a fair question.  If it's about how you get to net zero and whether you're appropriately getting to net zero, that I think is for another forum and another hearing and a different circumstance.  And so I am having difficulty with the question and the relevance of the question.

MR. DeVENZ:  Okay.  Mike, anything you would like to add?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, I can -- I think that was Mr. Keizer that --


MR. DeVENZ:  It was.

MR. BROPHY:  -- question.  Again, I don't have everyone on my screen, but that's fine.

Yes, so, you know, Hydro One has indicated it has policies that it's now put in place that guide its activities and planning.  The net zero and then the 30 percent reduction in emissions are two of those policies that it takes into consideration.  So we are not now pushing for Hydro One to change its policy.  It's not the time and place for that.  What we are doing is we are looking at how the application of those policies impacts the investment decisions and the costs in the proceeding.  So this isn't about debating the commitments Hydro One has already made; they are made.  They are on the record.  All we are going is asking questions about the process in that.

So just for maybe clarity, so I don't want to kind of undo the question John had, and if I do, John, you can certainly jump back in and make sure it gets answered.  Hydro One has indicated that they have processes in their procurement to look at those factors, including environmental factors.  And so, you know, things like, you know, embedded carbon, the records of the vendors that are providing the services to Hydro One.

Are you able to provide any language from that process that provides, you know, the specific elements that you're requesting?  Or is it just a general question of what is your environmental record?  How much are you asking in relation to things like embedded carbon or the emissions impacts that Hydro One's procuring?

MR. KEIZER:  That I think would be better placed with panel 2.

MR. BROPHY:  Panel 2?  Okay.  It had Bruno Jesus as the witness on this one, but we are happy to move that to panel 2.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Berardi on panel 2 will be able to discuss procurement.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  John?

MR. DeVENZ:  No, I think we've covered everything, yeah, thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  We even give back a few minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  That's very helpful.  I appreciate that.

That puts us to VECC.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Yes, thank you.  And I trust you can see me and hear me.  I am less concerned if you see me these days, but if you can hear me.

So I have a few questions.  I think they will be relatively quick, and they are pretty much all clarification.  And thanks for this morning, because I think you answered some of them in going over your questions with Mr. Rubenstein.

One very quick and small question.  If you go to VECC-2, there was a little table on recordable injury rates and serious injury rates, and we'd asked you about targets, and I think I must be misunderstanding what the tables are telling me.  My question -- when I looked at your response I didn't quite understand it, because my question was really that the injury rate targets for the future plan, if you see that, seemed to be higher, i.e., worse, than the actual -- what you actually were able to achieve in '19 and '20.  And so my question was why weren't you picking a number of point -- for the first row of .80 instead of .90?  Now, am I just reading the numbers in the wrong direction, or -- that was really the question.

And when I read your response I didn't quite get what you were saying, because I was trying to say why aren't you doing something more aggressive and you seem to be saying we are doing something already too aggressive or something.

And so that was the first part. And it goes to the second one too, the row where there I asked you, you know, you've picked zero but I was basically saying but before in '23, you picked .04 as your target I sort of read the answer as of course we pick zero because we don't want any injury rates.  But I was scratching my head going you pick .04 in '23, so I was confused how you used these metrics, and maybe you can help me understand.

The first question is:  Is a lower number a better number for both of these rows.  That's what one wants to achieve is the lower number?

MR. SPENCER:  Mr. Garner, I will respond to your question.

I am going to ask an exhibit be turned up, please, just to support.  Can we please get TSP section 2.10, and I will find the appropriate page reference.  I believe it's page 19 of 26.  Thank you.

So the essence of your question was why not set a more aggressive target in the future for recordable injuries than the company has attained in the recent past.  Is that the essence of your question?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Spencer.

MR. SPENCER:  So this graphic we are displaying in figure 2 shows of course a longer journey of our recordable injury rate, which is the blue bar in the background.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. SPENCER:  And you can see a considerable improving trend over this 2023 to 2020 period.  Recordable injuries are an important metric that every utility measures, and  we are proud of our improving rate on this.

This subset here is the transmission segment and on this graph, you'll also see the serious injury rate.  Being below a 1.0 recordable injury rate by all accounts is considered world class performance.  So our critical objective is to try to continue to sustain that performance at that level in the years ahead.

We have been able to do so most recently in 2019 and of course we lapsed a little bit in 2020.  While that's an important metric, setting our target at 0.9 we feel directionally signals to the organization and to the regulator and everything else our commitment to focussing on that.

Our real pursuit, though, is on the serious injury rate, which is the green line here.  And those are life altering or life ending injuries.  We will take every opportunity we can to drive that towards zero, which is our -- in line with our corporate strategy that has us achieving zero by 2024.  That will continue to be our pursuit.

Of course, we'd like to be there instantaneously, but unfortunately that isn't always possible in our hazardous environment that we work in.

So when we put this into the context of investment plan, continually driving the positive trend over the years ahead as it relates to safety and efficiency, how those two dimensions are linked, and ensuring that we are taking the opportunity to enhance our processes, invest in upgraded modern equipment to replace aged end of life equipment built decades ago, that's just one dimension we are using to drive and an improved safety record continuing into the future.

So we are confident with the targets that have been set.  They are in line with our entire strategy, they are in line with the entire objective of the investment plan and making sure everyone goes home safe at the end of the day, similar to the way they came in.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Something you said there really clicked with me about what you were saying in the response; i.e. the focus you are making is on the serious injury rate, which is why it went to zero, et cetera.

Just a follow-up, and it wasn't in the question, do meeting these targets, is there a number that goes along with it in -- a budget that goes along with this in order to achieve this these type of things, or is it simply an integrated part of the business plan and OM&A and other costs?  Do you assign some costs to getting to these targets is what I am saying.

MR. SPENCER:  One of the outcomes over the overall investment plan, and quite frankly all of our work processes and how we communicate, how we execute on our capital and our OM&A work is trying to do in a more safer and efficient manner than we've done in the past, continually to drive these positive trends years into the future.  We do not allocate a specific budget to improving safety; that is one consideration that goes across the entire investment plan.

MR. GARNER:  So you answered my -- it's not like you can say if I hit .85, I have to spend an extra $5 million. You don't have that kind of calculus that you do.  It's a more fulsome process.

MR. SPENCER:  That's a fair way of saying it, yes.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  That's very helpful. My next question is for you, Ms. Jablonsky, I think.  And we don't need to bring up the IRs, but the IRS are B2-Staff-33 and B2-Staff-39.

But I think the best place to take my question is to Exhibit B-2-1, section 2.2, page 4, and it was actually a document that my colleague at Schools had brought up.

And while you're bringing that up, the question really was -- it's about expected service life.  And in Staff 33, and I will just quote it:

"Expected service life does not drive Hydro One's replacement or refurbishment decisions.  The decision to repair, refurbish, replace is primarily based on assessment of asset conditions."

But in Staff 39, you say:

"For protection assets, Hydro One uses expected service life as a trigger for replacement of the asset."

And so it seemed totally contradictory.  But when I went to the evidence, you -- at the top of that paragraph on page 4 if you're there, the first paragraph, you seem to go to the same topic.  And I am wondering if you just help me with this about the expected service life.  And I do recall this from the last case, and I think Mr. Jesus tried to help me through this once before and I was pretty thick about it.

So I am still having some trouble with this idea, which is how you're using this expected service life.  So I guess the first question is are there some specific assets where expected service life is going to drive the investment decision completely?

MS. JABLONSKY:  As we have said in the IRs, the expected service life is a major trigger for P&A, protection and automation equipment, so that would be protection and control equipment and also telecom equipment.  It is looked at at the time that ESL brings you to the asset.  That's is when you would then examine the other data points that you have.  You would look at vendor support, you would look at obsolescence, and anything else you then have that would help you to prioritize the asset.

If you are looking at ESL on major assets, condition is the sure driver, driver to it.  ESL still plays a role in the sense that it gives you a sense of pacing.  If I am looking at the 721 transformers that I have, the age does come into play.

What we are looking at transformers and we are looking at single secondary transformers and double secondary transformers and the make-up, the complexity of the unit, it drives to where the ESL marker lies, with the information given from the supplier, with the information from the experience that you, from you the utility has brought into the picture, it helps you to satisfy yourself as to what that number should be.

And once that -- once that number is derived, can it move?  Yes, it can.  Because we have shown that with the conductors we're in we went into EPRI and we looked at when we were actually replacing and the data we had, and being able to come back and say to us, in essence you could use a longer stretch for your ESL.

So it's a marker that's representative and it gives you a sense of the pacing of what it is you have in your system.  But as to the work that needs to be done on the asset, that is done on the condition.

MR. GARNER:  So there's no -- I'd be wrong to think then that there is a group of assets where I could say give me the list of assets which in your -- in the plan, you know, you have a very complex plan or analysis of how you come up with your capital plan -- there's nothing that might say, well, give me the list of assets and how much money that are just based on an ESL assessment.  And that is sort of a different box that doesn't go through or doesn't need to go through the same process because you simply have to rely on the ESL for those assets?  There's nothing like that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I am hearing your question correctly, the ESL will still be the drivers only for protection and control and telecom assets.  But as I said before, in pacing and in looking at and going to the investment plan and everything else that we do to come up with the pacing as the replacement of the asset, it represents the trigger point that you would then use to make up your investment.

So there's some that are -- my apologies, there are some that are passed to ESL, but you still have vendor support.  Not a lot.  There are some that are passed to ESL, but you would still have a contingency of parts, not a lot, and all of that helps you to determine how critical the asset is and how critical the replacement of the asset is.

MR. GARNER:  So would it be possible as an undertaking to provide a dollar amount for capital investments, let's say by the -- by category, by the major categories that are used, like system access, et cetera, where you would say for the test year this dollar amount is -- has been determined through ESL.  That's how we -- that's how we decided these assets needed to be replaced.

I mean, you know, you have the broader stuff, but these ones were done simply because we looked at the ESL.  That's the best and only way we can determine on how to replace these assets.

Would that be an undertaking you could do?

MR. JESUS:  Mr. Garner, let me jump in here, because I think from an ESL point of view what Donna is getting at is ESL -- I don't want to go down this rabbit hole again, but from a protection and control point of view --


MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. JESUS:  -- it's -- the driver is really obsolescence, because these protection systems, these electrical mechanical systems, these old solid state systems, it's like having a Commodore computer.  They break down and you say, okay, do I buy another one or do I replace it with a brand-new, you know, Intel five-generation laptop.

MR. GARNER:  If you were me, you'd keep using it, Mr. Jesus.

MR. JESUS:  Yeah, you'd keep using it; exactly.  So the comparison is exactly the same, that from an obsolescence and from a technology point of view, that's when Donna is saying it's ESL is a driver, but it's really the obsolescence that's a driver.  It's not just saying we have got a 50-year old protection -- because we have got a lot of 50-year-old protection.  We have a lot of electromechanical relays.  And we are not going in and ripping them all out, we are ripping them out on a proactive plan basis when we are doing work at that station, and when these assets are no longer functioning properly, that's when we would replace it.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MS. JABLONSKY:  On page 36 goes into a little more detail as to protection and control, and it does speak to the very same thing, wherein it can only act as a trigger.  But to Bruno's point, to Mr. Jesus's point, on solid state relays, on electromechanical relays, those still are on the system, and we still have to -- there's still a level of pacing that comes into play, where we would then look to see the rate -- the pace at which you would get it off the system and the rate, who comes first, in essence.

So to then say a list that only has ESL as a driver, I am not certain that we have such a list.

MR. GARNER:  If I am saying it back to you correctly, the answer to my question would be you couldn't do it because there is no asset class in which one simply takes the ESL for that asset and says, replace it, I don't care what it looks like, I don't care what it does, just replace it, because it's hit that ESL number --


MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MS. JABLONSKY:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  -- there's no such thing as that.

MS. JABLONSKY:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I can think about that and accept it.  Thank you.

If we could go to -- this came up today also.  This was up, but I had a question also.  It's B3-SEC-136.  And Mr. Rubenstein was talking about this in a different aspect or partly in a different aspect, and I want to understand this table.

I tried to understand as he was trying to talk about the number under the prioritization optimization, the 4.593, and in shorthand, and the way I read it, and I could be wrong, is that it's basically going from left to right.  We came up with 7.7 as a universe of candidates, we then -- and this where I am wondering if I have got it right -- we then said to ourselves, 4.593 is a minimum of what we need to get done.  And then what you said is, but then when we looked at the other aspects of our plan, the consumer engagement, the enterprise stuff, we added back a few more things, because there was drivers in those -- in those exercises.

Is that a fair characterization of the way to read the table?

MR. JACKSON:  The table does -- from left to right does represent a progression of the portfolio that we had in hand through the different stages of the planning process.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's -- I'm not sure.  You're not saying I am unfair.  I'll maybe take it at that.  I'm not unfair in characterizing the table, and I will leave it at that unless you want to object to it, so I just want to understand that's the way you read it.

I can move on to VECC 7.  I am not sure, Mr. Jesus, if this is your panel or not, because you are sharing this.  But this is about the CISVA account, and I do really want to talk about it a bit about the nature of why the two accounts are different in transmission and distribution, and in this response you said, well, you know, you are open to thinking about doing them different, but I wanted to maybe -- there's two types of questions here.  The first question was, I used the term that the accounts were a true-up, and the response takes a bit of an offence to that, and I was a bit puzzled, because it wasn't mean to convey anything other than what I thought it was doing.  


So first of all, just maybe if you can tell me why true-up is a bad word to use for the account, or maybe I am just misunderstanding how the account works.

And the second question is, really, what I was really trying to understand about your different treatment for transmission and distribution, and when -- whatever we call trueing up or whatever we call that, was that it had to do with the nature of the investment type in those two different parts of the utility, you know, the different types of assets that are driving that.  And I am not sure I understand from the response.

So first of all, is there some -- what's wrong with true-up, first of all?  Is that -- is that -- is that bad for a reason, what the accounts are trying to do?  Are they not trueing up the accounts within the, what do you call it, the 2 percent or whatever it is the number there is.

MR. KEIZER:  I am wondering whether this is actually better placed with the finance panel, but --


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's fine.  I wasn't sure myself if, you know -- I am happy to repeat it there.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine.  Let's leave it there.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's fine, and you can think about that.

Let's see.  My next question is -- this might be finance also, but I think, Mr. Gill, you're on this one.  It's VECC 24.  And VECC 24 -- I was talking to Mr. Keizer about this earlier -- it loops over to Staff 182 for a response.  So the real response is at Staff 182.  That's probably what we should pull up.  And it's talking about capitalization rates.  And the Staff was, I think, kind of asking -- trying to get to the same point about why the capitalization rates were different.  But what I was trying to understand is, one of the answers to it seemed to have been is, capitalization rates are different than its peers, Hydro One's major peers, because Hydro One self-constructs more assets than its peers do.

And my question was, what's the basis for that statement?  And then what you simply did was give me back the Staff's response, which basically just repeats that the consultant says in their experience.  And I was looking for real -- I was looking for data, like, what -- I am not sure what someone's experience means, you know.  I mean, experience is a subjective concept.  I was looking for something -- you say, well, we have looked at some data, we have looked at our peers and we can demonstrate Hydro One self-constructs more than its peers do.

MR. KEIZER:  I think this is -- you'll notice that the witness at the bottom actually is not Mr. Gill, and it is the witness that appears on the finance panel.  I think if it's related to the PWC report, that would be better placed there.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That's fine.  I do -- it may be me, Mr. Keizer.  I have Mr. Gill here because I think someplace else he was put down somewhere, but I could have just gotten that wrong.  That's fine.  I am giving a good heads-up on all the questions for you.

Again, maybe -- this is Staff 72 -- or VECC 72.  And I believe --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Garner, while Hydro One is going to that interrogatory, can I just ask you for a time estimate?

MR. GARNER:  I shouldn't be too much longer.  Do you want to take a break -- I think I could finish before a break, if that's what you're asking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, it wasn't really about the break it was more about you had estimated 15 minutes and I understand that whatever you take here you are planning to give back at some point.  But it's more a matter of being conscious of --


MR. GARNER:  I appreciate that and I am not -- I don't have much left.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, great.

MR. GARNER:  So I am wondering now again before I go too far with it, this one does have your name, Mr. Spencer, and this is about the LEAP program.  So I am presuming you can talk to this.

MR. SPENCER:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  It's a relatively small dollar amount.  But as you might imagine, it's an important thing for my client.

My first question was just trying to understand the table I was looking at in this response, the LEAP amount is 4.4, 2.2, and the -- I am not sure it's up on your screen. It's up on my screen, VECC 72, it has a table with the amounts in it.  Are we there or are we -- there.  You have the table.

MR. SPENCER:  There we go.

MR. GARNER:  So the first question really was, am I looking -- when I look at this table, am I looking at Hydro One's contribution to the United Way Agency, or am I looking at disbursals from the United Way Agency?  Just to be sure what I am looking at.

MR. SPENCER:  So what you are looking at here is funds that Hydro One has contributed to the LEAP program, so it has gone to the United Way of Greater Simcoe.

MR. GARNER:  So these are the contributions, which is what I assumed.

The second thing is I do notice you have explanations in 2018 because you made a contribution -- much appreciated, I'm sure, by the people I represent.  But I notice the other amounts are slightly higher, at least from my calculation of what .12 percent is.

So I guess what I am just asking is this:  Does Hydro One contribute more than required, like in 19, 21 et cetera, than the calculation of 1.12?  Or am I just miscalculating what I am looking at?  Do you know?  Does it make a voluntary contribution above its requirement, I guess is what I am saying?

MR. GILL:  I would say that during those years, I know that we -- the demand was higher and so Hydro One did allocate more than the -- I think the ratio that you're quoting there, the 1.2.

MR. GARNER:  Right, except in one year in 2020.  And then you brought me to in 2020 where it was substantively less was that somehow that the Board in your reading had told you to stop contributing.  

When I read the attachments you provided both in the first letter, which is I think from Mr. Houston, and then the second one which is a Board general letter, the way I read those letters wasn't that utilities should stop making contributions to their partners, their agency partners, but that basically they should stop immediately sending customers in distress into the LEAP program if they weren't being disconnected.

And I just want your comment on that because the way you seem to -- or you have said in this is the way you read the Board's instruction is they were to withdraw contributions to the LEAP program in 2020.  And that's what you did; have I got that right?

MR. GILL:  I mean, I can only answer for what did take place, which was, you know, we did suspend collections and you can see from the evidence before you there in 2020 that we did also cease sending funds to the United Way.

MR. GARNER:  So confirm your reading -- the way this response reads, I want to confirm with you, is your reading was that the Board told you to stop contributing into the LEAP program during that period?

MR. GILL:  So the direction itself from the Board, I don't have before me, so I don't really --


MR. GARNER:  You actually have it.  You gave it as attachments, and that's why I used it.

MR. GILL:  So perhaps we can bring that up.

MR. GARNER:  I was trying to look for where it is that you were drawing the inference or the statement that the Board is saying to you withdraw funding from your LEAP programs, and that's -- you know you did help us, thank you.  You gave me the two letters that you're relying on, apparently.

MR. GILL:  Right.

MR. GARNER:  I just can't find it there and I am trying to figure out where you got that thought from, and so I could look at it and agree or disagree, but just make sure I was looking at it.

MR. KEIZER:  Can I ask a question, Mr. Garner?  In terms of what happened in 2020, and your interpretation of the letters, but in terms of establishing rates in this proceeding in 2023, I mean is this --


MR. GARNER:  Is it relevant?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  I guess if one could argue that one not meeting one's commitment in one year means one shall meet one's commitment in greater the next would be relevant, wouldn't it?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't know --


MR. GARNER:  All I am trying to do here is really -- I don't want to be unfair to the utility.  I want the utility if I ever to make such a proposal or argument, I just want to be fair to the utility to be able to say to me no you have got it wrong, Garner.  Look at what it says here so I can do it, but I just could not find it in that thing.

Mr. Keizer, I don't want to put Mr. Gill or anybody on the spot.  I am more than happy if you want to take it away and think about it or just leave it as it is.  But I just wanted to give you an opportunity so I can make sure I am not misinterpreting something.  Do you know what I mean?

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't we take it away then.

MR. GARNER:  Okay and that's fair enough.  I think those are all my questions for this panel.  Thank you, panel, for that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Garner.  I may have missed an undertaking, that would be JT1.17.

MR. KEIZER:  It's to provide clarification as to the basis on which the funding was reduced in 2020.

MR. GARNER:  I think.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Jamie, I think it's 18. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO PROVIDE CLARIFICATION AS TO THE BASIS ON WHICH LEAP FUNDING WAS REDUCED IN 2020.

MR. GARNER:  Whatever the number.  While they work it out, Mr. Keizer, you did provide some letters and if you want to just highlight where you are drawing them from -- anything you want to do that would help.

MR. KEIZER:  I think it's in respect to correspondence.  The IR, Mark, was VECC 72; is that correct?.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, it's VECC 72 and it has two appendices or two letters, and maybe there's another letter or something.  It's also possible there may be something else, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will give that JT1.18, if I could ask our reporter though to check the list --that will be JT1.17, next undertaking when we eventually get to it will be JT1.18.  And over to AMPCO.
Examination by Ms. Grice:


MS. GRICE:  Good afternoon.  It's Shelley Grice representing AMPCO. Can we please start with AMPCO No. 1?

In this question, we asked for Hydro One to provide the large transmission customer surveys for the years 2017 to date, and Hydro One provided all the findings from 2017 to 2020.  So as a follow-up question, has a survey been done in 2021?

MR. GILL:  Yes, we did conduct research in 2021.  It was in market right up to in December type time frame, so I don't yet have the full report yet from Innovative Research Group, but it was in market.

MS. GRICE:  Is it something you expect to have possession of before the end of the year?

MR. GILL:  So the report itself --


MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. GILL:  -- I would expect by the end of the year, but I would have to -- I would have to see on that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Would you mind taking an undertaking to see if the report is ready in time to be filed with undertakings, and if possible could you please file the 2021 survey report?

MR. GILL:  Sure.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are now at JT1.18.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO FILE THE 2021 INNOVATIVE RESEARCH GROUP SURVEY REPORT, IF POSSIBLE.

MS. GRICE:  My next question is related to AMPCO No. 4.  And I am looking at page 4 of 6.  Mr. Rubenstein spent quite a bit of time on this, so I don't want to take too much additional time.  I just want to clarify a couple of points.

So if we just look in the response to part A, it says that:

"Hydro One may utilize up to eight factors in the asset needs assessment, and that includes condition, demographics, criticality, performance, utilization, and economics."

And my understanding, I just want to clarify based on the discussion this morning, is that you do score the six factors and you come up with a composite score; is that correct?  For major asset types?

MR. JESUS:  So we have a composite score for the major assets based on the six factors.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then that --


MR. JESUS:  Just to provide context, that composite does not drive any investment decisions.  It's a flag for planners to prioritize which stations they are going to be looking at and doing their assessments out in the field.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  But my understanding is that all of those six factors are part of your asset needs assessment, and based on those scores you do come up with a portfolio of investment candidates; is that correct?

MR. JESUS:  So the investment candidates use this as the raw data.  They also consider the obsolescence, health and safety, they consider defects, they consider SAP data, they consider input response from the field.  There's a lot of factors that go into the needs assessment for a specific asset.

MS. GRICE:  And then the outcome of this entire needs assessment is you have a portfolio of candidate investments with a dollar value attached to it?

MR. JESUS:  No.  So the output of this ARA is then input as the risk assessment on a probability and consequence perspective that we went through, there's taxonomies that the planners would then go through and take the candidate investment and assess it both from a consequence and a probability, and that forms the basis of the risk assessment.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So at what stage in the process then do you have your candidate -- your portfolio of investment candidates before you go to part 2, where you do your asset risk assessment?  I am just not clear on the distinction.

MR. JESUS:  So let me take -- let me help you with that, Ms. Grice.  If we can go to -- can we start off with SPF 1.7, page number 2.  Sorry, asset needs assessment, page 10.

So as you can see there, it's the processes -- the assets needs assessment which the planner would consider all of these risk factors, and based on what they're seeing from an asset needs point of view, they then develop candidate investments, which, continuing on in page number 16, if you proceed, so from the needs assessment they would look at all the problems at a station or on a line and they would develop the candidate investments that would remediate or address the risk that they've identified on the -- associated with those assets.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  But part of the data set are those six factors we talked about that are used as an input to arrive at a composite score; is that correct?  That's an input to that final outcome of candidate investments?

MR. JESUS:  As I indicated, the composite score is just a flag for a planner to do a risk assessment of the assets at a particular station.  It's helping them flag which stations they should go to.  We have over 300 stations.  We have 552 lines.  It just helps prioritize which asset they are going to look at.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And then you have two additional factors that you may utilize depending on the asset, and that's obsolescence and health and safety.  And I just want to confirm, that's a yes or no answer to those two; right?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  And is there a difference between the yes for obsolescence versus a yes for health and safety?  Are they weighted equally, or you don't look at it that way?

MR. JESUS:  We don't look at it that way.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And if we throw PCBs into this equation, is that a yes or a no answer as well?

MR. JESUS:  So either an asset is PCB-contaminated with 50 parts per million or it's not, so, yes, that is correct.

MS. GRICE:  And no additional weighting?

MR. JESUS:  There's no weighting, there's no weighting.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay.  That's great, thank you.

Okay.  My next question relates to AMPCO No. 5, please.  So in this question, in part A we wanted to understand at what point during the investment planning process does Hydro One consider repair versus replace decisions?  And you referred us to Board Staff 76, which is the interrogatory that Mr. Rubenstein spent quite a bit of time on this morning that had all of the attachments with the risk assessment data for various transformers as part of different investment summary documents.

And if you can just help me out, if we go into Staff 76, and the place that I found it was attachment number 1, page 14 and 15, if we could just go there.  So I had just a quick look at this.  So when you're undertaking your net present value analysis, is that being done under the economic factor, which is one of the six factors?  Is that where this analysis is occurring?

MR. JESUS:  No, it's not.

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, it's not.

MR. JESUS:  No, it's not.  This is part of the candidate development to see whether or not it makes sense to repair a transformer or whether or not replacing it makes sense.  You have to appreciate that repairing a transformer that is gassing or in deteriorated condition would cost more, potentially, than buying a brand-new unit.  So the candidate investments from an NPV point of view, this helps guide where we are with respect to the life of the transformer and how much money is required to be invested in that transformer.

So as you can see by the graph, if you continue to scroll down -- scroll down one more, to the next page.  Stop there, please.  So as you can see, the number of years the transformer is expected to live is about 55 years in this particular example.  And what this graph helps planners decide is if the transformer, for example, is 25 years old, and it's potentially -- and it's failed, and we need to replace it, the cost of repairing it we could potentially spend up to $4 million.  See where that curve goes.

MS. GRICE:  Um-hmm.

MR. JESUS:  It effectively would be a break even at spending $4 million at 25 years old versus buying a brand new one.  But you have to understand when you replace it, you have got to take it out, ship it, have them repair it, and then ship it back.  In the meantime, we are hanging off a singling transformer so we need to make sure that the security supply is in fact remaining there.

So when you pierce through that curve is when effectively it makes more sense to buy a brand new unit, but that is a process that the planners go through.  So that's why you see with a 50-year-old unit looking at the far right, it's indicating you only have $583,000 to spend before it makes more sense to buy a brand new unit.  And in this case, it would definitely make more sense to buy a brand new unit.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  That's very helpful, thank you. Can you just help me out?  Is there anywhere within the attachments provided with Board Staff Interrogatory 76 where it made more sense to repair the asset versus replace it?  And maybe that could just be an undertaking, if you could point -- I am not saying it exists, but if there is an example where with those attachments the analysis showed that repair was the preferred option over replace.

MR. JESUS:  Can we have a breakout room to discuss that?

MS. SANASIE:  The rooms are open.

[Witness panel confer in breakout room]


MR. KEIZER:  I just have a question relating to 76.  My understanding is that those stations are stations that were identified as being in poor condition, and therefore part of the investment plan.

So I am not sure what you mean by having them repaired in that circumstance.

MS. GRICE:  Maybe the answer was no.  I just couldn't -- I just couldn't -- I just didn't know if any asset components of that work resulted in a preferred option of repair.  It just wasn't clear going through all of the attachments, so I just thought Hydro One could maybe just help me out with that.

MR. KEIZER:  Let's clarify when they come back.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Jamie, sorry, is there a time you are targeting for the break?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We had been targeting about 2:45.  We have been running a little long, you know, through the whole day.

Shelley, I know you just started, so I am not asking you to give me a really good estimate of how long you are going to be.  But is there a thought when you might want to take a break?

MS. GRICE:  As soon as I am done this series of questions, I am happy to --


MR. JESUS:  Ms. Grice, I understand your question to be do we have repair versus replace evaluations across the investments that we are undertaking.  And we can provide that undertaking to provide that analysis.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, that would be great, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.19.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.19:  TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE SHOWING REPAIR VERSUS REPLACE EVALUATIONS ACROSS THE INVESTMENTS BEING UNDERTAKEN, SHOWING EXAMPLES OF REPAIR VERSUS REPLACE DECISIONS WHERE THE PREFERRED OPTION WAS REPAIR

MS. GRICE:  Just to clarify then, that's beyond the attachments in Board Staff 76?

MR. KEIZER:  Just wait a sec.  Your original question was in relation to Board Staff 76 and your original question was about whether or not repair -- any of the investments in there included a repair option with respect to the assets in 76.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. KEIZER:  That was the original question I believe that you had asked.

MR. JESUS:  That's why I clarified, I just want to make sure that we are on the same page.  So we do have repair versus replace for other assets.  We will look to see whether or not, in addition to this Charles transformer we have already seen, we have considered repair versus replace here and it doesn't make any more sense to repair that transformer.  So I am not sure -- maybe you want to clarify your question.

MR. KEIZER:  In the context -- in the context of Staff 76, is that what you are saying, Mr. Jesus?

MR. JESUS:  In the context of Staff 76, there is clearly a repair versus replace evaluation carried out for the Charles T4 transformer, and that is effectively the valuation that we would have done.

Is there something else you are looking for, Ms. Grice?

MS. GRICE:  You're undertaking that you just agreed to do is you were going to look beyond this one example and find others, is that --


MR. JESUS:  Exactly.  So I offered that we do repair versus replace decisions.  We have examples where we do that, but not specific to Staff 76.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So are you able to provide some examples of repair versus replace decisions where the preferred option was repair?

MR. JESUS:  We will take that undertaking.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Is that then going to be JT1.19?

MR. KEIZER:  I believe that's the number now, yeah, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, just to be clear, I am asking if that's the same undertaking that we were just talking about a couple of minutes ago.

MR. KEIZER:  I believe so.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thanks.

MS. GRICE:  Yes, okay.  So then I just have a quick follow-up to this repair versus replace discussion. Can we please go to AMPCO 24?  And there is an attachment at AMPCO 24 that's an Excel spreadsheet -- there we go.  Okay.

If we can just please zoom in on Column E, which is "total number repaired 2018 to 2020".  So, this was looking at across all your asset categories, and asking how many were repaired over the period 2018 to 2020.  And then the note that belongs to that column says Number 2:

"not applicable as these assets are not repaired (i.e. they are replaced) or any repair work is relatively minor".

So I just want to understand what that column is saying.  Can you please tell me what the column is trying to portray?

MS. JABLONSKY:  You're looking at the column that says "total number repaired between '18 and '20"?  Is that what you're looking at?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Not applicable; these assets are repaired, i.e. they are replaced or any repair work is minor.

If we did a major -- a minor repair is something in the corrective band, so it would showed something, but it would not have been mid life or anything major to that degree.

So if I am looking through the first line, I am looking at the ESL --


MR. KEIZER:  Can we look at maybe the question that gave rise to the table?  Maybe that would be helpful.

MS. GRICE:  Yeah, I guess I was just trying to understand if you had, you know, a certain number of transformers that needed to be replaced, how many did you decide to repair versus replace?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I think those are -- I think the question is a little bit more complex than the way that you're asking.  If the decision is made to replace the unit, then the decision is made to replace the unit because it's in poor condition.  If a decision is made to refurbish the unit, to repair the unit, then that's because repairing the unit is remediation that you can do to bring it back to working condition.

So if we have aligned ourselves with the units that will be replaced, it is understood that any sort of repair we have already done before and it's not effective or we have done before and at this -- another -- something else has happened and collectively the decision is then made to replace the unit.

But when a decision is made to replace the unit, we are not in a quandary as to say what do we do then.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So --


MS. JABLONSKY:  So the refurb list is a separate list from the replacement list.

MS. GRICE:  I see.  So that's why this column is blank in this table.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay.  I understand that.  Thank you.

Now, if we wanted to get a sense, though, of how many were repaired based on the outcome of your investment planning process for the five-year period, where would that be in evidence?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I believe it's SEC 73 that asks if we were refurbishing any units, and to that we answered 12, because that's -- I think normally it's around 12 or 15 we do per year, but it's not in the evidence.  There is no section that called for it in the evidence.  It's only in the response to that particular question.

My bad.  I can't -- let me recall the -- when I recall the number I will tell you, but that was a question that was asked, and that's the only place it would have been in the evidence.  It's not within the other evidence as to what we were refurbishing.

MS. GRICE:  Maybe on the break, because I think it's coming up shortly, would you be able to find that and just point me to it after the break?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Will do.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  So just to wrap up this area of questioning before we go on break, so in Board Staff 76 you provided a sampling of analysis related to SRO3 and SRO1.  And I wondered if you'd be willing to provide an analysis for additional projects, actually, additional investments, and what I did was I just went to SR-O1, SR-O3, and SR-13 and just randomly selected a couple of investments from each one for no particular reason, and I wondered if you'd provide the same workup you provided in Board Staff 76 for an additional seven projects, or seven investments.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, these still relate to -- the original question in 76 was to provide for everything and, sorry, you're --


MS. GRICE:  Sorry, this is now a new area of questions related to 76.

MR. KEIZER:  Right.

MS. GRICE:  So I finished the discussion on repair versus replace.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  So this would be to just get similar to what you provided in Board Staff 76, the same sort of workup on the inputs that went into the risk assessment process that you used to arrive at a final mitigated risk score, if you would do it for an additional sampling of investments that AMPCO just selected randomly in going through the list of investments.  There's no rhyme or reason to which one's selected, it's just to get another sampling of investments.

MR. KEIZER:  And, sorry, and where are these lists that you've generated?  Is this just something you haven't thought of yet or --


MS. GRICE:  No, I thought of it.  So in SR-O1 it would be investment number 4, which is the key transfer station, and investment number 31, which is the Hawthorne transfer station, and in SR-O3, investment number 14, which is Rexdale, transformer station number 27, which is Preston, and number 51, which is Fairchild, and then the last area is in SR-13, investments number 4 and 14.  And it's just to get a little more information randomly selected across those investment portfolios, if you'd be willing to provide the data on the same basis as Board Staff 76.

MR. KEIZER:  Can we take that away over the break, Shelley, and we can talk about it?

MS. GRICE:  Sure, sure.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Thank you.  This would be a good time to break.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Let's do that then.  It's now a couple minutes after 3:00.  Let's break until 3:15.
--- Recess taken at 3:01 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:15 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, it's 3:15 and we're back.  Ms. Grice?

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  I believe there were a couple of things that were going to be determined during the break.  One was an interrogatory reference that was going to be provided.

MS. JABLONSKY:  SEC 71.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, great, thank you very much.  And then with respect to the request for additional information with respect to the seven projects that I named.

MR. KEIZER:  My understanding was that you named a set of projects and that you sought disclosure of information comparable to what was disclosed in Staff 76; is that correct?

MS. GRICE:  That is correct.  But also -- oh, sorry.

MR. KEIZER:  No, go ahead.

MS. GRICE:  This morning under undertaking JT1.7, Mr. Rubenstein asked for additional information related to the projects in Board Staff 76.  So the additional data request was going to be to also provide the information on the seven projects that I identified on the same basis as JT1.7 as well.

MR. KEIZER:  I can't recall what 1.7 was off the top of my head.  So I think what we are prepared to do so to extent that Hydro One can, they will.

MS. GRICE:  Okay,  And that would be as per OEB Staff-76 and JT1.7?

MR. KEIZER:  The only problem is if someone can actually -- I don't have it in front of me just looking through my notes as to what it was.  And, sorry it was --what was the number again, 1.7?

MS. GRICE:  1.7.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe I can assist, since it was SEC's undertaking.  My recollection is it was information with respect to the risk assessment done on those projects or the probability times consequences, the taxonomy in explaining how those -- what those numbers were and how they were derived.

MR. KEIZER:  Oh, the underlying -- okay, the underlying risk and taxonomies.

I guess the response to the undertaking is that in relation to those projects you identified, Hydro One will look at it.  To the extent the information -- it may not be entirely comparable because the investments that you identified may not necessarily match the same kind of investments that are talked about in Staff 76.  But to the extent there are materials available that relate to that comparable to what was in Staff 76, Hydro One will seek to be able to do that and with respect to those in 1.7, it will also consider the same.  And to the extent that it can, it will seek -- it will do so.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. KEIZER:  So on a reasonable basis.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So we will give that number JT1.20.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.20:  TO THE EXTENT THE INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE AND COMPARABLE, TO PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION ON INVESTMENT PORTFOLIOS SIMILAR TO AS PROVIDED IN BOARD STAFF 76, AND IN JT1.7.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  My next question is related to AMPCO 6.  What we were asking here was to provide the dollar amount and the percentage amount that the capital budgets for transmission and distribution fell across the three risk taxonomies of safety, reliability, and environment.

And if we can just look at part B, I am looking at the distribution capital percentages.  And if you look across, it's safety 1 percent, reliability 47 percent, and environment 31 percent, and that adds up to 61 percent.

Are there additional risk taxonomies that account for the gap between 61 and 100 that aren't on this table?

MR. JACKSON:  So if I can clarify, the data that's in part B of the response that's on the screen right now, there are certain mandatory investments that given the nature of it do not go through the full risk scoring process.  An example would be the new customer connection program which, you know, it's a fairly sizable portion of the overall investment portfolio; that's one example.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay.  That's helpful, thank you.  If we can go now to AMPCO No. 7C.  We asked a question if there have been any adjustments to the risk that inform a probability score and consequence score in determining investment levels compared to previous distribution in transmission applications.

And in part C you talk about how the process is consistent in transmission and then that this new process has now been applied to distribution and it's consistent with that applied to transmission, but with a distribution-specific consequence taxonomy.

Can you explain what is meant by that?

MR. JACKSON:  So when we look at the system plan framework section 1.7, it includes the various different taxonomies that are applied related to safety, environment, and then there's a specific one for transmission reliability and a separate one for distribution reliability.

The scaling and the types of outcomes that are associated with the two separate reliability taxonomies do differ based on the nature of the system and the types of events that can occur.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So that's the only distinction, it's just with respect to reliability?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.  Can we please go to AMPCO 8?  And in AMPCO 8, part B, we asked for Hydro One to provide the final mitigated risk scores for each of the proposed transmission -- transmission investments.  And then in part C, we asked for the same thing for distribution.  I just want to understand the information that was provided in response to B and C.

So if I wanted to get the risk mitigation achieved per dollar, would I take the investment totals for each of those investment areas and divide it by -- or divide it into the risk mitigation achieved score to get it in terms of risk mitigated per dollar?
Would that be the math that would need to be done?

MR. JACKSON:  At a high level, yes.  The one qualifier is that depending on the nature of the investment, the expenditures that would feed into it may not sort of be squarely associated with the '23 to '27 period.  In some cases, given sort of extended time horizons the investment totals that would feed into that calculation may be beyond what's currently in the test periods.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.   So then when you provide the investment levels that correspond then to these, the risk mitigation achieved and you come up with a risk mitigation per dollar, that could change the priorities based on this table -- meaning, you know, the highest for transmission, the highest mitigated risk looks like it's SR-02 transition station renewal air blast circuit breakers.  And if we were to take the dollars and provide the calculation of this risk provided by those dollars, we'd get a different number that could change the priority ranking in this table.  Is that fair?

MR. JACKSON:  Maybe we can just try that table one more time.  In terms of the data points and the financial forecast, it would be consistent.  I thought as part of sort of your preamble to the question, you had mentioned sort of a specific number from a cost perspective in evidence.  I was just trying to clarify that in some cases where projects may span multiple rate periods, that number may or may not be entirely visible within the application.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to provide the risk mitigation achieved per dollar for each of those investments, for transmission and distribution?  

MR. KEIZER:  Just to clarify, though, sorry, are you saying that that's somehow indicative of how the plan should be prioritized based on that calculation that you want to make?

MS. GRICE:  No, I don't know without seeing the data, so I guess I should not speculate, no.  I am not --


MR. KEIZER:  I guess the question is, for what purpose is the data being sought?  Like, in other words, is it a relevant ratio that you're actually trying to establish other than putting two numbers together?

MS. GRICE:  Well, my --


MR. KEIZER:  It's not clear to me that the witness has said that it is a relevant number.

MS. GRICE:  But at the end of the day, isn't that what your whole portfolio is based on, is a risk spend efficiency, that you rank the projects according to the risk mitigated achieved per dollar?  And I am looking at page 23 of section 1.7.  So I just -- I just thought this table takes us partway there, but not to the final part where you're ranking the candidate investments.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure if I can speak -- I mean, I guess I look to Mr. Jackson to be able to articulate whether or not based upon these list of numbers that necessarily is an appropriate ratio to calculate.

MR. JACKSON:  I think on a best-efforts basis we can provide what should get us most of the way there, Ms. Grice, in terms of the question you have in hand.  Given a few of the nuances, we will add necessary qualifiers, but we should be able to provide that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  And for transmission and distribution, for both B and C?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will mark that as JT1.21.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  WITH REFERENCE TO AMPCO-8C, TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THE RISK MITIGATION ACHIEVED PER DOLLAR FOR EACH OF THOSE INVESTMENTS, FOR TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Just a question.  When you were in your calibration sessions and you're working through what's going to eventually become the final investment plan, are any of these numbers changed?  Do you adjust any of the scoring that came out based on the review that takes place internally?  Do you sometimes change the scores?

MR. JACKSON:  As part of the calibration sessions we do review the various different assumptions that go into it.  In some cases the score could be validated and confirmed, in other cases the score may be revised accordingly.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And the numbers in these tables, are they -- they have already gone through the calibration process; is that correct?

MR. JACKSON:  That's correct.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.  And my last question in this area is, when you go through this process, and now here we see the scores, the risk mitigation scores for transmission and distribution, how or where in the process do you make trade-off decisions between transmission and distribution?

MR. JACKSON:  We keep the two segments separate.   There's two separate revenue requirements, two separate system plans.  The two business segments follow sort of a common, I will say like a project plan, so the time line in terms of the evolution.  We'd be doing similar activities around the same time.  However, the transmission was looking only at transmission, and we look only at distribution.  We do not try to trade off between the two segments.  They are kept separate.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.  Can we please go to AMPCO 9A.  And in AMPCO No. 9 we asked for the reliability consequence to be provided by way of an example.  And also in AMPCO 8 in part A we asked that the risk assessment process which has six steps, that Hydro One provide an example to show the process and the scoring.

And in the response to response to AMPCO 9A you do that, and you take an example through all the steps.  But in looking at this, I think -- I think number -- step number 6 is missing, and that's the step where you calculate the final mitigated risk score.  I just wondered if you could add that on to AMPCO 9A?

MR. JACKSON:  We can look to either add it on to 9A or provide a reference.  There are a number of other undertakings with regards to risk information.  If it is a data point that's provided as part of one of those other elements, we will look to direct the response to that one accordingly.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.22. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22:  TO SUPPLEMENT THE RISK ASSESSMENT IN AMPCO 9A TO INCLUDE A FINAL MITIGATED RISK SCORE.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  And in AMPCO No. 10, in the bottom part of the page you provide an example, and what it's showing is that the reliability risk associated with two scenarios can be comparable depending on what their scores are.

So I just wanted to confirm that you are arriving at the conclusion that they're comparable because of the way you can add up PC and C5 under scenario number 1, and that equalling ten, and that under scenario 2 you can add P7 and C3.  Is that how you arrived at the conclusion that they're comparable?

MR. JACKSON:  There is a matrix that's provided in section 1.7 -- pardon me.  I am just trying to bring it up here on the screen.  It's page 23 of 32.

And so when we were looking at the prior reference and we are looking at sort of comparable risk assessments, we are looking at the scenario where you're multiplying the consequence times the probability to produce sort of a risk outcome.

And so in the example that was provided we found two data points where the outcome is similar based on the, I guess the four coordinates that were on the IR.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you for clarifying that.  In the same response in AMPCO 10, you state in the response where we asked about the outage frequency and why and how it was implemented, as part of the response you say:

"Reliability was the most frequently and consistently mentioned need that was raised by customers across all the consultation activities."

And my understanding is your asset risk assessment had the three risk taxonomies of reliability, safety, and environment.  If reliability was the most frequently mentioned need, did Hydro One look at ranking it or giving it more weight than the other two?  Because my understanding now is all three are weighted equally.

So can you just help me to understand, if this was the most important thing, was it -- did Hydro One ever consider giving reliability a higher score in the risk assessment?

MR. JACKSON:  As you mentioned, right now we do consider the three separate taxonomies, I will say as equally weighted.  Under our prior framework we did have weightings that did vary across factors.  It is something that we have considered in the past.

I think when we look across the needs of a variety of different sort of stakeholder groups and whatnot, you know, there are definitely competing priorities at times.  We have felt that having an equally weighted set of taxonomies and considerations provides a balanced outcome so that we are not putting forward a plan that necessarily, you know, only looks at reliability, you know, at the expense of safety as an example.  The three elements that are put forward that underpin the taxonomies are important considerations and are ultimately outcomes that we are focused on.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  Okay.  AMPCO 13, please.  Okay.  In this interrogatory we asked for you to provide the investment amounts that went into the lower -- the draft plan and the accelerated plan and in the table below, you provide the number of investments and the investment dollars for both distribution and transmission.

But I notice the span of the years is 2021 to 2027, and I just wanted to clarify.  Are these the amounts that you took to customers then?  It was a 2021 to 2027 investment portfolio?

MR. JACKSON:  We did bring a plan that focussed on the '23 to '27 period, based on sort of the structure of the portfolio that we had in hand.  It was covering sort of a planning process, the span of the '21 to '27 period, and that is what we ultimately provided as part of this response.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to provide the table just for 2023 to '27, like the subset that was -- that is this application?

MR. JACKSON:  We can certainly have a look at that.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.23.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.23:  TO PROVIDE A VERSION OF THE TABLE IN AMPCO 13 SHOWING ONLY 2023 TO 2027


MS. GRICE:  Okay, AMPCO 14.  In this interrogatory, you provide a list of metrics that's used on both a project and portfolio basis for transmission.  Have there been -- and this was based on an undertaking that occurred in EB-2019-0082, so the last transmission application.

Have there been any new metrics added to the list that's shown here?

MR. SPENCER:  This is a complete set of metrics and consistent with JT1.16 from the previous proceeding.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, so nothing new -- no new additions since that time?

MR. SPENCER:  That is correct, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Do you use the same metrics for distribution?

MR. SPENCER:  Not all of them, no.  Transmission, distribution segments are quite different.  A lot of these are focussed on project-level performance and the relationship of more projects versus program investments which are more common than distribution segment, and the multi-year nature of transmission investments is again different than distribution.

So this is not a consistent set of metrics for the distribution business.

MS. GRICE:  Would you be able to provide this interrogatory response based on what you do use for distribution?

MR. SPENCER:  I think it's best to examine that perhaps with panel 2, and they might be able to address your questions at that time.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Will do, thank you.  AMPCO 15, please.  In the evidence in section 2.1 at page 18, Hydro One indicated over 10 percent of all major transmission assets are in poor condition.

So in AMPCO A, we asked for the actual calculation of that and in the response, Hydro One says it's more an observed finding than it is a calculated finding and you refer to Figure 6.

If we can just pull up Figure 6.  And that is on page 3 of section 2.2 in B-2-1, page 3.  Yes, that's it there, thank you, that's the figure.

So even though it's an observed comment, would Hydro One be willing to undertake the calculation to calculate the total number of assets that are in poor condition for 2016, 2018, and 2020 using the data in this chart and knowing what the asset numbers are per year for each of the three years?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you mean different than the calculation that's already been provided in the undertaking?

MS. GRICE:  Well, the 10 percent -- the response was that it wasn't calculated, it was just observed to say that if you lack at transformers, 27 percent are in poor condition, so that's greater than 10.  It reads that it was an observed -- it wasn't actually a calculated number and I am just asking if Hydro One would actually do the calculation.

MR. JESUS:  It's actually 198 in poor condition.  So there's 27 percent of the transformer fleet, i.e. 198, so it is a calculated -- it's not observed, it's calculated i.e. poor condition.

MS. GRICE:  Sorry, I am relating this back though to the statement in the evidence that says over 10 percent of all major transmission assets are in poor condition.  So --


MS. JABLONSKY:  Which flows from the table in front of you.  On the table in front of you, it shows it to be over 10 percent.

MS. GRICE:  But what I was asking is if you take all five asset categories and you add them together, and then you divide it by the total number of assets by all five categories, what's the percentage of total assets greater than 10 percent?

MR. JESUS:  I think -- let me help.  I think what we are saying here, Ms. Grice, is that you can see that for transformers in each of the categories, over 10 percent in transformers are in poor condition, i.e. 27 percent.  Breakers, 11 percent, it's over 10 percent, 541 breakers.  For protections and control, 3,397, 27 percent are in poor condition, that's over 10 percent.  14 percent conductors and 12 percent wood poles, that's how that statement relates to the graph below.

MS. GRICE:  No, I understand.

MR. JESUS:  Okay.

MS. GRICE:  I was just going to take it one step further and just ask if we wanted to look at the health of the whole system based on these five major asset categories, you would have a percentage for 2016, like taking into account all of the assets, 2018, and 2020.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure what that shows you at this point, or why it's relevant.  I mean the individual asset categories is the basis of which the investment plan is made.  It's not made on the basis of the totality of the entire system.  So, I mean, my view is I don't think it's relevant.

MS. GRICE:  Would Hydro One be willing to provide the total asset numbers for each category in 2016, 2018 and 2020?  So it would be how many transformers you had in 2016, how many breakers you have, how many protection systems.

MS. JABLONSKY:  I believe it's shown on the top of the graph.

MR. KEIZER:  The top of the graph shows the number --


MS. JABLONSKY:  It shows the numbers --


MR. KEIZER:  In poor condition.

MS. GRICE:  But it's not showing the total number of assets, so I don't know how many transformers you have in each of those three years.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Okay, okay.  So you would like us to add to the years that we are showing, the amount of asset at that time.

MS. GRICE:  The total number of assets.

MS. JABLONSKY:  The total number of assets, okay.

MS. GRICE:  Across for 2016, 2018, and 2020.

MR. JESUS:  I guess 160 divided by 16 percent will give you the fleet of transformers, like I am not understanding while we would -- all the information you need is provided there.

16 percent equals 116, so a hundred percent would be 116 divided by 16 percent.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay.  All righty.  Moving along, AMPCO 18, please.  Okay, here we provided an Excel spreadsheet and what we wanted filled in -- maybe if we can pull up the spreadsheet that was filed with the interrogatories because it wasn't filled out in the response.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I am lost.  We are waiting for the spreadsheet or something to be brought up here, is that we are --


MS. GRICE:  Yes.  So we filed a spreadsheet with AMPCO 18 to be completed, and it hasn't been completed.  The response refers us to Staff 40.  So I just thought before I asked my questions it would be helpful to see the spreadsheet that we filed.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that we probably have the answers, but I am not sure that we have the questions, in terms of how it's been --


MS. GRICE:  Oh, okay.  Okay.  Okay.   I will use Staff 40 then to explain.  So perhaps we can go to Staff 40, part C.  And the response.  So Staff asks that this table be filled out showing a breakdown of the condition of the assets across the five categories -- or across five categories.  And Hydro One has combined it to be how they 

-- how you look at your assets now in terms of good condition, fair condition, and poor condition, but you say in the response that you still use very high -- very low, low, fair, high risk, and very high risk, and we saw that in the attachments to Staff 76 that we looked at this morning.

So in AMPCO 18 what we did was we took -- we took a table from the evidence in the last transmission case that showed the breakdown across the five categories, and we asked that it be filled in for 2016 to reflect 2016 condition data, 2018 condition data, and 2020 condition data, and we note that you still use the five categories.  And the table hasn't been filled in, so I wanted to ask if you would fill in the table with the data that you have across the five categories for the assets where that's applicable, the table would be filled in in that way.

MR. KEIZER:  The five categories in your table in AMPCO 18 is what is --


MS. GRICE:  Instead of three categories, it's five categories.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah.

MS. GRICE:  And it's across the same asset group that are shown here, but it's just providing the data at three points in time, 2016, 2018, and 2020, but providing the breakdown of the data across the five asset categories.

MR. KEIZER:  So you are talking about very low risk, low risk, fair risk --


MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  -- is that what you are saying?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess the question I guess we talked about this morning in the context of the requested spreadsheet that SEC had, that the categorization that, you know, that's being sought for is not something that Hydro One necessarily uses.

MS. GRICE:  But the data is still tracked on that basis; correct?  Like, it says in the response Hydro One still uses the five categories for major assets.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Those categories are still found in AA.  The condition is depicted in this manner.  So to Mr. Keizer's point, it's the same conversation we had this morning, where I am not -- I am not -- I don't think that we have moved ahead, it's -- the way asset analytics was set up, that was the way it was set up in it, in asset analytics, so as we said in the answer, it is used there, however we depict it in the three categories that we now depict the -- this is the way that we depict condition at this point in time.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  So it's a refusal to provide the further breakdown?

MR. KEIZER:  Sure.  We will lump it in with the other refusal.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.  Okay.  AMPCO 19, please.  And in this question we were asking about asset retirement data in the context of expected service life, and I just have a quick question on part C, where we asked for the historical asset retirement data.

Can you just explain what this is telling us in terms of ESL, and then part 2 is just, what is happening in 2018 for the total to be so much greater than the other years in distribution?

MR. JESUS:  Can we have a breakout, please?

MS. GRICE:  Sure.

MS. SANASIE:  The room's open.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Shelley, while we are waiting, do you have a time estimate?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, probably ten more minutes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thanks.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. JESUS:  This is really financial information that is better left for the finance panel in terms of the retirements and the dollars that are retired associated with those assets.  So that's a question for finance.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  I just have a few more, like, just a few more questions, so I will just quickly try to go through them. So AMPCO 28, please.  So in this interrogatory we asked for the quantities of assets that are being replaced across all of the investment categories in Appendix 2-AA, and you provide the response, you provide system renewal, but I wondered if you could complete the table on the basis of system service and system access, if you have any known quantities of assets that are planned for replacement under those two categories as an add-on to this table.  That would give sort of the full picture of what is planned for those assets.

MR. REINMULLER:  I just got kicked out.  I just logged back in.  I didn't hear the question.

MS. GRICE:  Sure.  So the response -- or the question asked for quantities of assets replaced based on all the investment categories in Appendix 2-AA, and this shows system renewal, which is great, but I just wondered under system service and system access if there are any known planned replacement for these assets that could be provided in an additional table.

MR. REINMULLER:  System access would relate only to customer projects and system -- and which category did you ask for again?

MS. GRICE:  System service.

MR. REINMULLER:  Well, system service, yes, we could provide the number of transformers for system service.

MS. GRICE:  And any other assets as well that are planned for system service?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, just to be clear, we are talking about assets that you are going to replace.

MS. GRICE:  Yes, on a planned basis under system service.

MR. REINMULLER:  If I look at these numbers, to me it looks like the integrated station investments include all those investments.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.

MR. REINMULLER:  The integrated system investments should include system renewal, system service.

MS. GRICE:  So the first column should read system renewal and system service?

MR. REINMULLER:  No, what I am trying to say is all our investments are integrated investments and include the number of assets, transformers, breakers, protections.  So when I look at these numbers, these should include the total numbers of assets that we're replacing.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, across all categories?

MR. REINMULLER:  Subject to check, yes.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.  I just have a few questions now on the individual investments documents.  If we can please go to AMPCO 32, this is regarding SR-01 and in part D of the question we asked for a table that shows the spending for the period 2018 to 2022.

And the response provides spending and it's based on the investment that are going to take place 2023 to 2027.  What I was looking for was total spending in SR-01 over the 2018 to 2022 period, and I believe this is just a subset that matches up with the investments that are occurring over the planned period.

So do I have that -- have I made a correct assumption there?

MR. REINMULLER:  Sorry, can you repeat that question again, please?

MS. GRICE:  Sure, sure.  So when we look at the response to part D, does this reflect all the spending that occurred across 2018 to 2020 for SR-01, or it seems based on the response that it's just based on the network investment are planned over 2023 to 2027, which means that there could have been more spending in this category over 2018 to 2022.

MR. REINMULLER:  You are correct, because the network category is a new category in this filing.  So if you -- if you look at the next page in the same interrogatory where we provide the total numbers, you will see how they add up.

So if we can go to the next page, please.  On this page, you will see the historical levels of investment for all those categories starting with 2018.  And if you add the historical numbers to the total project costs from '23 to '27 that was filed in the same SR-01 category, you will get the project total.

MS. GRICE:  But in the previous five years, 2018 to 2022, there could have been different projects that were completed that respect on this table, is that correct?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, we would have no reason to show those past projects in this table.

MS. GRICE:  Right.  So I am trying to get the overall level of spending for that investment category for the previous five years, and I have the same question in other investment summary documents that AMPCO asked questions on.  So if I can just ask for your indulgence to take you to a table and ask if you'd be willing to complete it to provide the total dollars that have been spent under these categories regardless of what the projects are.

I didn't want it matched up necessarily with what's happening 2023 to 2027.  So if we could go to B2-1, section 2.8, page 17 --


MR. REINMULLER:  While we are doing that, I just wanted to make sure you understand that the categories are different now from the previous filings.  For us to go back and try to give you a total that matches network and connection station and station renewal, we would have to relook at every single investment and categorize them in different groups.

So that number, that categorization that we are presenting right now, it's not readily available and not easy task to do.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, because I was going to ask you add to this table the data for the years 2018, 2019, 2021 and 2022 and what you're saying is that's a big undertaking.

MR. REINMULLER:  If you look at SR-01, 02 and 03, those are specific categories that have been devised for this rate application to better explain the needs in those categories like the network category, the air blast and the connection stations.

So those are all different numbers that you wouldn't be able to reconcile when you go back to past five years.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.  AMPCO 33, please.  In response to part A, you say that you have 101 high voltage ABCBs that require replacement.  Are all of those 101 being replaced during the rate period?

MR. REINMULLER:  Sorry, if I got my numbers correctly, I think we are replacing 86 within the rate period, and there's a couple of breakers that are -- the investments start within the rate period, but replacement occurs outside of the rate period.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay, thank you.  AMPCO 34.  In part A you provide -- we asked about Figure 1 which showed customer interruptions by breaker type.  And we asked if it -- if all those outages resulted in customer interruptions and the response was no.

So I wanted to ask would you be able to provide Figure 1 on the basis of customer outages?  So it would only include forced outages that resulted in a customer outage.

MR. JESUS:  Can we have a breakout room, please.

MS. SANASIE:  Sure, it's open now.  

MR. JESUS:  I understand your question, and you're asking for the number of customer interruptions caused by forced outages associated with our air blast circuit-breakers, if we can duplicate Figure 1 in SR-02.  That's my understanding of your question; is that correct?

MS. GRICE:  Yes.

MR. JESUS:  So the reason why that may not be possible is because these are bulk power stations, where they are at network impacting a huge, huge area, where the redundancy at those stations would not likely manifest into customer interruptions.  It's a lot further downstream from the network station.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, okay.  Thank you, would that be the same response then if you go to 37A, where this was data for wood poles -- no, wait, hang on.  Yes, wood poles.  Would we be able to get Figure 3 on the basis of just the ones that resulted in a customer interruption?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we would be able to take that on.

MS. GRICE:  Okay, thank you.  We just need an undertaking number.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, I thought I was off mute.  That will be JT1.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.24:  TO PROVIDE FIGURE 3 ON THE BASIS OF THE WOOD POLES THAT RESULTED IN A CUSTOMER INTERRUPTION.


MS. GRICE:  Okay.  I just have two quick questions left.  If we go to AMPCO 42.  Figure 8.  And this shows customer interruptions for insulator failures.  Same thing.  Would you be able to provide Figure 8 on the basis of customer interruptions?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, we will make an attempt.  We will see what we have and put that together.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT1.25.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.25:  TO PROVIDE FIGURE 8 ON THE BASIS OF INSULATOR FAILURES THAT RESULTED IN A CUSTOMER INTERRUPTION.

MS. GRICE:  I am sorry, I am just looking up for my last question what the reference is.  Okay, it's AMPCO 46.  In part C we asked for the circuit kilometres replaced for the period 2018 to 2020, and we are looking for it on a total basis, so not just the projects that carry through 2023 to 2027, but on a total basis circuit kilometres for all projects, because the response explains that there's no circuit kilometres related to the projects for 2023 to 2027, but if other projects were completed during that five-year time span, if you could provide the circuit kilometres replaced.

MS. JABLONSKY:  We have already checked, and there was absolutely nothing in service in that time frame, but we will do another look to make sure.  But the table as shown in the response is correct, and as to the -- as to the in-service of circuit kilometres, we will confirm.  We will confirm if there was anything in service or not during that time period.

MS. GRICE:  Okay.  Great.  I would appreciate that.  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT1.26.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.26:  TO PROVIDE THE CIRCUIT KILOMETRES REPLACED.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you so much.  I know I have gone over my time, and I will try to make it up on other panels, so I thank you very much for your time.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much, Shelley.  Moving along to Anwaatin.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, maybe just before we begin, I am assuming that no one has a concern about sitting until 5:00 today?  I think I did mention the possibility of that this morning.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, no, we clarified that this morning, Jamie, that we were prepared to sit till 5:00.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Good.  Thank you.
Examination by Mr. McGillivray:

MR. MCGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Anwaatin, and I suspect it will help.  I don't expect to use all of my time, so we may be able to get into Mr. Pollock's questions and probably Mr. Elson's.  I am not sure.  I think he is after DRC today.

I would like to start with Anwaatin 1, but I think the best place to go, actually, is to the pre-filed evidence.  Anwaatin 1 is on the First Nation's electricity reliability improvement plan.  And as far as I can tell, there are two references to that plan in the pre-filed evidence.  I thought we could look at both of them and then go to the interrogatory response.  And the first one is at Exhibit A, tab 7, Schedule 2, page 6.  And there I saw -- I found a reference that says:

"Over the 2023 to '27 period Hydro One's Indigenous relations group will work with with the transmission and distribution businesses to develop and implement a First Nations electricity reliability improvement plan."

Do you see that?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, I do.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thanks, Mr. Jesus.  The other reference -- and we can go there if you like or not -- the other reference is in the business plan, Exhibit A, Tab 3, Schedule 1, attachment 1, page 21 of 65, and there it says under a list of key programs and initiatives for 2023 to '27, one of them is implement First Nations electricity reliability improvement plan.

I think we can go to the interrogatory response now, which is Anwaatin 1, and it's I think part C of that response.  And we just asked about the details of this plan, which is referenced twice in the evidence, and our understanding from part C in this response is that all that you have on the plan is in the First Nation reliability report, which is attachment 1 to Exhibit A, Tab 7, Schedule 2.  And I just wanted to confirm that there's nothing further on the plan at this stage other than what's in that report and what follows in your response here in this interrogatory response; is that right?

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, which letter -- which response are we referring to?  Can you just point me to that?  I just want to be crystal-clear what you are asking.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  We can go up the page and read the question and then the response.

MR. JESUS:  Sure, that would be great.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  So I think the question was -- thank you:

"Please file all reports, presentations, analysis, data, or other materials related to the First Nations electricity reliability improvement plan."

And then the part C response there was that the report in the pre-filed evidence includes the materials related to the First Nations electricity reliability improvement plan.

So what I am taking from that is that there's nothing further on the plan that can be filed or that is available.

MR. JESUS:  I agree with that.  I think, yes, I would agree with that, in that -- I just want to be crystal-clear.  The battery storage that we've identified for 24 of the communities as candidates, we are proceeding with that, with that list.  And that would be something that you would want to discuss with the distribution system panel.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I suspected that might be the case and that's why I wanted to try and focus my questions on the plan parts of it specifically, because I know there's a whole bunch more to be discussed.

Does it make sense to look at the plan with you, or should I defer that to panel 2 as well?  Because I think my question was going to be around understanding what elements of the report that is in evidence go to the idea of this plan.  Because from -- again, just going back on part C here, I understand that the report that was in the prefiled evidence includes all of the materials related to the plan and I just wanted to explore the report in that respect a little bit.

MR. JESUS:  And that's it, that's all that we've got.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:   So I think we should -- I think we should just briefly bring up the plan, which is -- the reference is right there on the screen.  It's A-7-2, attachment 1 -- sorry, this is the report.

And in the context of that document, I am focussing in on sections 4 and 5.  So 4 is reliability improvement initiatives and 5 is the conclusion, and I just wanted to test this with you.

Am I correct that those two sections, sections 4 and 5, are related parts of this report that go to the plan that's mentioned twice in the evidence?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then you've already made reference to the list of 24 First Nations, I am interested in exploring how that list was arrived at and how it was created.  Is that a question for this panel or is it for panel 2?

MR. JESUS:  Panel 2.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, that is helpful, thank you. I am just looking at my notes.  I think I will just ask a general question and if this is for panel 2 as well, that's fine.

But the question goes to what proportion of the investments that are planned in the prefiled evidence or proposed in the prefiled evidence are intended to support the First Nations electricity reliability improvement plan -- and I am thinking specifically of the energy storage solutions investment that's proposed.

And what I couldn't tell from reading the evidence was whether or not -- or what proportion of that investment is intended to support a First Nations plan, whether it's all of it or a portion of it or what.  And I thought given that I think part of this plan is assigned to this panel, I would raise that now.

MR. JESUS:  We'd like a breakout room.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.

MS. SANASIE:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MR. JESUS:  Mr. McGillivray, I believe I would -- the question that you're asking is better suited for panel 2.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, that sounds fine, thank you.  I think in that case I will go to Anwaatin 2, question F.  And there are a few witnesses at the bottom of this one and I think two of them are on this panel, so I will test these questions out.

The question was:  What opportunities does Hydro One make available to Indigenous communities to participate as equity owners in DER reliability assets.  And then down the page or on the next page in part F -- yes, the next page -- the answer is just there are no DER projects that include equity ownership at this time.

And on my reading, that doesn't quite answer the question.  So I am wondering if you can confirm that Hydro One does not presently make opportunities for equity participation available to First Nations in relation to DER reliability assets as a starting point.

MR. JESUS:  At this time, we do not consider DER equity partnerships for DERs such as battery storage.  However, we are open to discussions with the communities that would be participating in this.  So my answer is we don't do it yet, but we are open to having that discussion.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  That's very helpful and I think my follow-up question is:  What are the factors that would motivate in favour of Hydro One considering an equity sharing arrangement for these types of investments, given their centrality to reliability and also to the livelihoods of indigenous communities, both of which are referenced in the evidence?

So what are the factors that would motivate in favour of considering an equity arrangement?

MR. KEIZER:  I think we have to be careful that we don't get into kind of terms of negotiation or potential negotiation through the interrogatory process.  So I think -- I think the witness has indicated that, you know, they are open to that consideration.  But I am not sure that -- at least we have to be careful we are not getting into the basis, or what would be the basis for equity considerations and those kinds of things.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, that's fine by me.  I think I will end my questions for this panel there.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much, Mr. McGillivray.  We will move on to CME.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:


MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you, Mr. Sidlofsky.  And thank you to the witness panel for your time.  Can everyone hear me okay?  All right, I am getting some nods.  Great, thank you.

I also have some good news since it's late in the day. the ARA process I think has been discussed quite a bit so I will not use my entire time.  I really just have one line of questions and one clarification question.

So the line of questions I want to start with is at CME 13, and this has to do with EPRI's review of transformer condition.  So this is a series of questions on behalf of CME, and specifically question F.  CME asks about the EPRI report provided in the 2019-0082 case which discussed the results that it found.

And so I just wanted to have a couple of clarifying questions about EPRI's, I guess, response or analysis in this case.

So as I understand it, and you guys can just confirm my understanding really quick, but you tasked EPRI with basically determining whether or not there was degradation in the main tank for the full complement of transformers, about 200; is that, roughly speaking, correct?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, you're not correct.  We knew that there were degradation in the tank when we gave the subset to EPRI.  So they were not the first to determine that there was deterioration in the tank.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sorry, I guess I should be clear.  To confirm or to provide its own analysis on that set of transformer.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And I asked you about data issues, because that's what the previous EPRI report talked about, and I believe your answer is there are no data issues.  So I guess I wanted to ask you to confirm, is that something that you asked EPRI to look at and they said, no, there are no data issues, or was that just not on the radar and that wasn't part of what they were looking at when you say no data issues?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Well, what we gave EPRI for this subset of work was data that we had for the past ten years on these units.  So the data issue did not stand -- did not matter per se because, number one, we have cleaned up the data issues since the last couple of years.  And, two, they were able to see the trend in some cases because we gave them oil samples from the last ten years on the units that we have.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Perfect.  So that's actually very helpful.  So you said that you cleaned up the data issues, and I just wanted to dig into that a little bit.  It's not necessary to pull up, but this may prompt you, just in thinking about the data issues.  In your response to my interrogatory from the 2019-0082 case, you mentioned that the sort of the action items that you were going to do was you were going to manually correct incorrect data, and you also said that:

"Hydro One has started a project together with the test laboratories who perform oil analysis to automatically populate transformer oil test results in our database to enhance the accuracy level of the data."

Could you just talk to me -- is that what you mean when you say clean up the data, is that what you did?

MS. JABLONSKY:  That's what we did, yes, we still work hand in hand with the lab that looks after the data for us, so that is true.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So that's now all automatically populated rather than manually populated for the conditions for transformers; is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  To some degree, to a greater degree, to a greater degree.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So there's still some manual inputs.  It's not all automated.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, because there are instance where we would pull a lot of samples with more than the two per year in the event there is issues going on with the transformer, so a greater percentage is done automatically.  The rest is done manually.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And do you have any updated data or studies that are looking at since you have corrected all the things that existed back then but you're still inputting manually how often it is that there are those clerical errors, how much of the data is still perhaps not aligned with what's actually happening with the transformers?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, we have not done a pulse lately, if that's what you're asking.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  In the previous response from the 2019-0082 case you also mentioned that there were, I guess, a different sort or a different species of issues that you identified where:

"It's correct data that does not reflect the true condition of the transformer when considering the historical trend or the design" --


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you are reading from something.  Is it on the screen or have you got it to put to the witness?

MR. POLLOCK:  So I can.  I don't know whether it's possible.  It's my -- it's referenced here in my interrogatory, so it's CME -- I guess if we can scroll 
up -- so I have it -- sorry.  Stop.  In the F question it's EB-2019-0028, Exhibit I, Tab 5, Schedule 13, CME IR 13.

MR. KEIZER:  Right.

MR. POLLOCK:  So I didn't necessarily think it was important to bring up, but if you'd like we can certainly bring it up for the witnesses, to be fair to them.

MR. KEIZER:  I think it would be helpful to do that.  I mean, ultimately you are quoting from it in detail and you're asking them to remember it, you know, back some time ago.  I guess my question is, is this more about what was going on in 0028, or is it actually going on in the IR that's currently taking place?

MR. POLLOCK:  Well, so really what I am looking at is, there were some threads that I think were ongoing in the 2019-0082 case, and I am just trying to understand how those were followed through and exist now, like, what's the state of them now in this case.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, if you're going to refer to it I think it's fair unless, you know, the witnesses -- I don't think the witnesses can remember exactly what was stated in whatever question to the IR that you're referencing.  So I think you have to figure out a way to be fair to the witnesses if you're going to ask them that.

MR. POLLOCK:  Well, certainly.  If it's possible I would ask to pull it up, but I guess maybe I can reformulate the question.

Is that -- are those the only things -- we talked about the manual data and the automatic data.  Are those the only things that were done to clean up the data between the last case and this case?  Or are there other things?

MS. JABLONSKY:  To Mr. Keizer's point, if I am able to see a listing of what was said based on the data issues that we were having, then it will be easier for me to then check for errors that we have actually improved and the errors that were then improved and audited afterwards to ensure.  So without that in my hand I am unable to say.

MR. POLLOCK:  Certainly.  All right.  So either -- maybe it's easier -- I don't know whether Hydro One can bring it up or I can share my screen.

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't you share the screen so we can move this along.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  So let me know if you can see that.  Anyone?

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, I can see it.  If the witnesses can see it, that's the most important.

MR. POLLOCK:  Ms. Jablonsky?  All right.  Good.

So here is -- and I guess I will give you all the reference again -- 2019-0082.  This is the interrogatory that I referenced in my interrogatory from this case.  And why don't I give you a moment.  It's talking about EPRI and the analysis that they conducted.  Feel free to let me know when you're comfortable with the setup.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, go ahead.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So in your response we have two different, I am going to call them species of issues.  There's incorrect data and there's correct data; do you see that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I do.

MR. POLLOCK:  All right.  So we talked about the incorrect data, and it's automatic, manual, all that stuff, so I think we have covered that.

If you look at the correct -- it spans two pages.  It says:

"Correct data that does not reflect the true condition of the transformer."

I will give you a chance to read.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So I just wanted to know what the state of this second category or second specie of data issue was.  You said:

"Subject-matter experts interpret the data and decide the appropriate course of action."

Is that still the practice?

MS. JABLONSKY:  That is still the practice.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MS. JABLONSKY:  If I remember carefully, that reference errors where inputting oil from the tap changer or pulling oil from the main tank, you may then get oil from either one that's the wrong one.  So this is where the engineering assessment comes in.  The engineer is still responsible to ensure that the data makes sense.  And in cases like those, just based on the fact that it's the design of the unit, you just have to do another pull.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So I guess now I will stop sharing and we can go back to your traditionally scheduled sharing program.  But as it comes through in this application, so when we talked about, there's no data issues, there may still be some manual inputting errors, there may still be, you know, if the engineer, you know, the subject-matter expert has to make a decision, there may be some errors there.

So when you are saying in F there are no data issues, it's just there was no data issues with the EPRI study, but that wasn't what they were looking at.  There was still some possibility for data issues based on our discussion; is that fair?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Well, I think you can say that there is always possibility for data issues, because it's a complex piece of equipment, so if your data issues -- once it's recognized, then it's corrected.  What makes the difference in cases like these is the long -- the long period of time that you're looking at the data and that we were able to identify if you need to do something different.

But to speak openly and saying is there ever, yes, there will be, because interpretations which we will have to do, it doesn't matter wherever you get the data from, that's always part and parcel of the work that we have to do, is just recognize and correcting if it doesn't make sense and if it's not in line with what you have been seeing from that unit.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  And I guess I have one clarification question from something you were discussing earlier, Ms. Jablonsky.

I believe you were talking to Mr. Garner about ESL and what that is used for or what, you know, that is an input to.  I believe you discussed that it helps in pacing investments, is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I believe I said that.

MR. POLLOCK:  So appreciating that this is not originally a question for the transmission panel.  If we can go to CME 14, I'd ask you to view it because it does have to do with ESL and what we are supposed to derive from it, or take from ESL in this application and I asked:

"When developing an application, does HONI use estimated service life of assets to develop its overall request for funding for specific asset classes." 
And the answer was:

"It doesn't drive replacement decisions, therefore it's not used in developing the overall request for funding."

So I guess I wanted to ask you about the relationship between what you described as its use, which is to inform pacing of investments, but not -- it's not an input into requesting the overall amount of funding.

So how does it talk to you about pacing of investments, but not talk about how much money you need to replace things every year.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Well, if we move to Staff 39 wherein the ESL is actually being used for P&E equipment assets, I think it clearly states how it's being used.  ESL is used on a fleet basis; asset condition is on an individual basis.  So to get a sense, a complexion of what your fleet looks like, then ESL does come in handy, and ESL will always be part of what is then used to see what your system looks like.

And in this IR, it states clearly for P&E equipment that is used as a trigger, but with other underlying issues, the performance, the manufacturing of -- the availability of spare parts, the support from the supplier, that's what use used to pace it within that asset class, not in the investment line, but within the asset class.

MR. POLLOCK:  So am I right in thinking that -- you look at ESL and you say, okay, we have a large cohort of assets that are coming up to their estimated service life, that makes you alive to the fact that there may be issues that you need to dig into further.  And then when it comes to actually pacing the investment, you then look to other factors.  Is that right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  On the protection and control assets.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, what about the other assets?

MS. JABLONSKY:  On the other assets, you have data that comes in continuously; that is what drives your condition.  ESL is a part of it; demographics of the asset itself is a part of it.  But you have gotten there through your asset condition, which you get from your data, from your maintenance, your DRs, your TCs, and other maintenance activities that you do.

MR. POLLOCK:  Mr. Jesus, it looks like you might have wanted to jump in, but is that still the case?

MR. JESUS:  I think Donna nailed it.  I think ESL just provides a fleet-level view of the life expectancy of the assets.  But individual assets are replaced and paced based on their actual condition.

So ESL is looking primarily to inform what were you anticipating coming down the pipe from potential longevity or life expectancy of those assets.  But assets are only replaced based on the condition associated with each specific asset, as Donna indicated.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  So it would never be the case that, let's say -- even assuming you have the condition assessments to warrant replacing them, you would never say, oh, we have a lot of things coming up to estimated service life so we want to spend X amount more than we would normally.  That's not how it's done, I guess I will confirm.

MR. JESUS:  No, that is correct.

MS. JABLONSKY:  No.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. SPENCER:  One further comment, please.  The IR you pulled up was in context of our meters and our panel 2 will be happy to speak to the methodology on the metering pacing investments and they are coming up next on our regularly scheduled programming.

MR. POLLOCK:  Absolutely.  I appreciated that this wasn't normally I guess assigned to you guys, but since we were talking about ESL and spacing I thought I would just sort of ask the question now.  But thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much, Mr. Pollock.  And we are back to Mr. McGillivray for DRC.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thanks, Mr. Sidlofsky.  I am back, Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for the Distributed Resource Coalition.

I'd like to go to Interrogatory Response DRC 10.  And while that's coming up, I suspect most of this is for panel 2.  But, Mr. Gill, I see your name at the bottom of it and I thought I would bring it up now just in relation to one aspect of it.

This interrogatory response goes to a proposed investment in advanced metering infrastructure, specifically AMI2.0 system Hydro One's proposing.  We asked about Hydro One's plans to replace its AMI1.0 system with a new 2.0 system and you've indicated in the response that it's in part driven by consumer demand.

Specifically in part A of the response you indicate that:

"Consumers will want to benefit from new technologies, such as electric vehicles and DERs that provide them with convenience, help them save money, and provide reliable electricity service while lowering their carbon footprint."  

I think it starts at line 29.

I am wondering if you can expand on that and speak to how consumer demand is driving this investment decision given the customer engagement work that has been undertaken as part of this application.

MR. GILL:  I would say with respect to the driver of this investment, I think panel 2 is probably going to be in the best position to talk about the need to replace these assets due to failures, et cetera.  We do happen to find ourselves in a position where the technology that we are going to be installing is a key enabler to a lot of the things that are described here in the response.  And so if I had to go back to an area in the customer engagement, I'd probably go to -- just looking at my reference here, I think the Pulse Check survey which is B-1-1, section 1.3, attachment 7, and then the survey itself and you can bring that up, probably page 14.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Sorry, I wrote down section 1.3.  Is that where we are?

MR. GILL:  I am going to say we should be at 1.6, attachment 7, page 14 of 46.  And so toward the bottom of the screen there, you can just see where customers intentions are with respect to their desire to have us look towards enabling choices that give them access to new electricity type services.  So that could be storage, that could be distributed generation, and so throughout this engagement itself our customers have been pretty clear they want us to be forward thinking.

So the information provided in DRC 10 outlines some of the future capabilities that our customers will likely expect going forward with the AMI investment.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Right, okay.  Yeah, that's very helpful.

I was going to go to DRC 7, but I think that pretty much addresses it, so I don't think we need to go there.  I think I'd rather go to Environmental Defence 24.  And I think the question was -- yeah, part A of this one:

"What investments is Hydro One making over the '23 to '27 period to accommodate an expansion of electric vehicles?  Please describe these and provide the dollar total."

And then in their response -- and there's some more context provided here, which is helpful.  But in the response it says that:

"Hydro One's projected investment in electric vehicles for 2023 to 2027 is $85.1 million, and then additional investments will be made to install EV charging infrastructure as well."

I just wanted to understand the context for that 85.1 figure, where it came from, and what it is actually referring to, given that it says the projected investment in electric vehicles for '23 to '27, just looking for more detail on that and other reference points in the evidence, because I couldn't find other references to that number.

MR. JESUS:  I believe that would be best left to the facilities and real-estate panel and Mr. Berardi.  He can provide you additional detail on the 85.1.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  I just want to be sure, because I thought that the second part of it goes to the facilities and real-estate group, the installation of new EV charging infrastructure, but what you're saying is the first part of the projected investment and EVs also goes to that?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. KEIZER:  It goes to panel 2.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Panel 2.  Okay.  I will reserve my questions on this for panel 2, and I think those are all my questions, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. McGillivray.

We have still got about 12 minutes today.  Mr. Elson, are you in a position to start?  I am going to say two things.  First of all, I will ask you if you're in a position to start now, and second, I'd like to start at nine o'clock tomorrow morning, so I will ask you and the panel and our reporter if everyone's available to start for 9:00.

[Off-the-record discussion] 

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  That's great.  So we will start at 9:00 tomorrow, but Mr. Elson, if you want to go ahead, that's great.
Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  I do.  Thank you.  My first question --


[Reporter appeals]


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Oh, sure, we can set it for 9:05, absolutely.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  My first question -- this is Kent Elson for Environment Defence -- is further to Environmental Defence Interrogatory No.1.  This is a question that straddles transmission and distribution in a bit of an awkward way, but in both cases I am just looking for the total kilometres of conductors that Hydro One plans to replace over 2023 to 2027, and for transmission conductors there was a reference to a Staff interrogatory which mixes up different kinds of conductors and doesn't provide a total over the period, and for distribution you can see in part B here there's a reference to submarine cables, but I am not sure how to translate that into an overall kilometres.

Just looking at a single figure for each, the total kilometres for conductors to be replaced, transmission and distribution; is that something you can provide an undertaking to answer?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, when you say total kilometres you have -- you mean combined or one for TX and one for DX?

MR. ELSON:  One for TX and one for DX.

MR. KEIZER:  And you're talking about kilometres, sorry, replaced in what period?  I missed that point, sorry.

MR. ELSON:  '23 to '27.  I think if I had asked this at 9:00 it would be a simple question, but maybe it's harder at 4:45.

MR. KEIZER:  And, sorry, and OEB Staff 59 doesn't do it for you?

MR. ELSON:  I think it mixes up -- it definitely doesn't give a total over the period, although that's just an arithmetic, but I think there's also a separating out of overhead and other kinds of cables, but I think the easiest thing would be to just --


MS. JABLONSKY:  I am not certain I understand the question.  Overhead and what other kind of cables?  Because the underground is not on the same place, so --


MR. ELSON:  It's not on the same what, pardon me?

MS. JABLONSKY:  What other type of cables are you talking about --


MR. ELSON:  Well, if you look at -- and see, this is where it's sort of straddling transmission and distribution in a funny way, but in part B there's a reference to overhead lines, distribution cables, and distribution submarine cables, and I am not sure what the units are for the distribution submarine cables, so I can ask this as a separate question for distribution, but I have same question for both people, so I just want one number, kilometres, conductors, 2023 to 2027, so if you can undertake to provide that total figure on a best-estimates or best-efforts basis that would be great.  We can move on.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Sure, we can total the number.

MR. KEIZER:  I think, though, it's best to put the distribution question separately, though, Mr. Elson, to the distribution panel.  They may be able to provide you an understanding of this table and --


MR. ELSON:  [Speaking over each other]

MR. KEIZER:  -- (inaudible) transmission at the same time.  Okay.  Thank you.

[Reporter appeals]


MR. KEIZER:  Okay.  So what I had said, Mr. Elson, was it's probably best if he separates his request to deal with the transmission conductor here with this panel and put the question with respect to the distribution conductor or cables to the distribution panel so that they can properly interpret this table, and they may be able to provide him better assistance.

So the undertaking that we are giving is the total conductor to be replaced during -- you know, for the '23 to '27 period for transmission.  That's what I understand Ms. Jablonsky has agreed to.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, thank you.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Isn't that the answer -- just one moment, though.  In Staff 54 in L and M, isn't that the response that's there as well?

MR. ELSON:  I know there's not a total, and it wasn't entirely clear to me if there were multiple kinds of conductors grouped into that or if that was all conductors.

MS. JABLONSKY:  It's a CSR.  It's not multiple type of conductors.  The underground is listed somewhere else, so this was just the overhead conductors that we thought the question was asking for, so we have no other value but that value.

MR. ELSON:  Can you give me a value for all conductors together?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT1.27. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.27:  TO GIVE A VALUE FOR ALL CONDUCTORS TO BE REPLACED FOR THE '23 TO '27 PERIOD FOR TRANSMISSION.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  ED Interrogatory 5, please.  And if we could turn to page 2, please.  Do you folks have page 2 on the screen?  Mine is still at page 1.  Oh, there we go, thank you.

So let me just take the first line or first row of this table as an example, which is TSR 13.1.  So the $79.6 million forecast, I presume that's based on an assumed conductor size; is that a fair assumption?

MS. JABLONSKY:  It's based on a like for like.

MR. ELSON:  Like for like; got it.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So all of these cost estimates are based on like for like, is that fair?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Which of these projects will and will not require a leave-to-construct application?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I don't believe we can tell you that at this time because, as we said, the design is not yet done so we can't answer that question at this time as to which one will and which one will not.

As it says in B -- the answer is in B.  If you go down to the next page, it says:

"The need the seek leave too construct will be determined during the detailed design and estimating process."

So we are not there yet on these investments, so.

MR. ELSON:  If you go back to the table, what would be the criteria that would bump them over or under the threshold?

MR. REINMULLER:  Just to help, Ms. Jablonsky.  Like-for-like replacements do not require section 92 approval.  If we were going to upsize these conductors to the next size or two sizes up, whatever the design may dictate, in that case we would have to bring these investments in front the OEB for leave to construct, section 92.

So the criteria for most of these investments being a distance longer than 2 kilometres, and changing the intended original need, would determine whether we have to file a section 92.

MR. ELSON:  So if they all continued to be like for like, then none of them would require a leave to construct?

MR. REINMULLER:  If all of them would be like for like standard conductors, they would not require leave to construct.

MR. JESUS:  Robert just hit the nail on the head there.  If it's standard Hydro One conductors size, then it would not require a leave to construct as well.  So when I see this chart and I see 211 CC ML copper conductor, we are not going to replace copper with copper, and we would replace it with Hydro One minimum standards and that one as well would not require leave to construct, just to be clear.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So if it's like for like or replacing it with the current minimum standard?  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And if you were to decide, let's say for 13.5 here, TSR 13.5, that it would be most cost effective to upgrade the conductor to a larger size, let's say for transmission losses, reductions or for other reasons, then you would require a leave to construct because you're upsizing the conductor?

MR. KEIZER:  Whether or not something is for a leave to construct is really dictated by section 92 of the OEB Act, so in a way you're asking an element of a legal question as to whether something is requiring a leave to construct or not based on section 92.

MR. ELSON:  Well, maybe I shouldn't ask whether it's required.  Would you file one?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, you would file one which is in accordance with section 92 of the act; I guess that's the point.  If it's a reinforcement, then that's what the section 92 would dictate is requiring, if you're building or constructing new or reinforcing.

So it's a legal question as to what 92 requires.

MR. ELSON:  I hear what you're saying --


MR. KEIZER:  You could ask them what they would do in practice, but not ask them to decide whether it is or isn't for purposes of a leave to construct.

MR. ELSON:  So part of my question, or the focus of my question is to try to differentiate between those that do and don't, and what the process is if you determine that a larger conductor would be cost effective.

But I also see that it's, you know, one after five.  I am happy to continue on this line of questions or stop now, I am in your hands, Jamie.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  This may be a good time to stop if you're moving into a new line of questions.

MR. ELSON:  It's not new, but it's going to take a while, so.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, why don't we break for the afternoon, evening, and we will be back tomorrow morning with Environmental Defence continued.

Just one question.  I think you're down for two hours.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Are you looking at using all that time?

MR. ELSON:  I would like to be shorter and I can -- I expect my time between transmission and distribution, like other folks, will be a bit fluid.  So I might -- I will be shorter probably for both is my hope.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, that's great, we will keep you at that estimate for now but it's good to know and we will be sending around an updated schedule.

MR. ELSON:  My other comment about the scheduling also is that I am not available on Wednesday, and so it would be great to see the full schedule and I may need to adjust for panel 2.

Right now I am set to go up on Thursday, but I don't know if the changes from yesterday changed that.  So I will connect offline about that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Have a good evening, everybody.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:02 p.m.
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