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Tuesday, December 14, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:03 a.m.
Preliminary Matters:


MR. KEIZER:  Good morning, everybody.  Just one preliminary matter.  Yesterday during AMPCO's examination Ms. Grice had asked Mr. Reinmuller about a table that was shown in AMPCO Interrogatory B2-28, and Mr. Reinmuller responded to that question that the table was accurate with respect to certain replacements, subject to check.  He has had an opportunity to check, and there may be some additional assets that aren't set out in that table, and so what we'd like to do is take it as an undertaking that we would update that table for those assets which may not be included in this as replacements related to system access and system service.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, so we will make that undertaking JT2.1.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1:  TO UPDATE THE TABLE THAT WAS SHOWN IN IR B2-AMPCO-28 FOR THOSE ASSETS WHICH MAY NOT BE INCLUDED IN THIS AS REPLACEMENTS RELATED TO SYSTEM ACCESS AND SYSTEM SERVICE.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Because we weren't on the record a moment ago, I will just welcome everyone to day 2 of the Hydro One joint transmission distribution revenue requirement and rate application technical conference, and we are continuing today with -- first thing today with questions from Environmental Defence, Mr. Elson.

And I think, Mr. Keizer, if your panel is ready, Mr. Elson, you can go ahead.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, we are ready for our questioning, thanks very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.
HYDRO ONE NETWORKS INC. - PANEL 1, TRANSMISSION PLAN, INVESTMENT PLANNING FOR TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION, & CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT FOR TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION, resumed

Andrew Spencer

Bruno Jesus

Alex Jackson

Donna Jablonsky

Robert Reinmuller

Spencer Gill

Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Good morning, everyone.  I think when we left off we were discussing Environmental Defence Interrogatory No. 5, page 2.  Could we turn to Interrogatory 5, please.  Perfect, thank you.

So let's start with just for an example T-SR-13.1, and so you have budgeted $79.6 million for that system renewal project; right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And so that's part of what you're seeking in this application.  And my first question is what happens if the costs were to increase by $10 million because, for example, a bigger conductor would be most cost-effective because it would reduce losses?  How would Hydro One secure that additional $10 million?

MR. REINMULLER:  I'll respond to that, Mr. Elson.  So if you look at the portfolio of line replacements, it provides you a high-level view of the expenditures that are contemplated over the 2023, 2027.  As we mentioned, the designs of these replacements are not yet completed, so obviously when we go through that design process we will see what the largest conductor would -- what conductor would we use for that investment.

We always manage the costs at the portfolio level.  So it is possible that one investment might require more funds, and it is possible some of the other investments might require less.

So this whole portfolio is in its infancy, if you will, and there's going to be a lot of engineering, a lot of design work, a lot of determination as to what the right solution is, and those costs will be determined at that point.

MR. ELSON:  So you would have to manage the cost internally at the portfolio level?

MR. REINMULLER:  We typically manage the cost at portfolio level in terms of the rate application.  So OEB grants us approval based on the submission that is in front of them.  We try to stay true to each category, but between the categories we need to make sure that we satisfy the portfolio-level commitments, and we would have to manage between puts and takes to stay within that envelope.

MR. ELSON:  And so if, let's say as a hypothetical example to explore this issue, all of these projects it turned out were cost-effective to increase the size of the conductor for one reason or another and so your entire portfolio ends up increasing 10 percent in price, how would you recoup those dollars, or how would you manage that?

MR. JESUS:  Maybe I ought to jump in here.  So we are dealing in hypotheticals, so I don't like dealing in hypotheticals, to be quite honest with you.  We do what's best for the ratepayers, and if it made sense from an effectiveness and from a capacity point of view, as well as energy savings from the higher-sized conductor, then we would definitely pursue that opportunity.  But there needs to be a reason.  We need to make sure that we are building the system cost-effectively and we take whatever measures are required to do that, and there needs to be benefit in terms of increasing the size of the conductor.

MR. ELSON:  Absolutely, Mr. Jesus.  I think what I am getting at is -- and I may go back to that hypothetical, but it may not be necessary to use a hypothetical -- is that a potential disincentive to upsize a project and whether you have that disincentive because it makes it harder for you to manage your overall portfolio, even if that is the most cost-effective alternative.  And so you can come up with any sort of hypothetical you wish.  The general question would be how would you manage a situation where your overall portfolio is coming out as a lot more expensive than you forecast because you have decided that upsizing is cost-effective, whether that is for capacity due to electrification or reduction in transmission losses or for any other number of reasons.

MR. JESUS:  As I indicated, I think it's important to note that we would build what's economically and required from a system perspective that takes into account the reasons why we are needing to refurbish the line and the economies and the benefits associated with upsizing the conductor.

Typically speaking, hypothetically speaking, increasing the size of the conductor may require additional infrastructure reinforcement, such as towers or poles, et cetera, and to accommodate that larger size conductor, and generally speaking, those incremental costs would not justify the need to increase the size of the conductor.

So there's a lot there, but we look at it, but many -- most of the time, most of the time, upsizing the conductor does not warrant proceeding with that higher size conductor.

MR. ELSON:  So you're looking at 16 projects here -- oh, actually, let me take a step back.  When you're saying it generally does not warrant increasing the size of the conductor if it requires tower modifications or tower replacement, you mean justifying that based on transmission loss reductions; right?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  So you're not talking about justifying it based on potential future capacity growth?  You are talking more case by case?


MR. JESUS:  No, absolutely not.  We absolutely look at the capacity requirements into the future.  Seeing as that we're going in there and replacing the conductor, we would absolutely take the time to look at the future load growth and the future needs of that line.  And that's exemplified in the number of circuits in the Ottawa area where we are currently working with the IESO to right-size those circuits and do the right thing for the province.

MR. ELSON:  The projects that you're talking about in the Ottawa area, those weren't initially system renewal projects; those are IESO-driven, right?

MR. JESUS:  No, they were originally system renewal projects.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And so you took those to the IESO?

MR. JESUS:  Before proceeding with refurbishing the line, we took it to the IESO and getting their input and feedback on what we should be doing with these lines.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So you said we need to be replacing these lines because they're at the end of the life, we see that there's potential for higher capacity, and you went to the IESO and said is it worthwhile upsizing them, roughly speaking?

MR. JESUS:  Upsizing and reconfiguring the supply to the Peterborough area and the Ottawa Valley area.  Robert Reinmuller could add additional colour.  Robert?

MR. REINMULLER:  I will await Mr. Elson's question.

MR. ELSON:  No, that's sufficient for me.  So you haven't conducted that kind of analysis for these 16 projects on the screen at page 2 of ED-5?


MR. REINMULLER:  No.  As I mentioned earlier, these are contemplated at the end of the rate period, engineering the need assessment needs to proceed.  And just for clarity, the technical need is always number one.

So as Mr. Jesus explained, we need to know what the needs are.  They need to be very clear in terms of capacity and mechanical components and mechanical strength.  And once we have clarity on what the needs are technically, then we start layering on the economical value, if you will, and we make a determination which one is the most economical solution that serves the need.

And it's very important, because when we talk about the need, we need to balance out what ratepayers are going to pay for the investment and be able to demonstrate that they get value for that investment.  So that is a very critical balancing point as well.

MR. ELSON:  So let me ask the question this way.  If you end up with a number of these projects looking at changing the configuration, upsizing the conductor for capacity or losses, or any number of reasons, and your cost ends up increasing a lot, is one way that you would manage that at the portfolio level to delay one of these projects into the next period?

MR. REINMULLER:  Again, I think we're trying to speculate on what's going to happen in terms of costs and delay.  As I mentioned earlier, we try to manage expenditures at the portfolio level.  We will do our best to stay within those limits.  And as Mr. Jesus explained, if there's opportunities that present themselves and everybody, including OEB, agrees with those in section 92 proceedings, then of course we will proceed with some of the investments.

So it needs to -- we need to get to that point, to that decision point to tell you a bit more exactly how we are going to deal with these situations because there's not one, there's several projects here that could shift in cost and need, and we don't have that clarity in front of us today.

And there's also a prudency element.  So if there's -- if an investment is prudent to be made, I am sure OEB will allow recovery for those prudency projects.

MR. ELSON:  And what are some of the tools for managing the portfolio-level costs if the project-level costs increase substantially for totally valid reasons on some of the other projects?

MR. JESUS:  We would manage to within the portfolio envelope, and we would use the redirection process as identified in section 1.7 to achieve that management at the portfolio level.

MR. SPENCER:  There are also some proposed variance accounts that the finance panel can speak to in detail that would help alleviate pressure around externally driven work, should that come into Hydro One's portfolio.

MR. ELSON:  So if you were to be increasing the conductor size here, you would have to either use variance accounts or the redirection process, is that right?

MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And can you describe the redirection process in 30 seconds?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, just to be clear, though, I think you asked a question that said if you upsize the conductors that you would have to use the redirection process.  I think that's not what the witnesses previously said, which was it related to the portfolio envelope overall as to what decision was to be made relative to the redirection process.

MR. ELSON:  Maybe a better way to say it is if you were to end up with higher costs in a number of these projects, you could either offset that with lower costs in other projects, use the redirection process, or use the variance accounts?  Maybe that's a more complete answer; is that a fair way to describe it?

MR. JESUS:  So the redirection process is really is identified at section 1.7, so if you can go to the section 1.7, page 30.


So the redirection process is described there at the bottom of your page, the redirection of funds, and I will let you read that section.

But effectively -- effectively, during the course of the year, we monitor -- we monitor the portfolio, we monitor the projects, and we make timely adjustments as required to stay within the envelopes, as well as address any emerging needs, demand failures, et cetera, that are required on the system that require additional funds.  And we want to make sure that we have an enterprise view and understanding of what the issues and the emerging needs are on the system.

MR. ELSON:  The gist of that is that you're not tied to carrying out all of the 16 projects in a particular order, or carrying out all of them all together.  You have to stay within your envelope --


MR. JESUS:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  -- and main liability, so on and so forth.

MR. JESUS:  And there's going to be puts and takes, but we would stay within the envelope, that's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Part of my concern, and I will just put it to you at a high level, is that upsizing a conductor can mean a lot more work for you folks because you would probably need a leave-to-construct application, and you would then need to balance the rest of your portfolio costs.  Is there something that could be put in place to reduce that disincentive?

MR. KEIZER:  We have to be careful here and not be asking witnesses to create policy on the fly.  I mean, they can respond to what they -- how they deal with this, what they deal with in the context of the leave-to-construct or the design process.  But I'm not sure it's a fair question to ask them to create policy in terms of how they deal with section 92, or how section 92 or other Board policies could be dealt with to eliminate any impediments that you might perceive.  I think that's asking them to put forward an argument through your examination.

MR. ELSON:  If the witnesses can't comment on it, then that would be their answer.  But I think it's a fair question, and I don't know if there would be any disagreement about whether that is a disincentive.  And if there is, then I would be happy to hear that as well.

MR. JESUS:  We will take a huddle here.  A breakout room.

MS. SANASIE:  Sure.  They are open now.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MR. JESUS:  Yes, we are not going to comment on policy changes that the OEB may or may not make or -- with respect to this.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I might come back to that, but let me ask it from a different perspective.  And I understand that I can ask questions about your -- from your finance panel about variance accounts, but I don't want to have questions fall through the gaps between two different panels.

And so from your perspective, if you were to have an application be bumped up and go under section 92 and the cost increases by X amount of dollars, is there a way for you to make up that money and make the additional, I don't know, 10, 20 million dollars and recover that somehow?

MR. JESUS:  As I indicated, Mr. Elson, we manage via the redirection process.  We try to stay within the portfolio envelopes that are provided to us as part of this application, and that's what we will strive to do.

MR. ELSON:  And you know, it might be helpful to tell you a bit where I am coming from, which is that we see potential for significant increased demand due to electrification, and we want to make sure that whenever assets are being replaced over the next while that they be upsized if that is cost-effective, and that's a bit of a new issue because we haven't been in quite the potential growth period in previous years.  So I understand you might not have thought much about it in previous years, and I think it might be a bigger issue between 2023 and 2027.

So on the same vein, if we go back to the list of projects, your system renewal projects, and you decide, nope, there's no need for additional capacity, and there's no need for -- or no opportunities for cost-effective loss reductions, and you make a decision not to upsize a conductor or reconfigure the project, at what point does the Board, if any, determine whether that's prudent or not?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think that's for these witnesses to speak to.  They are not there as regulatory witnesses about what the Board should or shouldn't do or how it should conduct its process, and I think that's actually a point of argument, not a point of fact.

MR. ELSON:  Well, let me ask it in this way.  At this point is this Board being asked to decide whether the spending is prudent or not?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, what this Board is being asked to do, it has an application before it for rates, and it's being done on a forecast basis, so it's being asked to look at the reasonable forecasts of the plan that's put before them.  Everybody knows that that's what this application is about and that's why we are here.  So I think, you know, that's just the state of the affairs with respect to the application.  It's not for these witnesses to, you know, make comment about the overall application or what the Board should or shouldn't do with respect to that, other than their belief as to the basis of their plan and the reasonableness of that plan.

MR. ELSON:  My concern or questions relate to projects for which there will never be a leave-to-construct application, and whether you're asking the Board now or in some other future proceeding to determine the prudence of the decision not to upsize, when does that happen?  When do you intend to request that approval, if ever?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, first of all, these are all legal questions and legal argument.  I don't think that they are, you know, the questions related to the plan, you're asking Hydro One's position with respect to the relief that's sought in the application, and you're asking them their position with respect to, you know, the approvals that are sought and what approvals are appropriate, recognizing the Board's jurisdiction.  So in my position, these questions are not valid for this.  It's something that you can put in argument and you can have us respond in argument, but not with respect to the factual aspects relating to this plan.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I am not making an argument and I am not asking legal questions.  I am asking your witnesses from a regulatory perspective when they plan to seek approval of the prudence of these costs.  I think that's important for us to have clear on the record right now.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, okay, then let's talk about basic preliminary regulatory law.  One, we made an application under section 78 for approval of rates and a custom rate incentive which is based upon the filing requirements of this Board.  Included in that is a forecast, which is proposed to be reasonable, based upon the plan that's proposed.  That forecast will then result in rates over the rate period from 2022 to 2027 -- sorry, 2023 to 2027.

Obviously there will be certain investments made, and as the investments are made they are put into service, and at the time this applicant returns to the Board in 2027 it will be seeking to rebase its rate base, at which time the Board will assess relative to the plan that it executed as to whether that opening rate base is appropriate, the same thing it does in this proceeding.  That is the way the application proceeds.  That is the way all applications proceed.

MR. ELSON:  And so the gist of that is that the spending prudence is not determined now, it's determined at rebasing in 2027.

MR. KEIZER:  I have answered the question, and so we are not going to answer any more of these questions, so I think you need to put them on the record and we will deal with them at a motion or you should move on.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I am not sure where your opposition is coming from, and I don't know why you would think it's illegitimate to be asking about the process by which the prudence of these decisions are going to be assessed and whether you're looking for some sort of pre-assessment now or that the prudence is assessed at -- I mean, my understanding is the prudence is being assessed not now but when rebasing occurs in 2027.  And if you folks disagree with that, that would be good to know now, and it's an important aspect of this application.

MR. KEIZER:  The Board has an obligation to assess the plan and assess the transmission system plan and its impacts related to the rates.  In this proceeding it is considering it based upon the standard of reasonableness, which some people, and depending upon the court position that you would read, may equate that with prudence.  In other circumstances it may be considered reasonableness, and that's an issue of law as to how that is interpreted.

It is a matter of the way in which rates are set that either you have a forecast test year or forecast basis, which is what this application is.  And then you have a point in time in 2027 which the opening rate base for 2027 -- or 2028, rather, is actually established.

That's the way the regulatory paradigm works.  I can't explain it any other way.  And I think I have answered -- or Hydro One and through their counsel have answered it effectively, and you can review it in the transcript.

MR. ELSON:  I am going to try one more time, Mr. Keizer, and it may be that we will be left with the transcript.

What I am trying to determine is when Hydro One is proposing to satisfy the Board that it has made the right decision with respect to not upsizing a conductor and a system renewal project; and is it proposing to do that at rebasing in 2027.


MR. KEIZER:  Its obligation is to get and, as the witnesses have indicated, to actually construct projects that are reasonable and prudent.  That's the basis and the standard which they are required to adhere to.  And so if that is the assessment of reasonableness and prudence either as the plans are known today, or as the plans are known after the projects have been implemented and in service, that will be the standard which the Board will apply, and the nature of that standard is a legal one.

MR. ELSON:  I am trying to understand your response, Mr. Keizer, and whether you're saying yes, the Board will be looking at that and we will be including that in our 2027 application, or no, we will not be needing to prove the appropriateness of our decision not to upsize in that decision.  Or maybe you're saying, C, that's a complex legal question and we are not going to provide an answer to it.

MR. KEIZER:  No, I -- one, it is a legal question.  Number two, I think I have answered the question that the obligation of Hydro One is to adhere to the Board standard to ensure that it implements projects that are reasonable and prudent, and the expenditures are reasonable and prudent.

If that includes the nature of the line, the capacity on the line or otherwise, that is the basis upon which you consider the economic proposition from this economic regulator as to whether or not this expenditure was in the public interest related to the prudence and reasonableness of the line.

That's my last statement on this.  You should now move on.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, I will move on.  When we are talking about the system renewal projects, I take it that Hydro One is responsible for deciding whether to increase the size of the conductors, either for capacity or for transmission losses.  Is that fair to say, or is it more complex than that?

MR. REINMULLER:  When -- actually, can you repeat the question, because there seems to be a nuance in your question that I didn't get.

MR. ELSON:  It may have been an unintentional nuance, but I will ask it again.  When you are looking at these system renewal projects, who is responsible for deciding whether a conductor should be upsized?

MR. REINMULLER:  So as we look at these projects in your Interrogatory No. 5, we are looking at what exists today.  So the starting point is the existing system and the existing conductors.  And when we get to do the design of these -- of these replacements, that's the time when designers and engineers will look at the need and they will look at the technical aspects of what's there, plus the need.

As Mr. Jesus explained, there's capacity needs, there's system needs.  All of those are considered, and then a decision is made in terms of what alternative is being put forward.

MR. ELSON:  And that's Hydro One's responsibility to do the analysis and make the decision?

MR. REINMULLER:  That is primarily Hydro One's responsibility to make that decision in the first place.  For like-for-like replacement, it is Hydro One's responsibility.

MR. ELSON:  For the decision as to whether to upsize, is that Hydro One's responsibility?

MR. REINMULLER:  It is Hydro One's responsibility as well, because ultimately we own the asset and we have to be able to defend that alternative.  So it is ultimately Hydro One's responsibility what alternative is being put in place.

MR. ELSON:  And so for each of these projects, 1 to 16, at what point do you do the analysis to determine whether a larger conductor is needed for, let's say, capacity?

MR. REINMULLER:  As I mentioned earlier, when we get to the design and engineering process, that's when all of those things are done.

MR. ELSON:  And so it's Hydro One that is responsible for forecasting the load and determining whether it would be beneficial to increase the capacity on the lines?

MR. REINMULLER:  It is not a unilateral decision.  As Mr. Jesus explained earlier, we do start with the technical needs of these investments, because let's not forget these are conductors that are indicated to be end of life -- not end of life -- in poor condition and needing replacement.  So if the condition of these corridors continues to degrade, Hydro One must take action.  It is not up for debate whether we secure these circuits or not.  So that's number one.  We need to make sure that these conductors and these corridors are safe and provide that safe passage of energy to the customer.

So beyond that, there's -- as you well know, there's other aspects of the planning process that involves other entities where, you know, IESO is looking at the bulk system and if there's any needs that they identify, then we work with them to make sure that these changes are done in a proper way.

MR. ELSON:  So for each of these projects, do you do the load forecasting to determine whether there might be capacity need in the future?

MR. REINMULLER:  For each of our areas, we start with a needs assessment, and we continue the regional -- there's an entire regional planning process that has several steps, and we start looking at the needs in each area.  Those are well documented and decisions are being made based on the overall growth of the province.

So as I mentioned earlier, the technical need is always including the physical needs of the assets and the technical needs of the system.

MR. ELSON:  Of course.  You start with your technical needs and you've determined that these 16 lines or these 16 projects need to take place, and then you look at whether it would be cost-effective due to future capacity growth or transmission loss reductions or otherwise to upsize the conductor beyond the like-for-like replacement.  Is that a fair summary?

MR. REINMULLER:  In some cases, yes.  And you are well aware of upsizing projects that have gone through the section 92 process this year.  There's three of them that were decided through that application process, and if any of these projects reach that materiality in terms of upsizing the conductor, we will follow the process.

MR. ELSON:  And you said in some cases yes.  But I think what I was trying to describe is what would happen in every project, in that in every project you have determined that the lines need to be replaced and then you conduct an assessment as to whether they should be upsized due to capacity, transmission loss reductions, or other reason.  Is that fair to say?

MR. REINMULLER:  In some cases, there's no need for capacity increases.  So it's a case-by-case basis.  There's local areas where we know the load has not changed and the load is well below the capacity of the line.  The line is just old.  So there's cases where the condition is so poor that we need to replace the conductor, whether we have one customer, or ten, or a hundred at the end of that line.

So there's decisions that are made based on condition and safety that we have an obligation to serve those customers and we're going to make those investments, and we know right off the bat that there's nothing we can do in those cases with putting a bigger conductor.  There's no change.

We're always going to use the standard conductors that Hydro One has, and typically, as I think Ms. Jablonsky or Mr. Jesus indicated yesterday, we have conductors like the copper ones that are below the Hydro One minimum standard and we are going to update them, upgrade them to the minimum standard.

MR. ELSON:  Of course there's cases where you are not going to need capacity.  But in every case, you look into it.  You say do we need to upsize this conductor because of a need for capacity or a need for transmission loss reductions or otherwise.  In some cases it's more or less extensive of an analysis, but in each case you look into that.  Is that fair to say, or have I misunderstood?

MR. REINMULLER:  No, in each case we -- obviously we don't replace the conductors just blindly, and I think everybody would agree with that.  As I mentioned earlier, we look at the need, the technical need, of the load, of the capacity that's required, and then the technical need of the infrastructure that exists.  And converging those needs, and in a perfect scenario we impact -- we get the best economic value, we get the best technical solution, and we reduce losses, everybody wins.  But those are the things that we look -- in any case, we look at the need, technical need, for every project.

MR. ELSON:  And when you are looking at the capacity, I had asked you previously whether it's Hydro One that does the load forecasting, and you made reference to the regional planning process.  And by that were you saying that you will only look at upsizing the capacity for conductors where there has been identified need for a system -- a system service project in the regional planning process, or can you elaborate on that?

MR. REINMULLER:  I think I was clear enough.  We are looking at the technical needs that are known at that point, be it regional planning, be it local load growth, and we add those into the analysis.  So all of those factors are being considered.

MR. ELSON:  Who does the load forecasting?

MR. REINMULLER:  The load forecasting is part of the regional planning.

MR. ELSON:  And so that's joint IESO, Hydro One, LDC process?

MR. REINMULLER:  There's an entire process, yes, where -- that involves the LDCs, the transmitter, the IESO, and other working group members.

MR. ELSON:  From what I have seen of the regional planning process, it doesn't strike me as something that would have a specific load forecast for each line detailed enough for this kind of analysis.  How do you get to that level of specificity?

MR. REINMULLER:  It has -- it has sufficient -- it has sufficient details.  That is the details that the whole system is based on, so there's needs assessments and -- that Hydro One provides, then IESO has processes that they need to execute, scoping assessment, IRRP, and Hydro One finally provide the regional infrastructure plan.

So through that whole process there's a lot of load forecasting, and that's really the basis of all the IESO analysis.  So at the end of the day, IESO looks at the whole process, the province, and we always look at the load in detail.  There's load -- load forecasts that are provided through the process.  So the process is comprehensive.

MR. ELSON:  So I am trying to just -- I just want to make sure that we are talking about system renewal, not system service projects.

MR. REINMULLER:  It is system renewal as well.

MR. ELSON:  And so my questions pertain only to system renewal, not just system service.  I understand -- or maybe I should confirm -- system service projects are generally, let me call them IESO-driven; is that fair to say?  Whereas system renewal projects are ones that are initially identified by Hydro One?

MR. REINMULLER:  It's not exactly like that.  The system -- the system renewal project could become a system service project if it's panelized in the IESO world.  You look at Maryville by Hawthorne.  You know, it could be a reconductoring project that Hydro One needs to do.  It's a system renewal project, and that becomes a system service project because it has a bigger implication from a system perspective.

So as I mentioned before, there is a complex process that takes care of all of that.  It looks at loads, it looks at system needs, it's analyzed in different phases, and at the end of the day there is a requirement that you have seen the letters that IESO have put forward in supporting system needs, and then we take those to section 92 approval, and based on the prudency and efficiency or cost-effectiveness of the solution we execute them.  So I think you have seen that entire process unfold.

MR. ELSON:  And that process that I have seen is one in which the IESO identifies a need and then provides a handoff letter to Hydro One saying, can you meet this capacity need.  And I am talking about the other way around, and I am trying to understand the process and understand Hydro One's role and make sure that nothing is falling between the cracks, when it is Hydro One that's identifying the line to be replaced, and it's Hydro One that does the assessment as to whether there is a need.

So my question is whether in each case Hydro One is doing that analysis or handing it back over to the IESO and asking them whether there is a benefit to increasing capacity.

MR. REINMULLER:  Sorry, I was muted.  I am not sure I understand the question.  Could you rephrase, please.

MR. ELSON:  In system renewal projects, does Hydro One determine whether capacity would be cost-effective to achieve through an upsized conductor or do you hand off that question to the IESO?

MR. REINMULLER:  As I said before, the first analysis is done by Hydro One as to what the system -- what the asset needs are.  So that's where the whole process starts.  And that whole process could actually stop with Hydro One, because if you cannot put a larger conductor on those structures and that entire line is limited to that largest conductor that we already use, there's no more analysis being done.

MR. ELSON:  And do you mean when the process will stop if you need to replace the entire towers or the process will stop when you need to replace part of the towers, like, reconfigure the towers?

MR. REINMULLER:  It all depends on the design and the engineering.  I cannot -- I cannot speculate at this point what the solutions would be.

MR. ELSON:  Where does Hydro One document the decision not to upsize a conductor for capacity reasons?

MR. REINMULLER:  If there's no capacity need we wouldn't have to document the reason.  We left it the way it is.  There's a clear capacity and rating of these lines as they are today, if there's no need that there's no input into that process to make it any larger.

MR. ELSON:  Do you develop a business case for each of these projects once the design and engineering is completed or something equivalent to a business case?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, there is a business case, there is a planning specification, there is an entire process that -- it unfolds.  There is an estimating process.  So there's entire process that these -- all of these investments go through.

MR. ELSON:  And in the business case, do you document why you have decided not to upsize a conductor?

MR. REINMULLER:  In the business case, we document changes from the existing design.  We don't document everything that we didn't do, we document things that we do and the reasons why we do them and why they're prudent and cost-effective.

MR. ELSON:  So you wouldn't document, for example, your decision to keep the lines the same size?

MR. REINMULLER:  I don't know why is that relevant.


MR. ELSON:  Well, because you'd be looking at options.  A lot of business cases that I have seen will say, we examined these options, either keeping it like for like or increasing it, and we decided that we should keep it like for like.

MR. REINMULLER:  We always do options analysis, so that would be part of the underlying engineering work and assessment.

MR. ELSON:  So when you do the options analysis between like for like and increasing the conductor for capacity or any other number of reasons, where is that options analysis documented?

MR. REINMULLER:  I can't tell you exactly where do we have it today.  I will maybe refer to Ms. Donna, Ms. Jablonsky.

MS. JABLONSKY:  So far it will be noted in the business case because you would have been -- the primary driver, as we have been talking about earlier today, the candidates are made up to address the poor condition of the conductors.  If that is what is done, if that is what the estimate -- that drives the estimate and hence the design, yes.  To your point, in the business case it would list the two options, the options to stay the same, like for like and like for like meaning moving to the next standardized conductor if that's the next step up, or to upsize.

To upsize, as we have been talking this morning, does suggest tower rating, the loading of the tower, and most times it would also impact the right of way.  Do we have the space in the right of way.  Do we have space if we do need to move the towers out.

So the cost for that piece would then impact -- would be reflected because that would be the reason whether or not you do.

There's other issues wherein, based on the length of the line and based on what you're actually changing, does it matter, does it make sense.  Because you will then -- you have upsized conductors in a section of line, 50 kilometres of line or whatever the case may be, and it's -- for lack of a better word, it's stranded, it's stranded some place.  So in your documentation in the BCS, you are then explaining why it's prudent to do that, to upsize something that in essence you can't support because it's --on both sides of the line, the capacity is not there.  On both sides of the line, the conductors are maybe less than the floor level that's the standard that you have put there now.

So I think wherein -- when I am hearing the conversation and listening to everything that's being discussed, you are still looking at portions of the questions that's been answered in the design phase.  At this point in time, when I look at my primary driver which is replacing deteriorated conductor, and I have done the check with Mr. Reinmuller and look at the rest of the team and IESO and everybody else to see is there a need, is there a capacity need, is there a need to upsize, if that's addressed, then I am not documenting things that, to Mr. Reinmuller's point, that I did not do.  Outside of the two options I have done.  That's as far as I take it.

MR. ELSON:  So in each case, you would do an options analysis comparing like for like and upsizing?

MS. JABLONSKY:  At a minimum, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  But you don't have BCS, you don't have business cases for these 16 projects, of course?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, we don't.  Not at this stage.

MR. ELSON:  And so you have business cases for the projects that are coming into service from the last rates case, right?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes, we do.

MR. ELSON:  Are those all on the record?

MS. JABLONSKY:  No, they are not.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to file them, please?

MR. KEIZER:  For what purpose?

MR. ELSON:  Because I would like to see this options analysis with respect to the system renewal projects that are coming into service.

MR. KEIZER:  You're asking us to file every business case so you can see an example of an option analysis?

MR. ELSON:  Can I ask how many business cases would there be for system renewal?  I see for this application there would be roughly 16.  How many would there have been -- are there for your in-service projects?

MS. JABLONSKY:  We would have to check.

MR. ELSON:  So, yes, Mr. Keizer, based on my understanding, yes, we would ask for all of them, please.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, we are not going to give you all of them, and we are not going to give you them because you haven't established the basis for why you should need them.

The witnesses have given you a detailed explanation of what the option analysis would entail and how it works, and it's my view that's sufficient.  So we are not going to provide you the business cases.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I would like the business cases to determine the prudence of those investments.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, in my view, what you're asking for is whether the line should be upsized on the basis of capacity and/or losses, and not whether it's determinative of whether it's reasonable or not.  And so in my view, no, we are not going to provide them at this time.

MR. ELSON:  So you're saying that the Board can't be looking at whether those should have been upsized?

MR. KEIZER:  I am saying I am not going to give them to you, and we can argue about this at the motion.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, sounds good to me.  Would you undertake to provide one of those as an example?  One of the BCS business cases for your system renewal projects that you are seeking to have in-service in part of rebasing for this application?

MR. KEIZER:  I would take that under advisement.  I would have to consult with my client and particularly it would relate to whether or not you continue with your desire to see all business cases.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry, you're suggesting a quid pro quo where if I don't seek all the business cases, you will provide one?

MR. KEIZER:  No, what I am actually asking for is to make sure this record is not covered with additional information which really isn't all that relevant, and particularly to the issue which you're exploring.  So what I indicated I would do is I will take it under advisement and I will consult with Hydro One as to whether we will provide an example, and I will be able to advise you potentially after the break; if not, then probably after the lunch hour.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Keizer.  Are we attaching numbers to under advisements in this technical conference?  Or maybe we can take it as a --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, Mr. Elson.  I assume it's something that Mr. Keizer will keep track of and he will report back possibly -- hopefully after the morning break,  but if not, then after the lunch break.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Elson, I can assure you I have been doing this for a very long period of time, and I remember my obligations.

MR. ELSON:  I am not suggesting that you'll forget.  I am just trying to be organized here.  I am fine to not have a number attached to it.

I'd like to turn to Interrogatory No. 11, please, page 2.  So this question is looking at your system access spending, and the table in (c) looks at total expenditures and customer contributions.  Does that include costs for new residential subdivisions?

MR. REINMULLER:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Is there any reason that you didn't include that?

MR. REINMULLER:  Let me just -- give me a moment, please, to bring up this interrogatory on my screen.  My computer is a bit slow.  Just give me just one moment.

So just going back to your question, are you referring to question (c) on page 2?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, so this is a transmission application.  So if you're looking at distribution connected customers, you may want to address that in the distribution application.

MR. ELSON:  I am looking at your transmission system access costs -- well, maybe I will have to ask a precursor question.  I assume that there are sometimes a requirement for transmission upgrades for new residential subdivisions, or does that not come up?

MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Elson, the transmission system is beyond the stations that supply entire cities.  So the residential subdivision connections are not visible at this level of the transmission application.

MR. ELSON:  And so for both response (a) and response (b), there are no costs for residential subdivisions because there are no costs for residential subdivisions from a transmission perspective; is that fair to say?

MR. REINMULLER:  What I am trying to say is all the loads that are materializing in the distribution system and all the needs that are materializing in the distribution system are floated up to the transmission system to make sure that we meet those needs.  So whatever the implication of those load growths that are happening in the distribution materializes on a transmission.  But we don't specifically know exactly which residential customer has connected or not.

MR. ELSON:  So do you have system access dollars as part of this application from a transmission perspective that will be attributable to new residential subdivisions?

MR. REINMULLER:  We have all kinds of customers that are connecting and building new stations, so naturally speaking, all of those load increases are somewhere materializing on the transmission.

So your question is best posed to the distribution panel, as I mentioned, because they know exactly in more detail which -- which subdivisions are connecting or not.

MR. ELSON:  So you don't have a bucket saying, here is what we will be spending for, I don't know, distribution-level system access, aside from these ten system access projects; is that right?

MR. REINMULLER:  We don't have that visibility.

MR. ELSON:  You don't have a visibility on a customer-by-customer basis, but is there another bucket that would 

-- or maybe it's bucket number 1 saying new customer -- no, it's not, sorry let me change that.

Is system access limited to these ten projects in (a), or do you also have a catchall bucket for distribution-level expansions that will be needed over the term?

MR. REINMULLER:  System access is all you can see on the screen.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And so capital costs for residential subdivisions charged to developers, that all flows through either an embedded LDC or through Hydro One Distribution, and it's not really a transmission issue?  You don't have any connection with that and it's not part of your planning process?

MR. KEIZER:  I think he has answered that question already.  He has already indicated that transmission doesn't have visibility to individual subdivisions or the relationship between distributors and developers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Does Hydro One consider non-wires alternatives for system access projects?

MR. REINMULLER:  Not on the transmission side.

MR. ELSON:  Why not?

MR. REINMULLER:  Because the non-wires solutions are addressed to the IESO process.  They are part of the Integrated Regional Resource Plan, and that's where they're assessed.

MR. ELSON:  Wouldn't that be for system service?  Why is that for system access?

MR. REINMULLER:  For system access, that would be an LDC distributor solution.  So it's not really a transmission solution.

MR. ELSON:  So just to take an example, TSA01, new customer connection station, that project is one where the responsibility to consider NWAs is with the distributor, not with the transmitter?

MR. REINMULLER:  That is with the customer itself.

MR. ELSON:  And I think there's two opportunities for NWAs, or two categories.  One would be that the customer itself reduces its load so that you can reduce the need for transmission facilities.  Another would be that you reduce the load of other customers on the same transmission system so that there's more space for your new customer, and from that perspective is it the LDC that looks at that or Hydro One transmission?  I think what you're saying is it's the distributor?

MR. REINMULLER:  It is the distributor.  Non-wires solutions, as I mentioned, are either evaluated at the distribution system level or the global level by the IESO when we are talking -- when we are going through the non-wire alternative discussion in the IRRP.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And these system access projects, in some cases Hydro One is the distributor and in other cases there's other embedded distributors?

MR. REINMULLER:  That's correct, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, just to be clear, it includes new customers as well.  So directly connected transmission customers.  So just to be clear, it's not only distributors that we are looking to connect here, right?

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay, that's helpful.  I would like to move to -- I think the rest of my questions are for the distribution panel, I am hoping, so I am going to move to section 7, question number 17, ED interrogatory 17, and the response to question (b).

So this is -- let me pull up the right reference here.  Can you turn to page 2 of ED interrogatory 17.  Thank you, okay.

So we had been asking about the approximate number of customers served by the restricted feeders.  And now is this a list only for DS or also for TS?

MR. REINMULLER:  This list is only at the transmission station level, not the distribution station level.

MR. ELSON:  So these are all the customers served by all of the restricted stations, all of Hydro One transmission restricted stations?  Or is this only for Hydro One distribution customers?

MR. REINMULLER:  So let me -- give me one moment so I can look at what the table really means.  I think your question, when you look back and read back the interrogatory itself, it refers in point (c), it refers to transmission -- distribution and transmission system list on page 7 that includes some stations.

So our response in point (d) and the table that you are looking at is in response to that.  It's a subset of the stations that you have asked for, and that is the list of number of customers served from those stations.

So it's a subset of the entire transmission system, it's not the entire list.  We provide a monthly list, as posted on the Hydro One website.

MR. ELSON:  And could you undertake to provide a list of restricted transmission facilities along with the estimated number of customers and megawatt capacity for each item?

MR. REINMULLER:  Which item?

MR. ELSON:  For each transmission facility.

MR. REINMULLER:  I think you have an example on the screen, so I am not understanding.  What are you asking?

MR. ELSON:  Because I think this is a subset which is only for Hydro One distribution customers, and I am looking for a list of all of the restricted transmission facilities and how many customers approximately are on those facilities.

If you prefer to provide it as an aggregate number, I think that would work as well, if it's onerous.  But I am trying to figure out how many customers are restricted and unable to install distributed energy resources because of restrictions at the transmission level.

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

MS. SANASIE:  It's open now.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MR. ELSON:  Mr. Sidlofsky, while we are waiting for a moment, I am sure that at some point you will be asking me for a time check.  Based on how things are going, I will be using all of my time.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  You expect to be using all of it?  Are we still looking at you being finished in time for an 11 o'clock morning break?

MR. ELSON:  I sure hope so.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, great, thanks.

MR. KEIZER:  Before you respond, can I ask Mr. Elson a question?

The IR you pulled up is in relation to the DSP and you're asking -- this question you posed just before the witnesses went to a breakout room, as I understand it, related to the restricted access to DERs across the entire transmission system, not just the distribution system of Hydro One.  Is that correct?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  The restricted transmission facilities across the Hydro One transmission system.

MR. KEIZER:  And sorry, so just so I understand it, to what extent does that -- given the fact that the witnesses have indicated that DERs are not within their control on their transmission side, and it's not related to any particular investment in the transmission system plan -- what's the relevance of understanding the DERs across the whole transmission system?

MR. ELSON:  I am sorry, I didn't catch that.  What did your witnesses say about DERs not being within their control?  I didn't --


MR. KEIZER:  My understanding is what they indicated was that --


MR. ELSON:  To my question?

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, to your questions, they indicated it was the responsibility to deal with -- in terms of the distribution utility or to the connected customer to a transmission system.

So my question to you is, I am trying to understand the relevance of your question as to why across the system it's related to, other than -- and to what investment on the transmission side are you actually concerned about.

MR. ELSON:  I am concerned about the potential need for additional investments to reduce the restrictions on distributed energy resources.  That concern flows in part from the Board's recent mandate letter from the Ministry of Energy of November 15th to facilitate innovation and integrate distributed energy resources.  And so that's one of the reasons why I would be interested in this.  


And what I am trying to determine is how many customers are restricted and unable to install distributed energy resources because of restrictions at the transmission level.

MR. KEIZER:  My view on that is that if we were in a hearing related to the application of DERs overall or how the Board should execute on their mandate letter, then I think that would be a relevant question.

But to the extent that it's not related to an investment that's currently before the Board or is contemplated in the transmission system plan, then I am not quite sure I see how it's relevant.

MR. ELSON:  There's two ways that it is relevant, at least two ways.  One is whether some of the investments in the transmission system plan should be adjusted such that while you're doing work on one area you also increase the capacity to install distributed energy resources.  Another way in which it is relevant is that we may argue that money should be spent on increasing the capacity through other projects that should be the transmission system plan.

So relevance isn't restricted only to what Hydro One says should happen, it is also what the Board may say should be included in a transmission system plan and what the priority should be.

But at this stage I am just exploring the issue, so Mr. Keizer, I can't tell you what we will be arguing at the end of the day, but I think it's something worth exploring whether there should be more efforts now or otherwise toward increasing the capacity to connect up DERs, either through changes to the existing projects in the TSP or additional investments or additional prioritization amongst TSP items.

MR. KEIZER:  I don't -- my view is I don't think it's relevant, and the Board has in the past indicated that it's not going to take and modify system plans.  So I don't think it's relevant, and I don't think the witness should answer the question.

MR. ELSON:  Well, let's get a clear question on the record.  Could you tell me how many customers in Ontario are unable to install distributed energy resources because of restrictions on the transmission system?  Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  And I am asking the witness not to respond.

MR. ELSON:  Panel, you'll see on the screen here you have a list of restrictions, transmission-level restrictions, that impact Hydro One distribution customers; do you see that there?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, we do.

MR. ELSON:  So is it true that none of these customers can even add a micro-generation facility that's less than 10 kilowatts?

MR. JESUS:  I think that's a question that you should ask the DS panel tomorrow.

MR. ELSON:  The reason I am asking you, Mr. Jesus -- I believe that was Mr. Jesus; I don't have every --


MR. JESUS:  Yes, it was.

MR. ELSON:  -- picture up here -- is that these are transmission restrictions, and so to the extent that they 

-- well, from your perspective, do you see them as being preventative of even a micro-gen facility?

MR. JESUS:  I would have to understand the circumstance in which we would prevent a micro -- I am not sure what you said there -- from connecting, a DER from connecting.

MR. ELSON:  So these are described as restricted stations, and my question is are they restricted also for smaller projects that are less than 10 kilowatts, which are described in the -- as micro-generation facilities.

MR. JESUS:  I'd need to know the circumstance under which we would be restricted.  And again, I would suggest that you would ask this question of the distribution panel.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I will ask the distribution panel, but if they need to ask you a question and provide an undertaking I would hope you folks would cooperate with them, but I am happy to put it to them.

And I think you'll likely want the next question to go to them, which is, can you confirm whether a customer could be adding a non-exporting facility when you have these kinds of limitations; is that another question for distribution?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, it is.

MR. ELSON:  And in terms of the limitation, if the constraint is a thermal constraint as opposed to a short circuit constraint, does that make a difference on whether you can add a non-exporting facility or a micro-gen facility?

MR. JESUS:  I would ask that question tomorrow, or today.

MR. ELSON:  Hopefully today.  In terms of the restricted stations, what are some of the ways to increase the short circuit capacity?

MR. REINMULLER:  The answer's not a simple one.  We would need to change transformers, and you have to remember the entire system short circuit comes into play.  So it is a complex situation.

MR. ELSON:  Can you use DERs to increase the short circuit capacity, or does that harm rather than hinder the situation?

MR. REINMULLER:  DERs would add to increasing short circuit.

MR. ELSON:  And what about something like voltage regulators?

MR. REINMULLER:  No, not voltage regulators either.

MR. ELSON:  So you would need to add some sort of transmission facility or replace some sort of transmission facilities?

MR. REINMULLER:  So short circuit is directly related to impedance of the system, and then the impedance of the system behind the connecting transformer stations plays a major role.  Then the impedance of the transformers that connect to that station play a major role, and all of those assets are expensive and difficult to change.  And a by-product of lower short circuit level, it's a weak system, which our customers very clearly indicated they want less power quality issues, not more.

So when you have a weak system by a reduced short circuit, you are going to have all kinds of bumps that every customer will feel for a very long, long, long distance.  

So this is a very technical subject, Mr. Elson, that engineers are on top of it, they are looking at ways to manage, not just in Ontario, everywhere else.

MR. ELSON:  When you say that, you're saying that Hydro One engineers -- Hydro One transmission engineers are looking at ways to manage these constraints to maximize the DERs that can be added to the system?

MR. REINMULLER:  I am speaking in general.  This is -- this is not a Hydro One problem, this is a global problem.

MR. ELSON:  And that actually leads me to another question.  Can you undertake to determine or compare the percentage of Hydro One transmission customers that are on restricted facilities compared to other jurisdictions?

MR. KEIZER:  No.

MR. REINMULLER:  You can't do that --


MR. KEIZER:  We are not going to provide that undertaking.  It's the same undertaking we have already indicated we are not going to provide.

MR. ELSON:  And when you were saying that this is a broader issue, which I of course don't disagree with, is this something that Hydro One is working on?  Or were you saying that it isn't because it's a broader issue?

MR. REINMULLER:  As I mentioned, being a broader issue, it is in front of OEB, it is in front of IEEE to different working groups, it is in front of the NERC standards reliability committee in terms of finding solutions.  There is -- literally the entire world is working on finding solutions to connect distributed energy resources, and that's why I indicated this is a global situation that is evolving, and there's no one answer to that question.

So the industry itself will come up with the answers.  There's all kinds of standards that are being developed, and we are going to follow those.

MR. ELSON:  And so is there anyone from Hydro One who is looking at your system to determine whether there are ways to reduce the restrictions on DERs in the most cost-effective manner, specific to Hydro One?

MR. JESUS:  I think that's a really good question for our distribution team, because they are looking at new technologies to allow more DERs to be connected, looking at the inverters, and on a real-time basis, so that is a really good question for them tomorrow or today, whenever they are on.

MR. ELSON:  And Mr. Jesus, I will be asking them, and the reason that I am asking you and would like an answer from a transmission perspective is to know whether you folks are also looking into it from a transmission perspective in adjusting your system to increase the capacity to connect DERs.

MR. KEIZER:  I think they already indicated what they can and can't do relative to DERs.  So I am not sure --


MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, they haven't answered my question yet, and my question is a very simple one, which is whether there's someone at Hydro One or a group or people who are looking into potential investments to increase the capacity to connect DERs.

MR. KEIZER:  And my answer to you is I don't think it's relevant relative to what they have already proposed in their transmission system plan, and which they are asking this Board to approve the expenditures in relation to.

They have already described what they believe they're able to be responsible for from a transmission perspective, so I think they have answered the question.

MR. ELSON:  Are you saying you refuse, or you think they have answered the question?  If they haven't answered the question and you refuse, then I can move on, sir.

MR. KEIZER:  Let's move on.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Panel, can you tell me or confirm.  When I looked through the transmission system plan, I didn't see any investments driven by a desire to reduce the restrictions on DERs.  Is that a fair description?

MR. REINMULLER:  Maybe in answer to that question, Mr. Elson, as we mentioned several times today, the transmission system investments are based on need.

So if you were to look backwards 10 or 15 years, Hydro One has connected 17,000 microFITs.  It has connected over 5,500 renewables on the transmission system, and has connected close to 5,000 -- the province has connected, including Hydro One, close to 5,000 DERs, megawatts of DERs.

So all of those investments, all of those connections are driving the need.  Every application is analyzed and every application is processed accordingly to make the investments that are required to enable these connections.

So to suggest that there's no dollars, there don't have to be dollars that are earmarked specifically for connecting customers that want to connect to the system.  We have an obligation to connect them.

So it's very simple.  If there's a need, Hydro One goes and connects the customers.

MR. ELSON:  Can you confirm that under the TSP, there are no investments specifically aimed at reducing the restrictions on customers seeking to put in place DERs?

MR. KEIZER:  He's answered the question.  He has already answered the question.  You asked the question before, and you've asked it again.  He told you that it was based on whether the need existed, and then he responds to the need.  He answered the question.

MR. ELSON:  I believe what I heard was that there doesn't have to be dollars, and so I presume the answer is that there are no dollars.  It's not a hundred percent clear to me if certain projects are more expensive because there's also a side benefit.  I think the answer is no.  But if you're saying the answer is that under the TSP there's no dollars specified for reducing DER connections, then that's fine and I can move on.  But it just wasn't clear to me.

MR. KEIZER:  I think he answered the question saying that the TSP is related to a defined need.  If there is a need, then it would be included in that context.  So you can ask him whether anyone is seeking to connect DERs to their transmission system.  Then you would actually understand whether there is a need or not.

MR. ELSON:  Whether or not there's a need is different than the question of are any of -- is Hydro One planning to spend anything to proactively address the restrictions on its system for customers seeking to implement DERs.

MR. KEIZER:  I think he answered the question, because this is not a general policy inquiry into DERs.

He answered it with respect to need.  You can put the question on the record, and I am going to indicate he already answered it.  So let's move on.

MR. ELSON:  Sir, you can indicate he has already answered, but I'm going to take it as a refusal because it wasn't --


MR. KEIZER:  You are most welcome to the take it as refusal.

MR. ELSON:  I will, and we can move on.  So when there are DER connection requests, Hydro One will charge the proponent for any transmission capital improvements that are needed for that, is that fair to say, through the LDC?

MR. REINMULLER:  If there's transmission system upgrades required, then we would inform the customer what's -- what the limitations are and what the costs to remove those limitations would be.

MR. ELSON:  And the cost could include, for example, the cost for transfer trip?

MR. REINMULLER:  The costs could be, yes -- transfer trip could be communication.  Again, some of these questions are better asked to the distribution panel.

MR. ELSON:  And the costs that are transmission-level costs are provided to the customer as an estimate, and then the customer must pay the actual costs once the project has been completed.  Is that fair to say?

MR. REINMULLER:  Every customer that connects to the system has to pay for their own connection.

MR. ELSON:  And Hydro One transmission provides an estimate and then, at the end of the day, the customer pays the actuals.  Is that fair to say?

MR. REINMULLER:  At the end of the day, the customer pays the actuals when the project goes in-service.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Can you undertake to provide a table showing the DER connection projects over the last three years, the estimated customer costs, and then the actual customer costs without identifying any specific customers?

And the reason I am asking this is to determine the accuracy of the forecasting and to get a grasp on what the actual costs have been.

MR. JESUS:  Mr. Elson, just by the nature of distributed energy resources, that question is probably relevant to -- more relevant to the distribution panel.  We can certainly provide a list of connected customers that had -- that was related to generation that wanted to connect to the transmission system.  We have that information.

MR. ELSON:  And thank you, Mr. Jesus.  The problem is that if I ask it to distribution, then it will be excluding all of the customers of other LDCs that you folks are helping to connect to the transmission system.

I understand that typically the largest DER connection costs are transmission-level costs when there are costs.  I don't think there would have been that many connections in the last couple of years.

But if you could provide the information that you have on a transmission level, that would be appreciated.

MR. JESUS:  Can we have a breakout room to determine whether or not we can actually provide that?

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Jesus, in the interests of time, if you wanted to provide the undertaking that you would either provide it or explain why you can't, then that would be sufficient and we could move on.

MR. KEIZER:  Can we just be clear that the nature of the undertaking is any transmission connection costs related to a connection -- a connecting customer putting in place DERs.  Is that correct?

MR. ELSON:  It's any transmission system costs for a customer connecting DERs.

MR. KEIZER:  And if we can't provide it, then we'd explain why and any necessary qualifications related to it?


MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MS. SANASIE:  Would you still like the breakout room?

MR. KEIZER:  No, that's fine.  We don't need the breakout room.

MR. JESUS:  No.

MS. SANASIE:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that undertaking JT2.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE SHOWING ANY TRANSMISSION COSTS FOR DER CONNECTION PROJECTS OVER THE LAST THREE YEARS, ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL COSTS, WITHOUT IDENTIFYING ANY SPECIFIC CUSTOMERS, IF IT CAN BE PROVIDED; OR IF IT CANNOT BE PROVIDED, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT, WITH ANY NECESSARY QUALIFICATIONS.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And I understand when there are transmission system costs for a DER connection, that those are collected up front by the LDC in a lump sum, is that correct, and then remitted to Hydro One transmission?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Elson, this is just going through the whole Transmission System Code process.  I am not quite sure why you need to, in the technical conference, have confirmation as to what the Transmission System Code actually does and the process that's laid out there, in terms of saving time.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think the TSC specifies whether it's by a lump sum or instalments.  So I will move right to my question which is whether, from Hydro One transmission's perspective, you'd be willing to do something similar that they do in the gas system, which is to accept customer contributions in instalments on a case-by-case basis instead of requiring them all upfront at a lump sum.

MR. KEIZER:  We are not going to respond to changes in established connection processes that have been approved by the Board in the context of this proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think there is any --

MR. KEIZER:  If you want to -- when you have your generic hearing on DERs you are more than happy to ask that question at that time.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think there is an established process that has been approved that dictates whether it is lump sum or instalments.

MR. KEIZER:  And that's fine.  It's not for this process to negotiate changes in a process that's established through the transmission connection process that's already been approved by the Board.

MR. ELSON:  I will move on in the interest of time and take that as yet another refusal.

A couple questions for you about electrification readiness.  I take it that most Hydro One capital investments have an expected lifetime of 40 years-plus?

MR. JESUS:  Sorry, what assets have an expected life of 40 years, sorry?  Can you repeat your question, please?

MR. ELSON:  The majority of your capital spending would.

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

MR. ELSON:  Let me ask a simpler question.  Would you agree that most of your investments that you are making now would be in place by 2050, still be in place by 2050?

MR. JESUS:  A number of them might be.  Again, I am Jesus, but I can't predict the future that well.  I just don't know.  

[Laughter]

MR. ELSON:  What's the typical lifetime of a conductor?

MR. JESUS:  90 years.

MR. ELSON:  And what's the typical lifetime of a transformer?

MR. JESUS:  40 to 50.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  That's good enough.

MR. KEIZER:  Is there an IR that this relates to, Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, I could pull it up, Mr. Keizer, but I am just trying to work through this, please.

MR. KEIZER:  Let's try and stick within the mandate of the technical conference, then.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think this is outside the mandate of the technical conference, Mr. Keizer.

Could you undertake to indicate which transmission investments that are proposed in this application would need to be upgraded in an electrification scenario where all transportation and all heating is electrified by 2050?

MR. KEIZER:  That's a very big question.  That's really outside the five-year transmission system planning period that's here.  That's not even an issue that is contemplated by this Board at any time in any rate proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  Of course it is, Mr. Keizer, because I am talking about the investments that are being made in this period.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, in a circumstance of a hypothetical which still remains to be, you know, established in any reasonable fact basis as to whether or not we will be faced with that.  So it's not a reasonable question.

MR. ELSON:  So you're refusing to provide any sort of answer there?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Can you comment on, at a high level, on your forward-looking forecasting for 2050 and how you've accounted for the expected demands in your existing application of these specific projects?

MR. KEIZER:  No, we will not.

MR. ELSON:  I have a question about -- actually, you know what?  I think this one -- your EV investments of $85.1 million, you had some questions from Mr. McGillivray -- this is -- relates to Interrogatory No. 24 -- and you said that the EV investments of $85.1 million, that should go to the facilities panel.

MR. KEIZER:  It should go to panel 2, which relates to both distribution and general plant, which includes fleet as well.

MR. ELSON:  And so I think that was my question.  So the $85.1 million, those aren't investments to prepare the system for increased electrification, those are investments to -- in your own equipment, to electrify your own cars and the like?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that's best addressed by panel 2.

MR. ELSON:  What investments are you making in transmission to prepare for electric vehicles?

MR. KEIZER:  It's all addressed within the context of general plant through the fleet witness, which is in panel 2.

MR. ELSON:  Aside from upgrading your own fleet, what transmission system spending are you planning in terms of EV readiness?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Elson, in the context even when you asked previously about subdivisions, they've answered the question about the visibility that transmission has to things going into the distribution territory with respect to EV vehicles.  It's most appropriately asked in the context of panel 2.

MR. ELSON:  I am not asking about distribution system investments, Mr. Keizer, I am asking about transmission system investments.  It may be that the answer is that there are zero.  But EV and the electrification of transportation is going to increase demand.  Are there any investments to address that?  Maybe the answer is no, but why don't you just let your witnesses answer the question, and then we could move on, Mr. Keizer.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, actually, I think why I have a problem with these questions is that really this is designed for further reasons outside of this process in terms of some kind of generic proceeding relating to, you know, electrification.  But in my view, they have indicated what the transmission system is able to do, and they have adequately answered the question that's on the record.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I take offence at your question first of all that my questioning has some sort of ulterior motive.  It does not.  It's directly relevant to this proceeding and what your client is or isn't spending on EV readiness.  I don't know how you can say that EV readiness is irrelevant to this proceeding, and I am asking a very simple question:  Is there any spending on EV readiness?  If the answer is no, then I can move on.

MR. KEIZER:  If you are asking about Hydro One's EV readiness, it's best addressed for panel 2.

MR. ELSON:  I am not asking about distribution system spending.  I am asking about transmission system spending on EV readiness, not about spending on Hydro One trucks.  And it's a simple question:  Is Hydro One planning any spending on EV readiness between now and 2027?

MR. KEIZER:  For all of Ontario; is that what you are asking?

MR. ELSON:  Transmission system level spending, yes.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine, I'll let them answer the question.  I think the answer is obvious, but let's see.

MR. JESUS:  We will take a breakout room, please.

MS. SANASIE:  Breakout room is open.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Elson, just to recap, my understanding of your question -- and please do correct me if I am wrong -- is what level of investments are included in the current TSP that refer specifically to EV readiness.  Is that correct?

MR. ELSON:  Aside from fleet investments, yes.  Investments in the actual transmission system.

MR. REINMULLER:  So the simple answer is that the entire transmission system plan is based on forecasts.  As you probably are aware, the IESO annual planning outlook provides guidance in terms of where the system is going, how it's growing.  There is an entire bulk system planning process that takes place.

As I mentioned earlier, there's a regional planning process that takes place regularly, and all those needs are reflected in the plan.

So the short answer is the system is, the transmission and the bulk system is ready today for the EVs.  And as the forecast and needs materialize over time, we naturally are going to adjust.  But as the process is laid out today, we always looking -- we are always including the forward-looking forecasts, and the system is always adjusted to meet all those needs.

MR. ELSON:  So the forecast is based on -- or the needs, I guess I could say, is based on an IESO forecast of -- in part on an IESO forecast of EV adoption up until 2040, is it?

MR. REINMULLER:  I cannot recall what the -- I think IESO had a 20-year forecast in their annual planning outlook, but I am not certain of that.  So you may want to consult annual planning outlook that just came out maybe a few days ago.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, yeah.  And from an EV perspective or a transmission system readiness perspective, what about the period beyond that 20-year forecast?  Is it something that is considered?

MR. REINMULLER:  I think we captured a couple of times in today's proceedings the fact that there is a process.  We do not contemplate enabler investments.  That is not in our mandate; OEB has not allowed us to do that.

So we follow the need.  We adapt along the way with the changes in forecasts.  We are all sitting here thinking that the load will go up, but we don't know that.  The load could drastically go down in ten years; we don't know that.

So I think -- I think the prudent thing that we talked about is that we follow the forecast, we follow the indicators that are put in front of us, and we put our best plan forward to meet those indicators.

MR. ELSON:  And what about the concern that the investments that you're making now aren't going to be right-sized for electrification of heating and EVs in 2050?

MR. REINMULLER:  I am sorry, I cannot speculate how that's going to impact the forecast.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Jesus, you were going to say the same thing?

MR. JESUS:  Exactly.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, no further questions.  I think -- oh, one more, a small one.

When you have a response from the Greener Homes Grant on interrogatory part (c), can you undertake to provide that to us?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that was a distribution question, was it not?

MR. ELSON:  I don't know.  There's a number of questions that have multiple witnesses at the bottom, so I am happy to put it to the distribution panel.

MR. KEIZER:  That's best placed with them.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I will ask it of them.  Thank you, folks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Elson.  It is just coming up on 11 o'clock right now, so let's take our morning break and we will be back with OSEA at 11:15.

And, Mr. Keizer, I think there was one question you were going to be discussing with your panel on the break.
--- Recess taken at 11:01 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:17 a.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Welcome back, everyone.  We are about to continue with questions from OSEA.  But before we do, Mr. Keizer, I think you have a preliminary matter.
Preliminary Matters:


MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, just prior to the break or during the course of Mr. Elson's examination we took under advisement a particular undertaking that he had sought related to production of the business plan for conductor investment that had previously been considered and which an option analysis had been done.  And I advise that we are not going to provide that undertaking.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, you are confirming now that you will not be providing the undertaking?

MR. KEIZER:  That's right.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Mr. Elson, before I turn it over to Mr. Lusney, anything further?

MR. ELSON:  I think that's a refusal, and nothing else that I can do here.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  Over to OSEA, Mr. Lusney.
Examination by Mr. Lusney:

MR. LUSNEY:  Thank you, can everyone hear me okay?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I can hear you fine.

MR. LUSNEY:  Great, if we could go to OSEA 006.  So in the response to (b), in asking questions to kind of understand where non-wire solutions were included in both distribution system plans and transmission system plans, Hydro One refers to Pollution Probe 3, which we will go to in a second.  But just before that, on the next page, Hydro One outlines, you know, plans for DERs with respect to grid-scale energy storage solutions, in terms of meeting customer needs, so if we can go to Pollution Probe 003, please.

And while we are going there, it's a pleasure to see familiar faces.

In the response to (c) of Pollution Probe 3, Hydro One states, you know, "does not have responsibility to assess or bring forward non-wires or DER solutions for OEB consideration."  So I am just confused here, because there is a DER solution being brought forward for energy storage, but then in response in the reference to the question you say, well, that's not our responsibility.

So I think -- and I am asking this panel, and I assume I will probably end up asking the distribution system planning panel, but my understanding of responsibilities for distribution system plans and as it potentially relates up to transmission solution on a local level would be the responsibility of Hydro One as both the distributor and the local transmission entity.

Is that a fair -- I shouldn't say assumption, but is that a fair understanding of planning responsibilities?

MR. REINMULLER:  I will just reiterate what we responded in section (a), because clearly -- and you know as well as I do, Mr. Lusney -- the non-wire solutions assessment is done through the IRP, right?  That is the avenue where all the different options are analyzed.  And if there's an option that it's chosen to be a non-wire solution, that's implemented either on a transmission or on a distribution system, but it's not something that Hydro One brings forward.

MR. LUSNEY:  So the development of a grid-scale energy storage was something that was developed by IESO, or is that something I need to question the distribution system panel?

MR. REINMULLER:  So when they refer to grid-scale storage in this context, it is referred to as a distribution-level tool, if you will, to manage the loading on the distribution system.  It's not a transmission connection -- connected storage device.

MR. LUSNEY:  So it would be the responsibility under the distribution system plan.  Would Hydro One transmission provide information on additional value that those resources could provide to the transmission system as part of a cost-effectiveness assessment?

MR. REINMULLER:  Absolutely.  Part of that process, if there's benefits to the transmission system in terms of deferral of investments or any other such benefits, and there's a number of storage solutions that are being analyzed by the IESO and the value stack of each of these investments.  So all of those good learning opportunities that we get from -- from new storage connections will play into that analysis.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  So would it be fair to say that the answer to Pollution Probe 3, the last line, is not entirely accurate, that under certain situations it is Hydro One's responsibility to bring DER and non-wire solutions for OEB consideration as it relates to distribution system needs, which are the purview of Hydro One distribution, and potentially may involve transmission planning because there's transmission benefits?


MR. REINMULLER:  So if I read question number 3 -- and I will respond from a transmission perspective, just to be clear.

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah.

MR. REINMULLER:  Does Hydro One hold the responsibility from the transmission system perspective to address or bring forward non-wire or DER solution, the answer is no.  We do not bring forward solutions from the transmission perspective.  However, we do analyze the solutions that are brought forward by the LDCs or through the IRP.

MR. LUSNEY:  And LDCs would include Hydro One Distribution?


MR. REINMULLER:  LDCs would include Hydro One Distribution; correct.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  If we could go to OSEA 002.  So in response to this question, you know, we looked at IESO forecasts for CDM activities, and I recognize it may not necessarily be included in this joint application, but there is guideline -- proposed guideline changes for CDM to be a little bit more broader than just energy efficiency.

Can you explain how Hydro One transmission potentially works with IESO to help them understand CDM potential?  And I think in particular the question -- there are large customers on your system directly connected that you would have dealings with and potentially have understanding of their system capabilities or customer capabilities.

Would you work directly with the IESO or would they work independently in developing that potential for CDM?

MR. GILL:  So it's Spencer here.  I think with respect to the CDM programming and the potential there, I'm accountable for our key account managers who deal with the customers that you are referencing.  And I do know that there are similar staff within the IESO that communicate directly with those customers about the potential for conservation programs.

MR. LUSNEY:  Great, thank you.  So my last question is OSEA 004, and this might be a question for the load forecasting panel.  So in response to B2, we were asking about geographical locations, and I gave the example of the planning regions, and the information is not available, but you do have a list of behind-the-meter resources for the total system, which is presented in one of the other panels.

I guess I am just kind of trying to understand, you know, if you don't know where these resources are, how might you be able to understand the potential that they could provide when developing solutions?  Now, again, this might be for the distribution panel for the transmission system, but I just -- if something's coming to connect to your system on a behind-the-meter, would you not have an idea of where it's located geographically?

MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Lusney, I do believe this is best answered by the distribution folks, because they do have visibility to some of the connections.  I am not -- I am not fully aware exactly to what level, but it's probably best answered by the distribution panel in the afternoon.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  That's it for my questions, thank you very much, panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks very much.  And we are going to move on to QMA.  Mike McLeod.
Examination by Mr. McLeod:

MR. McLEOD:  Yeah, thank you, Jamie.  And good morning, panel, my name is Mike McLeod.  I am with the Quinte Manufacturers Association.  I think this is going to be relatively short.  I just need to connect a few dots with respect to the regional planning area in the Peterborough-Kingston regional area, and it has to do with interestingly enough, we didn't have any particular problem with what was being discussed in the planning status summary, or in the status reports, or in needs assessments; it all seemed pretty clear.

But on November 8th, Monday November 8th, a representative of the IMO made a presentation to Belleville city council that changed a couple things for us because now questions came up.

So if I may, I will just quickly quote this very short piece.  It's from Quinte News.  That's the local news outlet here in the City of Belleville.  It was on November 8th, 2021, and it says:
"A representative from the province's Independent Electricity System Operator told city council that after consultations with Lexicon Energy and Hydro One, it was agreed that a second step-down transformer station is needed to be built by 2025.  The new station would help meet increasing demand for power in the city of Belleville, as its projected demand will increase by 1 percent a year for the next 20 years."


All that seemed very reasonable, except the question was which station are we talking about?  Obviously, it's the Belleville transformer station.  But when we looked at the needs assessment that was done on February 10 of last year, 2020, two of the options being considered for the Belleville TS, and we knew that the station was getting pushed in terms of its capacity loading, that was -- one of two options was to install a third 75/125 MVA transformer, or install a new DESN station with two 75/125 MVA transformers.  And that sort of said, oh, okay, Mr. Ahmed Maria from the IESO said a second transformer stepdown station is needed.  

And then if we go back to the planning, the annual status report from 2020 that talked about replacing the two existing transformers, 2021 this year and in 2025, and the light stuff; we get that, we all understood that.  And then Lexicon said there's another 30 megs of potential load available coming up.

So all these things kind of raised a bunch of questions instantly which we didn't have prior, really prior to November 8th.  And checking on the planning status summary, we are kind of like in this bit of a grey zone.  We are not quite sure what's going on between the integrated resource plan documents, which is supposed to be finished around now, and the regional infrastructure plan.

So if I could get somebody to help pull this together for us, that would really clear the air for us.  What's happening at Belleville TS?

MR. KEIZER:  You are asking to update what's in the regional planning documents that have already been filed; is that what you're asking?

MR. McLEOD:  No -- well, if that's possible to do that, just so we have a clear assessment because we're not sure just actually what's happening.  Is there a second transformer station or something else at the Belleville TS, or is there --


MR. REINMULLER:  Can I be helpful just for one minute?

MR. McLEOD:  Sure.

MR. REINMULLER:  Honestly, we are not going to be able to do an analysis on the fly.

MR. McLEOD:  No, of course.

MR. REINMULLER:  Because obviously we are quoting news.  But it's a fair question, and if we could take it offline, I would be happy to provide an update.  I think this is an update on ongoing planning.  It doesn't really get reflected in this application that was completed back in the summer.

So I think, you know, to save everybody time, I would offer that we can provide you clarity outside of this process.

MR. McLEOD:  That would be absolutely perfect.  If we have that as an undertaking, that would be super and it would just help clear the air for us.

As you know, we have some good-sized manufacturers here and quality of power and service of supply is always an issue.  So I appreciate that.

MR. REINMULLER:  I wasn't -- just to be clear, I wasn't suggesting an undertaking.  I was suggesting that not being really part and parcel of the application, the changes that happened recently in the last week or two, I would provide that on, you know, as a customer service from Hydro One to yourself.

MR. McLEOD:  Fair enough.

MR. REINMULLER:  I could contact you directly or you can contact me directly after this proceeding, and I will be happy to get you all the information you need.

MR. McLEOD:  Excellent, that will work.  Thank you.  That's it from us.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.  We are on to OEB Staff.  Just one scheduling note really for the panels' and Mr. Keizer's benefit.

Actually, sorry, it's really about panel 2.  Due to Mr. Elson's scheduling issue for tomorrow, Environmental Defence and Schools will be switching the order of their questions for panel 2.  So according to our current schedule, Environmental Defence will be starting just after 1:40 this afternoon, and Schools will follow with questions.  Just thought I would give everyone a heads-up on that.

We are moving to OEB Staff questions.  I have two colleagues virtually here we me today, Tracy Garner, one of our process advisors, and Chris Cincar, senior advisor to Board Staff.  Ms. Garner will be beginning.
Examination by Ms. Garner:


MS. GARNER:  Thank you, Mr. Sidlofsky.  Good morning. So I'd like to begin with turning to B2-Staff-83.  And while you're finding that, part (b) of the response to B2-Staff-83 describes the scope for investment T-SR-01.24, which is a net workstation investment at Marivale TS.

So my first question is:  Will Hydro One be carrying out the work for this project such as the construction?

MR. SPENCER:  Subject to check, I believe we are undertaking the construction on a self-perform basis, yes.

MS. GARNER:  Thank you.  And maybe it's also sort of a general question about the network station renewal and a connection station renewal projects that are in the SR-01 and SR-03 investments.  How does Hydro One determine whether Hydro One will perform the work for a project itself, or whether it would contract for any of those projects?  Are there criteria?  Are there considerations?

MR. SPENCER:  Yes, there are, and bear with me, I am going to help pull up a reference to centre the discussion.

If we can pull up TSP section 2.10, the transmission capital work execution exhibit.  I will first speak in general terms and if we need to go deeper, I certainly can.

So this exhibit outlines our approach to safely and efficiently executing all of the capital work that's before us, not just one category or the other, or one project or the other.  We consider the entire portfolio when we apply a variety of different delivery models at -- your question is most specifically focussed with construction, but the same thing could apply to engineering and commissioning phases of projects as well.

So we have a portion of work we self-perform ourselves and a portion we contract to third parties under a variety of different delivery and contracting models.

The decision and the criteria around what delivery model makes most sense is highlighted in this document, but it has to do with, in the broadest sense, the nature of the work, what's the most efficient model to deliver the projects from a cost and schedule perspective, from a risk transfer, and giving considerations to how the project may be integrated with other ongoing Hydro One work, capital or OM&A that makes it, for example, difficult to clearly contract; or if something is a stand-alone time and space project it in many ways makes it easier to contract.

So we do look at every project on a case-by-case basis to arrive at that determination with the objective of, over time, growing our contracted workforce to increase our capacity to deliver the entire TSP.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  So returning to the Merivale TS project, the IR response explains that the scope for this project has increased significantly since the 2019 proceeding.  Is it possible that the scope will change further between now and when the project is executed?

MR. REINMULLER:  The simple answer is yes.  This project is in estimating, and what we brought forward is the best description of the scope of work that we are aware of.  As you suggested, the scope of Merivale has changed significantly because there's other assets that are in poor condition.  With the ongoing analysis of the asset condition, when we recast that original project that contemplated just a couple of 115 kV breakers, the entire 230 kV system has been added, an auto transformer has been added, and the same 115 kV breakers are being completed as part of this project.  So there's a large additive in terms of need of assets.  


So in terms of the assets that are being contemplated, I would say the scope of that remains constant.  But as the project develops, there's possibility that the execution might dictate us to do something different.

So the one aspect that does not come out in a lot of our interrogatories or in a lot of our evidence is the operational piece of executing this work.  We are talking about a lot of dollars and a lot of pieces of equipment and condition, and the nuance of executability, it takes a back seat.  And when we are talking about Merivale, you may recall that with the tornado we lost power to over 200,000 people and 350 megawatts of load.  Merivale, it's a big station, with over -- I want to say four 230 kV circuits and over ten 115 kV circuits.  The execution of such a project, I don't want to use the word nightmare, but for us it is a nightmare, because that's exactly what happens when you try to undertake these massive projects.

So I think in the whole context I would like to emphasize the part that, it's the hidden devil in the details, is the execution of such major projects where you need to maintain supply to all those customers in a reliable manner, and at the same time try to get rid of these poor condition assets to get in front of, you know, the load growth and the reliability needs that the system will require.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SPENCER:  Ms. Garner, I might clarify something, because it may affect your line of questioning here.  So you asked me what delivery model or contracting model we were using for this project.  This project is still in the planning phase, so technically we have not finalized that decision yet.  As we go through the capital delivery stage, a process that's outlined in TSP section 2.9, that's one of the considerations we do look at.  So it is not a finalized decision, and upon further review I anticipate this project would have elements of scope that we would self-perform and elements that we would contract, but that decision lies ahead of us still as this project is further developed.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  That's helpful, thank you.

I think at this point I will just ask one more point about the Merivale project.  The estimate for the project, is there a class, like an AACE class, associated with that estimate and an uncertainty percentage associated with it?

MR. REINMULLER:  I personally don't have that information in front of me.  I suspect there is.  We have an estimate percentage to most of the projects that have gone into the project delivery capital delivery model, but I don't have that information in front of me.  I don't know.  So the answer should be I don't know, because I don't have that information in front of me.

MS. GARNER:  Would you be able to provide that?

MR. REINMULLER:  Yes, I would.  I think that would be something that we can provide.

MS. GARNER:  Can we get an undertaking for that, then?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  As soon as I get my mic and video on, yes.  That will be JT2.3.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.3:  FOR THE MERIVALE PROJECT ESTIMATE, (A) TO PROVIDE THE CLASS (AACE CLASS) AND ANY UNCERTAINTY PERCENTAGE ASSOCIATED WITH IT; (B) TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE FOR WHEN THE DECISION ON HOW TO EXECUTE OR DELIVER THIS PROJECT WOULD BE.

MS. GARNER:  Thank you.  And just, thank you, Mr. Spencer, I believe it was, for adding that subsequent information.

And you noted that the decision on how to execute this project or deliver this project would be in the future.  Can you estimate at what point in time that would be?

MR. SPENCER:  Perhaps we can include that as part of the undertaking just received?  We can add that clarification there.  With me, I don't have that today.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, great, thank you very much.

So I'd like to move on to a question that, rather than focusing on a specific IR response, it's related to the use of flags in the investment planning process.  And I expect this will require an undertaking, if you're amenable.  I am interested in investments that have been flagged with a customer engagement flag, and I notice that that there is a response to B-SEC-58 where that question focused on strategic flags and political commitment flags.  I am wondering if a similar -- the same information about a list of investments and the rationale for investments that have been flagged with a customer engagement flag could be provided.

MR. JACKSON:  Yes, we can undertake to provide that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.4.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT A LIST OF INVESTMENTS AND THE RATIONALE FOR INVESTMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN FLAGGED WITH A CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT FLAG.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  Next I'd like to turn to B2-Staff-88.  And the response to this IR, it references 45 forced outages that are recorded as being due to conductor failures, and it notes where those are shown in the pre-filed evidence, and it also notes -- or identifies four additional forced outages that are recorded as occurring because of line sleeve failures.

Does that seem like an accurate summary?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Please repeat where you're reading that information from.

MS. GARNER:  Sorry... Part (e), sorry, the next page.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Agreed.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, great.  So could you please differentiate between a line sleeve failure and a conductor failure?

MS. JABLONSKY:  A sleeve failure that you're utilizing is a spliced effect fix.  A splice is a localized issue that you're fixing.

A conductor failure is a failure based on deteriorated condition, broken conductor, a frayed conductor, something of that kind.  A splice is what you would then use to fix a localized issue.

So in the event you have a frayed conductor, you can use a splice to fix it.  But it speaks to the corrective measure.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, I understand that about line sleeve failure.  And just again a conductor failure that is not a line sleeve failure, how would you describe that?

MS. JABLONSKY:  That would be a broken conductor for whatever the reason may be.  It could be the sub-components or it could be -- that in essence is really what it is, a broken conductor, for whatever the reason may be, weather conditions, an accident of any kind.  But for me to tell you what else would cause -- how it would project itself, I am not, not clear on what else you'd be looking for.

It could have failed -- it could have failed because of the condition.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  I think I just want to make sure I understand that the category of conductor failure is somewhere where a splice hasn't been done, or where there hasn't been a previous local line sleeve work.

MS. JABLONSKY:  That is not necessarily so.  We do not record failures, splice failures.  So, yes, you could have a splice that has failed.  That is not recorded, so I would not be able to tell you that to the question that you're asking.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  I guess just -- I am just trying to make sure I can understand how to distinguish the separate categories of line sleeve failure and conductor failure.

MR. JESUS:  If I may help?

MS. JABLONSKY:  I am thinking -- I am thinking that the conductor is the length of conductor that carries the current.

If there is a sleeve or splice that's put in because of a broken conductor, it becomes part of the conductor.  If that section has -- if that section fails, then it is considered a failure to the conductor, because the splice is now a piece of the conductor.

We do not record that separately, so I would not have a list to tell you that we have had ten sleeve failures or three sleeve failures.  But it's not -- the line is not the length of conductor plus the sleeve with a separate length.  The length of the line may include a sleeve that's already placed in to correct an issue that the line had previously.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  But according to this information provided, the line sleeve -- a line sleeve may fail and in a separate category, a conductor may fail, is that correct?

MR. JESUS:  Looking at the response during the course of time, '11 to 2020, there were four forced outages reported as line sleeve failures.  The remaining 41 outages were not at line sleeve points along the conductor.  So it was due to a broken conductor.  So the 41 outages were as a result of broken conductors.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  So I had read this as being incremental.  So four line sleeve failure forced outages and an additional 45 conductor failure forced outages.

MS. JABLONSKY:  It was included.  It was included.  The count was inclusive.

MS. GARNER:  The four are within the 45?

MS. JABLONSKY:  Yes.

MR. JESUS:  Yes.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  And so after a forced outage has occurred, how is it determined whether the forced outage was due to a line sleeve failure or due to a conductor failure?

MS. JABLONSKY:  If a conductor failure is broken conductor, then the portion of the conductor that has failed will determine whether a sleeve was there or not.

MR. JESUS:  Just that.  It's reported by the field crew.  So the field crews would actually report to our outage management whether or not it was at a sleeve, or whether or not it was a broken conductor.  So that's how we would get that information.

MS. GARNER:  Thank you.  And when the response says that those are recorded, what is -- where is this recorded?

MR. JESUS:  It's recorded in our transmission outage database.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  Is there a name for that database?

MR. JESUS:  The transmission outage database system.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And so when it's recorded in this transmission outage database system, are there codes that are sort of selected for each of the outages?

MR. JESUS:  We have codes that determine what kind of outage it was.  So if we referred to section TSP 2.4, figure number 2 -- sorry, TSP 2.5, figure number 2 -- there.

So those are the cost codes that would be identified in terms of the root cause of the failure that we collect.  And at the equipment level, there would be sub categories that would be identified at the equipment level.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  I guess really what I'm interested in is when the user of the database is choosing one of the codes, for example in the sub-category, is there a glossary of definitions for those codes?

MR. JESUS:  There is a glossary of the definition of the code.  So we would assign the equipment, so we have -- we have equipment sub-categories that we relate the outages to.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  So how does the user know which -- how do they know which code to pick, sort of thing?

MR. JESUS:  So they would -- that information would come from the field, based on the outage information we received.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.  And so the response shows data -- refers to data between 2011 and 2020.  Has this same transmission outage database been in use for that entire period?  Is that what determined the period of data from 2011 to 2020?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, it has.

MS. GARNER:  The same database has been in use?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, it has.

MS. GARNER:  Thank you.  Okay, I'd like to move on to B2-Staff-65 and there's a summary table, if you scroll down, that was included in this response, and that's in part (b).

Within the summary table, it refers to the overall health of transmission lines and the overall health of the transmission stations infrastructure.  And I am wondering how does Hydro One measure the overall health of transmission lines or the overall health of transmission stations.

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

MS. SANASIE:  The room is open.

[Witness panel confer in breakout room]


MR. JESUS:  They maintain the overall health in terms of how we arrived at that for the customer engagement purpose, is strictly directional in nature, and it's relative to TSP 2.2, Figure 1.  So if we can go to TSP 2.2, Figure 1.

So the intent of maintaining the overall health, as you can see, with transformers the overall health from 2018 to 2020, the number of units that -- the percentage of the fleet that deteriorated and is in poor condition increased by 2 percent.

From a lines point of view, they -- or conductor point of view, it increased by 1 percent, so the intent of that statement is to maintain the overall health profile consistent with historical levels.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  So are these terms, "overall health of transmission lines", "overall health of transformer stations", are they used throughout the utility industry?  Are these standard, is this standard terminology?

MR. JESUS:  The health is, the overall health.  The intent, as I said, directionally in nature, is to maintain the profile, the -- maintain the profile of assets associated with the condition associated with those assets.  So i.e., the number of assets that are in poor condition.  So health index, health is a standard utility terminology.

MS. GARNER:  Okay.

MS. JABLONSKY:  Just to add to Mr. Jesus' point as well, across the industry we do have indices that are used to measure health, and that also would include the obsolescence, the number of obsolete equipment that you have inside and how you are actually managing them.  So that is one of the important criteria that they do draw on to see how your health is on a station basis.

And for lines it's then the maintenance, the maintenance practices that you have put in place and how well you are keeping up with it. and that's how you then compare yourself with others.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Would it be possible for you to provide some sort of references from outside Hydro One that show the kind of typical use of this term of health, for example, if it's used by other -- you know, around the industry?

MR. KEIZER:  Can we just identify the use of the language here, though?  Like, I think this table, is it not making reference to the customer engagement and the use of that within the context of customer engagement, as opposed to being in a technical document, which is I think what you're trying to draw the comparison to?

MS. GARNER:  Well, I am just trying to understand the use of the terms "overall health" in -- they are in the customer engagement information because, you know, I am thinking of a term like reliability, where there is widely, you know, industry use of the term, that makes -- that is the context for using it.  And I am not familiar with the use of "overall health."  And so I am trying to establish, you know, what is the context for using that.

MR. REINMULLER:  I will comment just for a second, and I will let Mr. Spencer think about what I am saying.  But I think from the purpose of the customer engagement, we were trying to use language that is easy to understand to the customer, so we most likely tried to avoid technical terms that may not be totally meaningful to customers and tried to explain it in simpler terms that provide a global view to them.  But I will -- I will let Mr. Gill confirm that.

MR. GILL:  Yeah, so I was just going to say, I think what would be most helpful is, we did file the workbook that customers did see under, I want to say SEC-5.  And I want to say -- yeah, as part of SEC-5 there is the Phase 2 workbook.  And within that workbook, which is 281 pages, I would go to page 28, and this is using the transmission lines portion.  And so between pages -- I will just wait for it to come up here, one second.

MR. JESUS:  Page 28.

MR. GILL:  Sorry, that doesn't appear -- SEC-55, pardon me.  I don't have my glasses on.  SEC-55, sorry.  Is that right?  Yeah.

So on page 28, for example, on transmission lines, so the context that we framed up for customers with respect to, we'll call it plain language and the decisions that were before them, I think are captured between these two pages here, first some background information with respect to defining poor condition again in terms that customers would understand:  reliability, safety, cost considerations.  And then on page 29, what you'll see is a very similar table to what you brought up earlier with respect to the nature of the trade-offs that were there.

So throughout this workbook here, even as it relates to transmission stations is how things were contextualized or positioned with customers.  That might be helpful.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you, that is helpful.  This, I believe, was created for or by Hydro One for this customer engagement purpose; correct?

MR. GILL:  This workbook was created by Innovative Research Group.  So Hydro One's primary role in creating this workbook was providing Innovative Research with the information they needed to create this workbook, so the expertise around the language in how to position things and how to create this workbook was done by the Innovative Research Group.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  So I will ask one more time, would it be possible to -- for Hydro One to provide references from outside Hydro One that demonstrate how terms like "overall health of transmission lines" are used around the industry?

MR. JESUS:  Just to be clear, I just want to maybe one more time, in the context of overall health, you can see that in the first row "replace 51 percent of lines in poor condition."  So overall health is really a measure of condition.  And so what we are trying to convey is what is the condition of those assets.

So it's mentioned in row 1, and the second one, and then it continues to say "moderately improve current level of safety and overall health of transmission lines."


So it is a condition indicator.  That's what overall health is used for.  So your question then is -- what would you like us to do?  Because it is condition.  All utilities measure the condition of their assets.

MS. GARNER:  I am just interested if Hydro One could provide documents from outside of Hydro One that demonstrate the use of "overall health."

MR. JESUS:  Condition?

MS. GARNER:  I am particularly interested in the terms of "overall health" or "health", as you've noted earlier.

MR. JESUS:  I think "overall health", again, is intended to measure the condition of the assets.  So there's documents available from other jurisdictions where they would refer to condition and health synonymously.

MS. GARNER:  Would you be able to provide such an example, or more than one example even?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, just so we are clear, are you just asking that we provide a document from some other utility that uses the same term "overall health"?  Is that what you're asking?

MS. GARNER:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  And I think what the witness told you was that the use of the term "overall health" was used in the context of customer engagement to convey a meaning with respect to the general health of the system and the objections that were intended as a result of the workbook used by Innovative Research.

I think you are trying to attach to it a term of art.  And I think what the witnesses are trying to tell you is that they understand that it's related to condition, that they have taken what they understand to be the condition of their assets and used it as a means to communicate that effectively with their customers, such they won't get confused by technical, you know, statements related to, you know, that would otherwise be used to describe that condition.

And so if you're -- is that the essence of -- I think there's a bit of confusion here, and I am just trying to clarify with you.  You're indicating that those responses aren't sufficient.  What you need is some kind of clear demonstration of a term of art for purposes of the customer engagement that was used.

MS. GARNER:  I am going to say "term of art" isn't terminology that I'm familiar with.  I was simply -- you know, again I just consider a term like "reliability", which is widely used in industry and there's numerous -- could be numerous references to how, what that means.

"Overall health" is a term that I did not appreciate the meaning of the way Hydro One is using it until today, and I am interested as to whether that has been adopted from other parts of the industry and if there would be a way to demonstrate that.  It's yes or no at this point.

Are you able to provide anything or not?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Gill may have something to add.

MR. GILL:  Yes, what I think might be most appropriate is demonstrating whether or not the words that we did use were effective.  So perhaps we might want to go to the report, the final IRG report to Hydro One.

I am just looking for the reference right now.  It's beside me.  Just bear with me for one second.

I am going to say we need to go to Exhibit B-1-1-1, Exhibit 6, attachment 1.  I think page 16 out of 29 on attachment 1.

So you can see there with respect to the information that's being provided to customers, the IRG report itself in the surveys did question customers with respect to, again, their overall impression of the workbook itself, and the amount of information being provided.

So when I consider the last table under "volume of information" and the three categories with respect to too much, just the right amount, or too little, I would look to the 80 percent for our residential customers, for instance, as being a good indicator that the amount of information, the type of information that was provided was sufficient for them to complete the workbook and understand the meanings that we were suggesting or that the workbooks were suggesting.

MS. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  Well, I think in the interests of time, I am going to leave it at that.  Thank you for your time.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Ms. Garner.  I am going to move over to Mr. Cincar, please.
Examination by Mr. Cincar:


MR. CINCAR:  My first question relates to OEB Staff Interrogatory No. 42.  It requested that the charts and the application referenced in the interrogatory be revised in the following manner:  Keep the CEA Composite retained as it is, which was aligned.  And for the three regions with the worst delivery point performance and the three regions with the best delivery point performance, they also be charted as lines in a manner that is the same as the CEA Composite.

And then referring to lines, IR 42 was asking for each of the three regions, worst and best, be shown against the CEA Composite line.  In other words, it was asking for four lines on each chart, CEA Composite and the three applicable regions identified separately.  And instead, Hydro One took a different approach and aggregated the performance of all the works done to all the best regions and presented them as a single bar, as it was presented in the application for provincial.

Can you please undertake to provide the information as OEB Staff requested in IR 42?  And that is four lines on each chart with the three regions identified separately, not aggregated, drawn against the CEA Composite line.

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. CINCAR:  And would it also be possible to provide the spreadsheet with all 19 regions that was used to produce the charts?

MR. JESUS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make all that undertaking JT2.5.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  (A) TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO OEB STAFF IR 42; (B) TO PROVIDE THE SPREADSHEET USED TO PRODUCE THE CHARTS, SHOWING ALL 19 REGIONS


MR. CINCAR:  Okay, and my next question relates to OEB Staff Interrogatory 43.  And they asked about the statement in Hydro One's business plan that the TSP is targeting to maintain first quartile system reliability performance throughout the plan.  And Staff referred to charts in section 2.4 of the TSP, "Unavailability of Major Transmission Station Equipment", that was Figure 12, and "Unavailability of Transmission Lines", that was Figure 11, where the chart showed that Hydro One did not perform so well against the CEA Composite.

And the TSP refers to those as "System Unavailability Metrics", which measures the transmission system performance, equipment performance.

The TSP also states that Hydro One measures its transmission system reliability from the perspectives of both delivery point and equipment performance.  Hydro One's scorecard in the TSP also shows the metrics used for system reliability, and that includes system unavailability.

Staff interrogatory 43 therefore asks, given the benchmark results against the CEA Composite of its system equipment measures, please explain the basis of the first-quartile designation in relation to system reliability.

And Hydro One's response stated that Hydro One's first quartile reliability performance was limited to only the average delivery point interruption duration of multi-circuit supplied delivery points compared to the CEA Composite.

So my first question is, can you please clarify why Hydro One measures system reliability on the perspectives of both delivery point performance and equipment performance, includes system unavailability in Hydro One's scorecard, and then excludes it from determining what quartile Hydro One is in from a reliability perspective?

MR. JESUS:  First-quartile reliability refers to delivery point performance because, as you know, equipment failures do not necessarily manifest themselves into customer interruptions.  So reliability, as we measure it, compares to our CEA -- CEA utilities that participate in that study, and we measure it, and we are in the first quartile.  That's how we refer to first-quartile reliability, from a customer perspective.

Unavailability, we do not -- we do not report it -- we do not use that to determine whether or not we are in first-quartile reliability.  It's predominantly from a customer perspective and it's largely due to the redundancy available in the supply to those customers.

And the reason why we focus in on multi-circuit supply reliability is because 85 percent of our customers are supplied from multi-circuits supplied delivery points.

So the majority of the entire system is supplied from a multi-circuit supply delivery point, and that's what we use to compare with our CEA peer utilities.

MR. CINCAR:  Yeah, that was basically my next question, is you have -- it's only looking at a subset of customer delivery point, and it would seem that performance related to all customer delivery points matters when assessing your performance.

So I am not sure why -- can you explain why only the multi-point delivery point matters and not the single?

MR. JESUS:  So it matters.  I am not going to say it doesn't matter.  First of all, all customer reliability matters.  But from a delivery point performance and comparison to our peers, we are reflecting the -- the enormous service territory that we are supplying our customers across, and in terms of that comparison it makes more sense to use the multi-circuit comparison, the multi-circuit subset of reliability versus the entire reliability.

MR. CINCAR:  Has Hydro One ever looked at what quartile it would be in if it did an assessment of all the measures of reliability in your scorecard if they all were included, both the equipment performance and all the delivery points?

MR. JESUS:  Have we done an assessment?  So we measure it.  We continue to monitor it.  But from a -- from a benchmarking point of view, we benchmark with the multi-circuit reliability.

MR. CINCAR:  Okay.  So even from system performance you wouldn't benchmark yourselves against other utilities excluding customer delivery points but looking at the equipment performance?

MR. JESUS:  So we benchmark using the North American transmission form as well, for which there is a reference, and on that reference we do compare ourselves to other peer utilities.  But again, unavailability is -- you have to understand, unavailability is -- looks at it and considers many different facets associated with that equipment.

And as explained further on in your interrogatory, the reason why it's not a good measure is that different utilities do different things from how they manage their assets.  For example, if a capacitor bank is no longer required, then -- and it's not being used, and not required for system needs, the unavailability associated with the capacitor bank would still enter into the results.

So I think the operating strategies, the operating approach across different utilities, and the fact that it's not interrupting supply to our customers is -- it's another measure that we monitor, but it's not, from a benchmarking point of view, we continue to focus in on the multi-circuit reliability.

MR. CINCAR:  And every other utility that you compare yourselves to only looked at multi-circuit delivery points?

MR. JESUS:  I can't say what other utilities do.

MR. CINCAR:  Okay.  I am not sure how you determine how you are in first quartile if -- I will just move on to the next question, then.

The next one is OEB Staff Interrogatory No. 70.  And it related to Hydro One's request for $38.5 million over the five-year test period to accommodate requests from future unknown load customers to connect to Hydro One's transmission system where the need and scope has not been identified yet.  And OEB Staff asked why Hydro One feels it would be appropriate to receive approval now to recover costs and rates from all ratepayers where the TSC states that the transmitter shall require the load customer pay the full costs through rates in a capital contribution once they connect to the system.

And Hydro One's IR response quoted section 6.3.1 of the TSC, and noted the request to allocate 38.5 million to address future connection requests is intended to account for the capital spend investment cost required by Hydro One to facilitate these connections, and then would be recovered through connection rate revenues.  The remaining project costs will be recovered as a capital contribution from the customer.

And in Hydro One's response to another interrogatory, you provided your economic evaluation procedure, and this is how economic evaluation is undertaken at the time the customer requests to connect, to determine how much the cost will be recovered from that new load customer in rate revenues over the applicable horizon period due to the incremental load and how much the capital contribution should be in order to make up the shortfall in rate revenues that will be collected from the new -- the new load customer's forecast to pay over that [audio dropout].

Can you please clarify where it states that the capital contribution will be determined based on rate revenues that have already been collected before the future customers connect to the system, as was described by Hydro One?

MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Cincar, could you please repeat the question.  It cut off, and I couldn't hear the whole question.

MR. CINCAR:  Okay.  Under the TSC in the economic evaluation, the economic valuation is done to determine how much additional revenues will be recovered over the economic evaluation period -- which could be 10, 15, 25 years, depending on the customer.  And after forecasting that, you determine the capital contributions to make up any shortfall from that customer, so the whole cost is recovered from them.

Can you please clarify where it states the capital contribution will be determined based on rate revenues that have already been collected before the future customers connect to the system, as was described in the response?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Cincar, are you assuming that the customer won't connect during the five-year period of the JRAP?

MR. CINCAR:  Well, I guess the -- are you asking to include this 38.5 million in your revenue requirement now?  Or are you going to put it in an account or something and set it aside for when customers connect?

MR. REINMULLER:  Mr. Cincar, this $38.5 million is just a forecasted cost for all those customer connections that we know they are coming.  I mean, customer connections come ongoingly.  We do not expect to in-service any of these projects until -- sorry, we don't include into rates any of these projects until they go into service and we finalize the cost recovery agreement, we do the true-up.

So in essence, this is just a forecast to notionally provide everybody the visibility that out of these customer connections, there will be costs recovered through rates and costs recovered through customer contributions from the customer at the end.

So none of these costs are really going on the backs of the ratepayer.  They all recovered from the customers through either customer contributions or rate revenue.  So we are not suggesting that we are charging any of the ratepayers for these amounts.

MR. CINCAR:  So you're not -- you're not asking approval to include this 38.5 million in your revenue requirement, then?

MR. REINMULLER:  We are asking to include it in the revenue requirement as a forward-looking forecast, because we know that somewhere along the line these customers will come and want to connect.  And when they want to connect, they will have a specific cost that will be recovered through rates, as forecasted in this IR, and some of 
them -- some of the amounts that will be recovered through -- through customer cost recovery contribution at the end of the project.

So it is just a forecast that aligns the revenue requirements with the expected customer connections that we are going the see over the next five years.

MR. CINCAR:  What will happen to that 38.5 million under a scenario where no new load customers connect?

MR. REINMULLER:  We don't think that scenario is plausible.  We have lots of customer connections all the time.  This is in line with forecasts that we had in the past.  So we always had some money allocated for new customer connections and this is really based on historical values.

MR. CINCAR:  So do you know approximately how many customers Hydro One connected to the transmission system over the past five years, and what the typical cost is to accommodate each new load customer?

MR. REINMULLER:  If you give a moment, I will try to find a reference for you.  Just give me a moment.

MR. KEIZER:  Jamie, while that's happening, do we have a time check?  Do we know?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I believe Mr. Cincar is just about finished, but --


MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Maybe I will just leave it at that.

MR. CINCAR:  If it's not readily available, maybe you can just take it as an undertaking.

MR. REINMULLER:  It is a similar -- we have done a similar analysis to the transmission load forecast connections.  So that is really -- the historical values of customer connections in terms of dollars has been forecasted for in a forward basis, and that constitutes the basis for the $38 million that we are requesting.

MR. CINCAR:  My last question is -- like personally I have never seen this before, so can Hydro One please provide a past precedent where the OEB approved a large sum of money for a utility in Ontario as part of an application to connect specific unknown future large load customers.

MR. REINMULLER:  Maybe a further explanation to that, Mr. Cincar, is the fact that in the past, we had two years, two three-year applications where the customer connections were evident.  So as we sit here today, we largely know what customer connections we have in the next year or two, because customer connections come fast and they are short-lived.  They don't drag on for five, six years.

As we sit now here with an application that is five years long, you can appreciate that after 2023, 2024, we really don't have the visibility for '25, '26, '27, and it is reasonable to assume that we will have absolutely and definitely customer connections.  And in my opinion, it's not reasonable to assume that we will have none.

So that's where we are coming from.  We are trying to look backwards at what was the historical spend on customer contributions, looking at what we know in the short term, and then projecting that out for five years to make sure that we do not find ourselves in a position where we haven't forecasted these connections at a reasonable pace.  And I think OEB should take solace on the fact that all of these costs are recoverable.  They are recoverable through the rates, and they are recoverable through the customer contributions, so you are not really adding more costs to the ratepayer, it's just an instrument to forecast, if you will, how we feel that these costs will impact the rate period.

MR. CINCAR:  Can Hydro One undertake to provide the historical over the past five years of how many customers connected and how many -- how much it cost to connect them -- to show how you arrived at 38.5 million?

MR. REINMULLER:  I believe -- I will check with Mr. Keizer, but I believe we could do that.

MR. KEIZER:  And that's fine, we can give the undertaking.

MR. CINCAR:  Okay.  That's all, and thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO PROVIDE THE HISTORICAL OVER THE PAST FIVE YEARS OF HOW MANY CUSTOMERS CONNECTED AND HOW MUCH IT COST TO CONNECT THEM -- TO SHOW HOW THE 38.5 MILLION WAS ARRIVED AT.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That concludes Staff's questions, and we are running a little bit late for the lunch break.  We are supposed to be -- the plan was to take an hour and come back at 12:20.  Could we say that we will be back at -- excuse me, come back at 1:20.  Could we say that we will be back at 1:30, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, since we are moving to a new panel, yes.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Great.  That's right, we will be starting panel 2 with PWU, and based on the programming note I gave earlier we will be following PWU with Environmental Defence.  And thanks very much.  We will see you at 1:30.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:38 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:30 p.m.


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We are back.  Good afternoon, everybody, and we are on to panel 2.  Mr. Keizer, I understand you have a couple of preliminary items and then I will ask you to introduce your panel as well.

MR. KEIZER:  No, actually I have no preliminary items.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  None, okay.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, we are ready to go.  So let me introduce the panel in no particular order, given that it may show up differently on everybody's screen.

So on the panel is Bob Berardi, vice president, shared services; Kevin Marcotte, project director, information solutions; CK Ng, vice president, distribution; Teri French, vice president, forestry; Peter Faltaous, director, distribution asset management; David Paish, director, AMI operations.

That's your panel, and I will now, I guess, turn it over to Mr. Stephenson.
HYDRO ONE NETWORKS INC. - PANEL 2, DISTRIBUTION PLAN & GENERAL PLANT
Bob Berardi

Kevin Marcotte

CK Ng

Teri French
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MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right.  Mr. Stephenson, on to you.
Examination by Mr. Stephenson:


MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  I want to ask a few questions, and I want to start with interrogatory PWU No. 3.  It's about poles, and where I wanted to start was in the response to -- just give me a second here.  Yeah, I think it's question (c), sub question (c).

There's a discussion here about distribution poles and ESL, end of service life, which I -- and there's an indication here that that Hydro One's ESL for distribution poles is 62 years.

And I think I know the answer to this, but I'd like you to confirm.  That number, that 62-year number, as I understand it, represents the age at which Hydro One assumes, or experience shows that 50 percent of its poles have come out of service by that age.  Is that correct?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Stephenson, do we have the correct IR?  I see this as relating to transformers, not poles.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Sorry, I am looking at -- sorry, I am looking at my copy.  It's -- oh I am sorry, it's PWU No. 6.  Pardon me, I am sorry.  That's write got the three from.  And it's sub answer (c).

Do you see the reference there to ESL for distribution poles at 62 years?  And I just want to understand what that means.  I understand -- I believe that that means that Hydro One's experience is that by age 62, 50 percent of poles are out of service.  Am I correct in that understanding?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Hi, Mr. Stephenson, this is Peter Faltaous.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So the 62 years represents the life that we would expect for a pole, for a new pole that we put into the system.  So when we install a new pole on to our system, we would expect it to last for, on average, 62 years.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, there you say -- you said the key words "on average".  So is your expectation when you put in a new pole in 2021 that 100 percent of those poles will be out of service 62 years from now?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Is it tied to a percentage of poles or is it -- I simply don't understand, then.

MR. FALTAOUS:  The 62 years is the expected service life of a pole.  So essentially it's based on a historic analysis that was done that indicates that when we install a pole, it will typically last for, on average, 62 years on our system, recognizing that some poles may last a lot less than that, some poles may last longer.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  So if Hydro One installs 100 poles in 2021, what is Hydro One's expectation, 62 years from now, as to how many of those poles will still be in service?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't know that I can give you a number, Mr. Stephenson.  I think -- by the premise of average, I think we would expect -- I'm sorry --


MR. STEPHENSON:  You can take this as an undertaking, if you want.  I don't want to try to put you on the spot, that's not the goal.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, I don't know that I can answer that question with full confidence, so we can do that by undertaking.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT2.7. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.7:  TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION, IF HYDRO ONE INSTALLS 100 POLES IN 2021, WHAT IS HYDRO ONE'S EXPECTATION, 62 YEARS FROM NOW, AS TO HOW MANY OF THOSE POLES WILL STILL BE IN SERVICE

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And let me, just as a follow-up to that, assuming that the answer to the question that you're going to give me is not 100 percent, and I think you've already indicated that that is not your expectation, does Hydro One do, through statistical sampling or through some other methodology, a forecast of on a probabilistic basis that X number of years in the future, we anticipate that 80 percent of the new poles will be gone, or 90 percent, or whatever it is, you know.

We often see a 95 percent confidence band for some probabilistic analysis.  Is there -- does Hydro One do that kind of analysis so that it would have, you know, a 95 percent confidence that the poles will be out of service by a particular age?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We have not done that analysis.  But what I would like to clarify is that we are regularly assessing our pole population from the condition perspective.  And that is ultimately what we use as the underlying information that determines when a pole needs to be replaced.  So --


MR. STEPHENSON:  I understand that.  Don't worry, that's been said loud and clear in your evidence.  I don't think there's any doubt that anybody has a misunderstanding about that.

Let me then just go to -- there is a chart here, it is in answer to (i), sub question (i) at the same -- okay.

So I just want to make sure I understand what this chart is telling us.  This is a forecast of poles in poor condition and maybe -- actually, you know what, go to the second chart there under (i), it's number 2, yeah, the lower of the two.



So this is the forecast if you aren't doing any replacement work, and so it's a little hard to figure out exactly what the numbers are from the bar chart.  But as I understand it, it looks like there is about 10,000 additional poles becoming in poor condition year over year.  Is that how I should read that chart?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.  Now, just for some additional context, this was -- the question was if we were to not replace any poles as part of our planned replacements, how would the poles in poor condition change over the plan.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So that is what this is representing, and you are --


MR. STEPHENSON:  So as I understand it --


MR. FALTAOUS:  -- and thousand poles.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right, so just to be clear, so from 20 -- just by way of illustration, from '22 to '23, all of the poles that were in poor condition in 2022 will still be in poor condition, obviously, but then you will have an incremental addition of 10,000 more poles in that year?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct.  In the --


MR. STEPHENSON:  And that's --


MR. FALTAOUS:  -- absence of any planned replacements.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Right.  And that would be true year over year.  Now, what is the basis for that forecast?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It's based on a historical average of how many poles we have identified in poor condition over a historical period.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Plus, I guess, an assessment that the overall cohort of your pole population as of 2022 is comparable to what it was in the historical sampling period.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So that would be an inherent assumption.  Essentially, what we are assuming is that the number of poles that have moved into the poor condition category on average that we have seen will continue to be the case going forward.

MR. STEPHENSON:  All right.  And you have a reasonably high confidence that that historical trend will be valid for the purposes of this forecast?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We do believe that to be the case.  We think this is a reasonable assumption.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And you may not be able to assist me with the answer to this question, but I asked exactly the same question of the transmission group with respect to transmission poles, and they told me that they have no ability whatsoever to forecast poles newly entering into poor condition status.

Can you assist me at all as to why the distribution group is able to do this and the transmission group is not?

MR. KEIZER:  I think he can help you on why the distribution group does it.  I don't know if it's fair to ask him why the transmission group can't do it since he wasn't part of the panel or part of the transmission business.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Well, let's find out from the witness, Mr. Keizer.  I don't know whether he knows or not.  But, you know, he can tell us what he knows.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I have nothing further to add to what Mr. Keizer has said.  I don't know.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  We will solve that mystery somewhere else.  Okay.  In the chart -- if I go now back to the chart immediately above the chart where you're looking at, the one at chart number 1 under this answer, I take it that this chart then is reflective of two things happening simultaneously.  Number 1, you have poles being replaced according to your plan, but at the same time you have these same 10,000 poles per year newly becoming in poor condition, and it nets out to the curve we see here; is that what this chart is telling us?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  And if we -- and I appreciate that poles in poor condition is only one metric about the overall health of your pole population, but on that -- on this metric alone, if you are able to undertake the plan you have proposed, you are showing a slow but steady improvement on that metric; is that what this is telling us?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  Is there some other metric that we should be focused on or concerned about as being indicative of the overall health of your pole population, or is this as good as it gets?

MR. FALTAOUS:  As I mentioned earlier, we do regular assessments of the condition of our assets, and ultimately we believe that the condition of the assets is the best metric for us to be viewing with regards to whether or not we need to undertake investment in our system.

MR. STEPHENSON:  I get that.  But what I am interested in is what you are able to tell the Board.  Is there some kind of evidence, data, that you have provided to us in the hearing -- or in this proceeding, rather, that you would suggest to us provides us with the best snapshot of your forecast of the overall health of your pole population as distinct from this subset?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I would say the poles that we have in poor condition is really what provides that best view that you are asking about.

MR. STEPHENSON:  Okay.  So this is as good as it's going to get.  Okay.

I think those are my questions, thank you very much, panel.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Stephenson.

We will move on to Environment Defence.
Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Kent Elson, and I will have some questions for you today.  And I will start, I apologize, in a bit of a disjointed way, because I am doing some follow-up on questions that were referred to you from the transmission panel.  And the first of those relate to new subdivisions and, I guess it would be system access costs in relation to new subdivisions.

Who estimates the future load from a new development for the purposes of determining the distribution facility needs?  Is that the developer, the LDC, or Hydro One transmission or otherwise?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Hi, Mr. Elson.  This is Peter Faltaous.  Just to clarify your question, are you asking in general in terms of growth on the distribution system or are you asking about specifically with respect to an individual subdivision?

MR. ELSON:  I am asking in relation to the process that is followed for new subdivisions and the sizing of the electricity system equipment that you build when you are hooking up a new subdivision.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So in terms of the load of a specific subdivision, we would have some criteria based on the nature of that subdivision and whether or not it's going to be electric heating and so on.  That would ultimately inform what our forecasted load is going to be for that subdivision, and obviously the number of individual units within the subdivision as well.

MR. ELSON:  So do you have some sort of formula that you follow, number of units, square footage, electric heating or not, maybe even EVs or not; is there some sort of formula?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So we do have some criteria that we applied.

MR. ELSON:  And where is that criteria reflected?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That criteria, I would say that's a level of detail that is not currently included in the application.

MR. ELSON:  I am just looking -- like, is there a -- do you have a document name for where that's contained?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't know that I can give you a specific name, but we do have criteria, as I mentioned.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Do you assume for a subdivision a minimum level of service that your distribution system will need to apply, like 20-amp service or something like that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So generally speaking -- I would have to confirm this, but generally speaking when we have customers connecting they are generally putting in a 100, you know, minimum sort of 100-amp service.

Now it doesn't necessarily mean they are going to be utilizing 100 amps, but that is generally speaking what sort of a minimum we would see today.

MR. ELSON:  Will you build your distribution system so that everyone in that subdivision could upgrade to 200-amp?  Or would you build it to 100-amp and then do subsequent upgrades if necessary?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We would build it based on the needs that we are aware of.

MR. ELSON:  And if a new development is making a new connection request to Hydro One Distribution, do you need to check with Hydro One Transmission to determine if there are transmission upgrades necessary?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So our planners are aware of the loading on our system and as new loads are coming on, that is something that we are looking at and where we are starting to brush up or approach transmission system capacity limitations, then that is something that we would certainly raise with transmission.

But generally speaking, that is addressed through the regional planning process, integrated regional resource planning process.

MR. ELSON:  So typically your connection cost estimates are just distribution level.  They are not also transmission level for new subdivisions, is that what you are saying?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Are transmission-level investments required almost never, or something more material like 30 percent or 40 percent?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I mean, I couldn't give you a number, but I would say it's not, you know, typical that we have to connect a subdivision, we need to make a transmission upgrade.  So I would say certainly more of a rare case.  But, as I mentioned, we are regularly monitoring the loading on our system, as is transmission, of course, monitoring the loading on their system.  And this is really, you know, what we take a close look at as part of the regional planning process to ensure that the needs of the region are satisfied.

And ultimately, if there is a need for transmission system upgrades, that is planned as part of the regional planning process.

MR. ELSON:  And when you're sizing your distribution assets for a new subdivision, do you forecast out into the future whether there might be electrification of heating and transportation, and whether that might make for a cost-effective case for increasing beyond the current needs?

MR. FALTAOUS:  This is an area that we are starting to look at.  So up until, you know, I would say recently, we had not seen much momentum in this regard.  But this is something that we have started looking at to understand what the potential impacts will be to our system, and how we will need to change our approach in order to accommodate.

But this -- we are early in that process and we have not completed that review yet.

MR. ELSON:  And when you're talking about that review, is that for all of your customers, or specifically for new builds and whether to upsize new builds when you are putting in new equipment, or both?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We are going to need to understand -- ultimately, we are going to need to understand obviously the impact on our entire system.  But we are also looking at, from a new build perspective, you know, will there be changes we have to make in order to be able to accommodate some growth in the future depending on how things transpire over the foreseeable future.

MR. ELSON:  For a typical development, if you are sizing the development based on existing conditions which has non-electrical heating and non-electrified electric vehicles, will you typically bump up against your existing distribution infrastructure if, let's say, half of the people convert to EVs?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can't answer that question.  As I mentioned, this is something that we are going to -- we have started to look at to understand what the potential impacts on our system will be.  But I can't answer the question the way that you have asked it.

MR. ELSON:  So when you are looking at that, are you prioritizing your examination on new builds because that is -- those are investments you are making now?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We have started looking at our standards for new builds, but ultimately we are going to need a holistic understanding in order to make appropriate changes before we will -- before we will go ahead and, you know, make significant changes, we will want to have a holistic understanding of what the potential impacts will be.

MR. ELSON:  And when do you anticipate those changes would be made?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can't give you a specific timeline.  As I mentioned, this is something that we've recently started looking at and it will obviously depend on -- you know, this can be very complex.  There is a lot of --ultimately we are going to need appropriate data to inform our assessments.  So I think that there are some unknowns in terms of what we will have access to, and whether we will have all of the information that we will need or when we will be able to have that information.

So I can't give you a specific timeline.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  You had described your criteria for sizing distribution assets and your standards for new builds.  Could you undertake to file what those are in their existing form?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Elson, that's going to what issue, sorry?

MR. ELSON:  Pardon me?

MR. KEIZER:  It's going to what issue?  In other words, what's the relevance of the document?

MR. ELSON:  System access spending.

MR. KEIZER:  And to understand what the basis on which the sizing criteria is developed; is that what you are asking for?

MR. ELSON:  To determine the appropriateness of system asset spending, which is determined in part based on the sizing of those distribution assets.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I guess to the extent that -- if it's available and to the extent that there may be certain qualifications around it based upon its interpretation or its application, and if there's an issue in providing it, we will clarify that as well.

MR. ELSON:  Works for me, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  We will make that JT2.8.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.8:  TO FILE CRITERIA FOR SIZING DISTRIBUTION ASSETS AND STANDARDS FOR NEW BUILDS, IN THEIR EXISTING FORM


MR. ELSON:  Now I apologize, there may be this answer on the record; I am just not quite sure.  But do you have an estimated number of new customers in new subdivisions from 2022 to 2027?  Could you either undertake to provide that estimate, or indicate where it is in the evidence if I have missed it somewhere?

MR. FALTAOUS:  If I can take you to Exhibit B, tab 3, schedule 1, and it's specifically ISD D-SA-02.  And if you go to Table 1 within that ISD, which is on page 3.

MR. ELSON:  SA-02, page 3, yeah, I got it.  Okay, you're right, it's there, thank you.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And of those new connections, can you provide an estimate of how many of those are -- provide a breakdown between customer types?  Perhaps would be the simplest way to do that.

MR. FALTAOUS:  You are specifically looking for which of these customers are subdivision customers?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't know that we would be able to do that because this is forecasted on aggregate.  It is a program that is essentially demand-driven.  So I don't --


MR. ELSON:  Can you --


MR. FALTAOUS:  Go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps you can provide a breakdown or, on a best-efforts basis, explain why you can't if you can't provide a breakdown by customer type on residential, commercial, industrial?

MR. KEIZER:  You're seeking us to explain why we can't?  Did I hear you correctly?

MR. ELSON:  No, I am asking you to do it or to explain why you can't, and I believe the witness was just about to say that they could, but maybe I am putting words in his mouth.

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, I am not certain that we can.  I think what we can do is take a look at whether or not we can provide a breakdown, and if we can't then we will have to explain that.

MR. ELSON:  Sounds good.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.9.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.9:  TO PROVIDE ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS A BREAKDOWN BY CUSTOMER TYPE ON RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL OF THE NEW CONNECTIONS SHOWN IN TABLE 1 OF EXHIBIT B, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 1, IDS D-SA-02, PAGE 3 OF 10; OR EXPLAIN WHY YOU CAN'T IF YOU CAN'T.


MR. ELSON:  Can you give me an order of magnitude of how much higher your SA costs would be if you were to be assuming that your building types would have all electrified transportation and heating?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think that's -- I mean, that's --


MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, you have interrupted me so many times.  I think the proper approach --


MR. KEIZER:  No.


MR. ELSON:  -- is for your witness to try to answer it, and if your witness can't answer it, that's for your witness to tell me.  If you are going to say that it's irrelevant, then we can have a debate about relevance, but I think it's most appropriate for your witnesses to have a shot at answering it, and if they can't, then that's fine, and then I --


MR. KEIZER:  And I will do my job as counsel and will tell you it's irrelevant and they are not going to answer the question, so move on.

MR. ELSON:  Could I turn to ED-17, please.  In part (d) there is a partial list showing restrictions on distributed energy resource connections, and I think these are from the transmission system only.  And could you undertake to provide the total in percent of Hydro One distribution customers that are on a constrained facility and cannot install a distributed energy resource?  And so we are looking for the total for all distribution customers, whereas I believe this table is only for those constraints that are arising at the transmission level.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, so your question -- can you please clarify your question?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  An estimate of the total in percent of Hydro One distribution customers that are on a constrained facility and therefore cannot install a distributed energy resource.  And you can either confirm that this table does include all of those customers -- I don't think it does -- in which case I am looking for a table that includes also the constraints in the distribution system.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.  I would need to confirm.  This may in fact be all the customers, but I -- we can confirm that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry.  That will be JT2.10.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.10:  TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF THE TOTAL IN PERCENT OF HYDRO ONE DISTRIBUTION CUSTOMERS THAT ARE ON A CONSTRAINED FACILITY AND THEREFORE CANNOT INSTALL A DISTRIBUTED ENERGY RESOURCE, AND TO CONFIRM THAT THIS TABLE DOES INCLUDE ALL OF THOSE CUSTOMERS, AND THEN TO PROVIDE A TABLE THAT INCLUDES ALSO THE CONSTRAINTS IN THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM.

MR. ELSON:  And would you be able to undertake on a best-efforts basis to compare the percent of constrained customers in Hydro One distribution to other distributors either in Ontario or otherwise?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, you're asking me to compare the constrained customers for Hydro One distribution to other distributors?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, so the percentage of your customers that can't install distributed energy resources compared to either other distributors in Ontario or other distributors in North America.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can't do that.


MR. KEIZER:  You're -- go ahead, Mr. Faltaous.

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, I was just going to say, Mr. Keizer, that I can't do that for other distributors.  I don't know what limits, you know, they have set in place.  So I think the only thing that we could talk -- the only thing I can talk to is the Hydro One distribution system.  I can't talk to other distributors, whether they are in Ontario or outside of Ontario.

MR. ELSON:  Now, to be fair, you do do benchmarking against other distributors in other areas.  Is there a specific reason why you couldn't do it in this area?

MR. KEIZER:  Because we are not going to undertake a benchmarking study as part of an interrogatory response -- or an undertaking response.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I didn't ask your witness to.  What I asked your witness was whether there are reasons why it cannot be done and looked at.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, anything could be done on a benchmarking basis if someone, you know, wants to pay the money to do it.  But he has indicated that he doesn't have the ability to do it, because he doesn't know the information.  So, you know, that's the point.  We are not going to go and retain somebody to actually have them do it if he doesn't have the information himself or possess that information.

MR. ELSON:  And so Mr. Faltaous, if you were to -- you would have to look it up, and it would take effort, but it would be possible, but it would take effort; is that my understanding?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Well, I don't have access to that information, so I wouldn't even know where to begin at this point in time.

MR. ELSON:  So going back to this list in ED-17(d), there's a column here listing the number of customers served.  And so does this mean that none of these customers can even install a micro-generation facility?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am going to take you to the response for part (a) -- sorry, part (c), my apologies.  So you can see there in part (c) it says yes, with the following clarification.  And it specifically calls out a number of stations, Chesterville TS, Cobden TS, Pembroke TS, Wallace TS, that are only partially constrained and will accept micro DER or non-exporting DER applications of any size.

So those stations will accept micro DER.  The other stations are constrained, including for micro DER.

MR. ELSON:  And the gist of that is that there is a small amount of capacity left on those four transmission stations, whereas with the rest there is zero capacity; is that an approximately accurate understanding of that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can't really speak to the transmission system.  I believe it has to do with the nature of the constraint on the station, but that's really all I can say.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So aside from those four stations described in part (c) of ED-17, for the remaining customers, they cannot install a micro-generation facility and cannot add a non-exporting facility; is that right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry, you were cut off there.  Was that "correct" was the answer?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.  And when you provide your list, your full list of customers who are on constrained stations, including the distribution stations, can you also indicate whether some of those are partially constrained and which ones cannot accept micro DER and non-exporting DER?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is indicated here, right?  In terms of which stations can accept micro DER and which ones cannot.

MR. ELSON:  And I am saying when you provide your answer to the previous undertaking to provide the full list, assuming this isn't the full list, can you also indicate in the additional stations that you list whether some of them would accept micro DER or non-exporting DER?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am sorry, my understanding of the undertaking was to confirm whether or not the number of customers served here represented all of the customers on that station.  That's my understanding of the undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Well, I am glad we clarified that, so we should go back to that.  My understanding is that these are constraints that are arising from the transmission system in this table; is that right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Are there additional customers who can't install DER because of constraints arising from the distribution system?

MR. FALTAOUS:  There can be in some cases.

MR. ELSON:  And so I am looking for a full list of customers who are constrained and can't install DERs by the station name, including those that are restricted by distribution asset.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Should that be a clarification of the previous undertaking?  I think that would be fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's how I am treating it, unless someone is asking for a new undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  No, let's do that.  I think that's right.  Thanks.

So for the customers who are on a constrained station, whether that's a distribution station or a transmission station, they couldn't install a bidirectional electric vehicle charger, correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I think it would depend on the nature of the constraint again.  As we indicated, there are some stations here that are still enabling micro DER connections and a bidirectional charger, assuming that it falls within the criteria of a micro DER, would qualify.

MR. ELSON:  And so for any of the stations that are fully constrained, that's aside from the four stations that are partially constrained as listed in part (c) of ED-17, so for those that are fully constrained, none of those customers can install a bidirectional charger, is that fair?

MR. FALTAOUS:  They would not be able to install a bidirectional charger and export to the grid.  They can install a bidirectional charger that is non-exporting.

MR. ELSON:  Now, that's confusing me because I thought previously you said they couldn't install non-exporting DER facilities.

MR. FALTAOUS:  The difference is in the micro category.  So for large DERs, that is correct, they cannot install load displacement.  For micro, they would not be limited by a transmission constraint if they are non-exporting.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So can all of your customers install a micro non-exporting DER?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So long -- you know, I will start off by saying that -- sorry, the question was specifically with regards to non-exporting DER?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Micro non-exporting DER, so under 10 kilowatts.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  You looked a bit uncertain.  Is that something you want to take away and check by way of an undertaking?  Because if there is a wrinkle there or some sort of complication, I definitely would like to know it now.

And if you do take it away by undertaking, it would be to undertake to confirm how many customers, if any, are restricted from installing micro non-exporting DER 10 kilowatts or under.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So that will be JT2.11. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.11:  TO UNDERTAKE TO CONFIRM HOW MANY CUSTOMERS, IF ANY, ARE RESTRICTED FROM INSTALLING MICRO NON-EXPORTING DER 10 KILOWATTS OR UNDER; TO SPECIFY WHICH OF THEM ARE HYDRO ONE CUSTOMERS

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I see that there's different kinds of limitations -- thermal, transmission or short circuit.  When you have a thermal constraint, is there capacity to add a non-exporting facility?  Or more generally, does the limitation type have an impact on whether or not you can add a non-exporting facility?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, can you repeat your question, please?  I am not sure that I understood it.

MR. ELSON:  Does the type of limitation on the station, whether it be thermal, transmission, or short circuit, impact whether or not you can install a non-exporting facility?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I mean, I think we've established that for some of these stations, you can still install a non-exporting facility and I believe that is specifically for the stations that are -- that have the transmission constraints, not thermal or short circuit.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay.  So if you have a thermal constraint or short circuit constraint, you can't install non-exporting unless it's micro?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I do also want to say that really this is -- you know, we are talking about transmission constraints here.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So this is really not within my area of accountability.  I am providing you, you know, what I am aware of, but there will be a limit in terms of how much I will be able to speak about transmission.

MR. ELSON:  That's fair.  That's what I told the transmission panel, but they insisted I ask you.  So there you go.

Let me ask you in relation to distribution assets.  With respect to your distribution stations, do you have different kinds of limitations on DERs, or it is the same general categories, thermal and short circuit?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It is, generally speaking, I would say thermal on the distribution system.  Depending on the nature of the DER, we would upgrade our system based on the requirement for renewable enabling improvements if we are talking about renewable DERs, in order to overcome short circuit limitations.

MR. ELSON:  But storage you don't count as renewable, right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so in the distribution context, if it's thermal or short circuit and if it's storage, then it would be up to the customer to pay for the upgrade if they could.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  When you do provide your full list, and I am going back to that interrogatory that you clarified, in the initial wording I had asked you both for the gross number of customers that are on constrained stations, and also that as a percentage of Hydro One customers.

I just want to make sure that doesn't get lost because we have had to go back to it, but I don't see that as being a challenge for you to do.  In terms of the --


MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, I'd just like to clarify.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, go ahead.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So not every single one of these stations will necessarily be serving Hydro One Distribution customers.

MR. ELSON:  Um-hmm.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So the ask may not be relevant for some of these, because we are obviously going to state as a percentage of Hydro One customers if it's not Hydro One distribution.

MR. ELSON:  This answer in (d) here, whose customers are these?  Are these all Hydro One distribution customers?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We would have to go through every station and look because in some cases, some of them may supply Hydro One distribution customers as well as other LDCs.  So I can't answer that question off the bat, but I just wanted to clarify that.  We can't just provide a number that is a percentage of Hydro One distribution customers if some of those customers are not Hydro One distribution.

MR. ELSON:  I think the solution to that would be to specify which of them are Hydro One customers in your answer.  Can you do that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay, we will take a look and see what we can do.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.12.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I believe that was a clarification to the same undertaking, correct?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I am sorry.  So we are still in JT2.11, then.

MR. KEIZER:  It was a clarification, was it not?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, so a clarification for the previous JT.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Right.

MR. ELSON:  In terms of some of the restricted stations, what are some of the ways that you increase the short circuit capacity for distribution system constraints?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Put in bigger reclosures.  So we have reclosures that can only interrupt so much from a short circuit capacity perspective and they may need to be upgraded.

MR. ELSON:  And I take it that's never going to be cost-effective for a micro-gen facility to pay for that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I think that's a fair assessment.

MR. ELSON:  And what's the order of magnitude of cost for something like that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't have a number for you off the top of my head, and I think it can vary significantly.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I have a broader question, and I think it makes sense for you to take it away as an undertaking, which is that if you were to proactively try to reduce DER restrictions by focusing on the cheapest and lowest-hanging fruit in the distribution system, what would you focus on?  Is that something that you could take away and provide an answer to?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I actually would like to clarify that, specifically with regards to micro DERs.  Where we currently have constraints, we have started looking at leveraging technology in the form of smart inverters, which is a relatively new technology.  And so we have actually started looking at leveraging that technology for the purposes of significantly increasing our hosting capacity for micro DERs on our system.

And so to really to answer your question, that is actually the cheapest thing, because it's actually not going to, you know, require any system upgrades.  It's leveraging technology in order to significantly increase hosting capacity, and that is something that we are currently looking at.  So I would say that's really the answer to your question.

MR. ELSON:  And that would be a customer-side investment, in that you would have a better inverter for your solar array or for your storage or for your EV charger; is that fair to say?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It would be leveraging -- it would be leveraging settings in the inverter in order to ensure that there is no negative impact to the distribution system.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I thought that the issue is that there is a delay in shutting off your distributed generation or your distributed storage such that you're always contributing to short circuit constraint.  And so is the idea that with existing inverters you can just change the settings and fix that problem?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I should clarify that this is for cases where we are thermally constrained, not short circuit constrained, and in the cases where we are thermally constrained the concern is if you enable too much penetration of micro DERs it will have the negative impact of increasing the voltage on the system potentially outside of CSA requirements.  And so ultimately that would be negatively impactful to our customers, and that is essentially what we are trying to mitigate.

So leveraging these smart inverters, we can actually address that and at the same time -- so make sure that our existing customers are not negatively impacted, but at the same time enable a significant increased penetration capacity for micro DERs.

MR. ELSON:  And I take it that that works because if you are able to sense the fault in the system and turn off the generation very quickly, you've avoided the thermal issue.  And so in essence is this a change to Hydro One's criteria or an actual new technology that we are talking about?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I just want to clarify that the concern here that this is specifically addressing that smart inverters are addressing is not under a fault scenario but under normal operating conditions.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.

MR. FALTAOUS:  And this is something that we have started looking at recently, so this, you know, will ultimately be a change, and we are currently working on this.  And it will be a change, a positive change, obviously, to significantly enable more DERs -- micro DERs to connect to our system in cases where there are thermal constraints currently.

MR. ELSON:  And would that address thermal constraints for distribution stations and for transmission stations?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I believe the answer is yes, but I think this is in line with the confirmation that I was going to make earlier.

MR. ELSON:  And is this something that requires additional investment from Hydro One?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So the only -- the only aspect is, you know, we will need to be able to verify that those settings have applied.  So it will not require any actual infrastructure investments, but we will need to develop some sort of a process to confirm that those proper settings have been applied to ensure the integrity of the system for our customers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And these are inverters that are already on the system and they just need to be set appropriately?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Not necessarily.  I mean, I can't speak to specifically what inverters have been installed historically.  But certainly this technology is available for any new installations going forward.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And when will the new criteria for smart inverters be rolled out, approximately?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sometime within the next year.  I don't have a specific month for you, but, you know, it is something that we are currently looking at and certainly will be sometime in '22.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And that would enable micro-gen for thermally constrained stations.  Would it also enable medium or large DERs in thermally constrained scenarios?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No.  Now, I will actually say that from a thermal constraint perspective, where you have behind-the-meter non-exporting DERs, so, again, we have started looking at, whereas traditionally we would basically say that, you know, you have a constraint and you cannot connect, now we are starting to look at a potential alternative means by which to enable non-exporting DERs on thermal constrained distribution -- on thermal constrained distribution system to be able to connect through the use of SCADA control, essentially.

So it is something that we are also looking at, and we have, you know, been working with some individual customers on trialing this, with a goal, again, of making this widely available once we have proven the concept.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I am going to go back to an earlier question and adjust it.  And this was an undertaking that I was requesting, but maybe you can provide it now or by undertaking, which is if you were to proactively try to reduce the DER restrictions arising from short circuit constraints by focusing on the cheapest and lowest-hanging fruit, what would you focus on?

MR. FALTAOUS:  And I think that's where we started talking about leveraging smart inverters for enabling more micro DERs to connect.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And I am asking about short circuit constraints, where would be the cheapest and lowest-hanging fruit.  Can you provide an undertaking to think about that and come back to us with a response?

MR. FALTAOUS:  As I mentioned earlier, in order to overcome short circuit limits you would have to replace protective elements on your distribution system.  So there is a cost to that, and I can't say that I would consider that a low-hanging fruit by any means.

MR. ELSON:  I guess what I am saying, the lowest-hanging fruit -- and can you take it away and think about it and come back to us and say we would focus on situations where this kind of protective element can be installed because it's more cost-effective, it's this amount of dollars versus this amount of dollars; we would focus on short circuit constraints arising from transformers that are being replaced anyways, -- I don't know, I don't know what the answer is.  But is it something you can take away and say if you had to start somewhere where would you start because it's more cost-effective than other areas?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am not really sure that -- that's a very specific question.  I feel this is a little bit hypothetical and a little bit undefined.

MR. ELSON:  I think the most specific I can make it, and if you take it away and think about it and say actually we can't do this because it would be too onerous, then that would be your answer, is where would you focus if you were looking to proactively reduce short circuit constraints, where would you start.


MR. KEIZER:  I guess maybe we can -- just so we can kind of short circuit it, are what we are saying is, is that within the context of the current plan or the context of what would be potentially there, and if we aren't able to actually express something which is reasonable, then we would identify as the reasons why it wasn't and why we are not able to provide them; is that fair for you?

MR. ELSON:  Either provide an answer or explain why you can't, yeah, that would be fine.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I mean, if I can just clarify, like, ultimately we know that if we have a short circuit limit we need to overcome that limit by replacing protective elements, as I mentioned earlier.  So I am not really sure what more you are looking for than that.  I mean, we are not going to go and estimate -- spend time and resources doing detailed estimates to how much it costs to upgrade reclosures at every one of our stations.  I don't think that would be appropriate or relevant here.  So I am not sure I really understand the appropriateness or relevance of this question.

MR. ELSON:  I guess what I am saying is you have to start somewhere, and is there a place to start where it's cheaper.

MR. KEIZER:  He has answered your question in terms of the fact that this is the nature of the work they would do.  But they don't really have a economic basis on which to prove it out at this point, other than -- as I think he has indicated earlier -- that it's an expensive proposition to replace a reclosure.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I am going to ask a couple more questions about micro non-exporting connections, and I understand that it may be the case that there's no restrictions on those now.  If they were to start proliferating, would that mean that you would start to have restrictions on micro non-exporting connections?

For example if, you know, everybody in a neighbourhood has a bidirectional charger that's non-exporting, does that start creating limitations for Hydro One?

MR. FALTAOUS:  If I can take you to Exhibit B3-1, section 3.4, and if you can go specifically to Table 1, please, on page 4 -- actually you can just even go to -- sorry.  Even just page 1, please, and specifically line 11.

So you can see here that we've connected 17,000 DERs, and the vast majority of those are certainly -- you know, I think somewhere in the order north of 15,000 have been micro DERs, and we believe that increasing -- or the use of smart inverter settings will significantly increase penetration on our system.  And so, you know, we are talking about creating capacity for thousands and thousands more micro DERs.  


And I think really that's -- that's what I can offer now.  I don't know that I can talk in terms of hypotheticals or what might or might not happen.

MR. ELSON:  And your new processes relating to leveraging smart meters, where will that be reflected in your conditions of service or the TIR?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I want to clarify a couple of things.  I think you meant to say smart converters, not smart meters.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  And the process will ultimately become part of our micro TIR.  And as I mentioned earlier, it is something that is still in development, right.  We have not rolled this out yet.

MR. ELSON:  And that's Hydro One Distribution or Hydro One Transmission's micro TIR?

MR. FALTAOUS:  The micro TIR is for distribution.

MR. ELSON:  In the line -- and I have a number of questions that, in the interests of time, I would love to wrap up in a undertaking, which is to look at D-SR-04, 07, and 10, and let us know whether any of those investments could be adapted to also achieve reductions in short circuit constraints.

Is that something that you could answer by way of undertaking?  Or would you like me to explain it in more detail?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, give me one minute, please.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Off the bat, I can tell you that SR-07 and SR-10 will have no impact on short circuit.

MR. ELSON:  And for station replacements -- why don't I ask it in a broader question.  When you are doing a station refurbishment, or for SS-05, where you are replacing feeders, can you also upsize the size of that equipment and therein reduce your short circuit constraints?

MR. KEIZER:  Are you talking in the absence of any economics or just physically?

MR. ELSON:  Good question.  Both.

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think --


MR. ELSON:  I am just asking physically at the moment, Mr. Keizer; that's a fair question, fair clarification.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, can you clarify the question one more time, please?

MR. ELSON:  Let's just take SS-05 for example.  So you're replacing worst performing feeders --


MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, I will stop you right there.  We are not replacing worst performing feeders.  We are installing remotely operable devices, so it wouldn't apply to this.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay.  So I think a better example is SR-04, which would be station refurbishment.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  And when you are making these upgrades, are there potential cost savings to at the same time address short circuit constraints where there is overlap?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am not sure I understand what you mean by cost savings.  I mean, there would be an incremental cost for putting in devices that would have a higher short circuit capability.

MR. ELSON:  I think what I am saying is I would it be cheaper to eliminate the short circuit constraint while doing other work as outlined in the DSP than doing it on its own?

While you are doing this work on the station, you are already having to replace some equipment and have people on site, so on and so forth.  Is that an opportunity to look at reducing your short circuit constraints, or your thermal constraints?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So from the perspective of, you know, purely would it be cheaper to do the work as part of a station refurbishment versus to do it completely stand-alone, I think it would be fair to say that it would likely be cheaper done as part of a station refurbishment.

MR. ELSON:  Um-hmm.

MR. FALTAOUS:  But obviously there is an incremental cost to that work.  So whether or not that would be considered prudent and cost-effective is something that would ultimately have to be assessed.

MR. ELSON:  And you haven't done that assessment, I take it?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We have not looked at increasing short circuit capability at our distribution stations strictly for the sole purpose of increasing DER hosting capacity.

MR. ELSON:  You have not -- sorry, could you repeat that again?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah.  We have not looked at increasing short circuit capacity at our distribution stations strictly for the purpose of increasing DER hosting capacity.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Could you undertake to look through the DSP and highlight the projects where there would be significant savings to increase short circuit capacity while other work is undertaken versus doing that as a stand-alone project?

MR. KEIZER:  That seems like an onerous task, Mr. Elson, to be able to go through the entire DSP and assess this from an economic perspective.

MR. ELSON:  I don't need an economic assessment of each, but it's faster than me going through one by one.  And what we are looking for are what are the areas where you might be able to also achieve other goals, such as increasing your short circuit capacity.

It looks like SR-04 is one of those, but I am wondering if there are other cases where doing it as part of an overall project would be cheaper than doing it as a stand-alone.

MR. KEIZER:  We'd have to identify each asset that he might be involved in, because some of these things are problematic, right, they are not project by project, they are actually programs.  And so --


MR. ELSON:  I mean at the level of SR-01, 02, 03, 04, not for each piece of equipment.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I guess I am actually trying to think about how you actually do that.  I mean --


MR. ELSON:  I think your witness might have something to say, yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, I mean, I think really it's primarily it's SR-04 and SR-03 would be the two areas.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Okay.  I will move on from there.  That's a good enough answer for me, I think.

Could we turn to ED-24, please.  And we had asked for estimates of load growth from switching from fossil-fuel heating from the Greener Homes Grant folks, and you asked them but you didn't have a response yet.  Could you undertake to provide that information when you receive it?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, I think they reached out for content, and you are just asking that if they get back to us and provide the information will you include that in an undertaking?  Is that what you're asking?

MR. ELSON:  Correct, yes, thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Before January 5th, yes, okay.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I mean, I am not familiar with this, because I was not involved in this direct IR, but I think we can certainly take that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.12.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.12:  TO PROVIDE THE PREVIOUSLY REQUESTED ESTIMATES OF LOAD GROWTH FROM SWITCHING FROM FOSSIL-FUEL HEATING FROM THE GREENER HOMES GRANT FOLKS.

MR. ELSON:  And could we turn to ED-25.  And I actually don't know if I need to refer to the specific interrogatory, a couple more questions about bidirectional chargers.

Does the basic service that Hydro One provides to residential customers have a limit on the amperage of a service panel?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, is your question whether or not the basic service -- the basic service that Hydro One provides to customers, you're saying?

MR. ELSON:  Distribution, yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, no, it does not.

MR. ELSON:  So if a customer upgrades from 100 to 200 amps to accommodate a fast EV charger, Hydro One will not charge that customer any resulting amount.  If there are any costs it will go into revenue requirement; is that fair to say?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, I should clarify.  So there -- if the customer is upgrading from a 100-amp to 200-amp and there are no system upgrades that are required, so meaning that, you know, we don't charge a customer for transformation, but if as a result of having to replace transformers it's going to trigger, let's say, a pole replacement or something of that sort, then there will be costs for the customer.

MR. ELSON:  I thought you had to provide poles and transformation, no, as part of your basic service?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, transformation, and secondary and metering.

MR. ELSON:  So typically if you're upgrading from 1- to 200 amps, what are the kind of costs that are typically incurred?  A pole upgrade wasn't one that I had even thought of.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So there could be no costs at all.  It just really comes down to whether or not the transformer can accommodate the load, and even if it can't and the transformer needs to be upgraded, so long as the pole does not need to be changed, then there would be no cost to the customer. But if the upgrade if transformation results in some other modifications that are required to the system, then there would be a cost to the customer.

MR. ELSON:  And what would those modifications be other than a pole?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I mean, a pole would sort of be the most typical example of it.

MR. ELSON:  Is there anything else?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Not -- nothing that I can think of off the top of my head.  That would be the main thing.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So if I wanted to have a larger 

-- you know, if I wanted to install a, you know, another washer/dryer in my house and I wanted to upgrade the amps to my service, I would have to pay for the pole outside my house?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Not necessarily.  So as I mentioned, I mean, first of all, if we are talking about a service upgrade --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  -- I mean, so maybe I should stop and just say that --


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, can I just clarify?  Is this -- this is all related to the bidirectional charger, Mr. Elson, or is it...

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. KEIZER:  That's the focus?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So if a customer is adding load to their home, if they can be accommodated within the existing service then obviously there's no issues.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  If their service size needs to be upgraded then, as I mentioned earlier, there may not be any cost for the customer, but if there are modifications to the distribution system, such as a pole having to be replaced, then there can be a cost for the customer.

MR. ELSON:  And when you say such as a pole being replaced, this is just kind of -- pole is the only one you can think of that you would have to charge the customer for?


MR. FALTAOUS:  That is the main one that I can think of, yes, that is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Can you think of other ones?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Can we go to breakout room, please?

MR. ELSON:  You know what?  I will leave the question for now.

Are there fees for micro-gen connection applications?  Is there an application fee for a residential customer to make a micro-gen connection application?  If you are not sure, maybe you could just provide an answer by way of undertaking.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can do that.  I will confirm.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't believe so, but I can confirm.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And if there is, if you could describe what it's meant to cover, that would be appreciated, you know, how much it is, what it's meant to cover.

MR. FALTAOUS:  We can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.13:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE ARE FEES FOR MICRO-GEN CONNECTION APPLICATIONS, IS THERE AN APPLICATION FEE FOR A RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER TO MAKE A MICRO-GEN CONNECTION APPLICATION, AND IF THERE IS, TO DESCRIBE WHAT IT'S MEANT TO COVER AND HOW MUCH IT IS.

MR. ELSON:  And are there other fees for micro-generation connection, such as installing a net meter, how much is that, and -- or meter readering.  Maybe you could provide an undertaking to provide a list of fees for micro-generation and to specify which ones would apply to any micro-generation application and which one would apply only -- would not apply to non-exporting connections.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.  We can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.14:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF FEES FOR MICRO-GENERATION AND TO SPECIFY WHICH ONES WOULD APPLY TO ANY MICRO-GENERATION APPLICATION AND WHICH ONE WOULD NOT APPLY TO NON-EXPORTING CONNECTIONS.

MR. ELSON:  Excellent, thank you.  Moving on to ED-18.  And so this is the project D-SS-04, energy storage solutions.  And I understand that the proposal is not to include a peak shaving capability as part of this project.  Would that be possible?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It hasn't been designed to do this, so it would require modifications, essentially, and to what extent I can't really say.  But this was not part of the original design.

MR. ELSON:  And in this chart here it describes previous outages for this First Nation.  And one of them is described as loss of supply.  What does that mean?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So loss of supply outage is when the supply to Hydro One distribution is lost, typically as a result of a transmission-level outage.

MR. ELSON:  I take it those would typically be storm-related?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It could be for various things.  I can't say why, or what caused the actual transmission outage.  But a loss of supply on distribution is when the upstream transmission supply is lost, yes.


MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And what's the most common reason for that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I can't comment on that.  I don't know.

MR. ELSON:  Is that something you could look into?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, why is it relevant to look into the -- are you talking about in these particular circumstances or generally?

MR. ELSON:  I am trying to determine how -- in these particular circumstances, how predictable these losses are for these customers, and whether loss of supply is typically weather-related.

MR. KEIZER:  And sorry, to what end?  Like I am trying to -- in other words to say that they aren't justified in getting battery storage?  Is that what you are trying to say?

MR. ELSON:  No.  To say whether you can use the battery for other means and increase the overall cost-effectiveness of this project and do more of them.

MR. KEIZER:  In the context of lost supply?

MR. FALTAOUS:  The only thing I can point you to -- and I am not as familiar with it, because it's not my evidence -- but within 3.2 -- sorry, 2 -- the TSP would have a breakdown of the causes of transmission-level outages.  And so that would sort of be the best representation of what causes outages on the transmission system.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, that's good for me, thank you. Could you estimate -- undertake to estimate the value of using this battery for peak shaving in addition to reliability, and include all calculations?

MR. KEIZER:  Are you asking to prove a different case for the battery?  Are you a talking about peak shaving in the circumstances of these communities?  Or are you talking about just the use of battery for peak shaving generally?

MR. ELSON:  I am not asking generally, I am asking specifically for as part of this pilot.  If you were to add this, what would the value be and who would that value accrue to?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I don't believe we can come up with that because, as mentioned, first of all this was not designed for peak shaving, so we don't know what the cost would be.  But also, we have not -- and I don't believe we have the underlying information to be able to sufficiently say this is when it will be able to peak shave.

So I don't know that we can actually perform that analysis.

MR. ELSON:  If you were to peak shave, where would that value accrue?  Who would be the beneficiary?  And if that's something you want to take away and think about, that would be fine.

MR. KEIZER:  Again, in the context of these communities, or generally in terms of peak shaving?

MR. ELSON:  In the context of this specific project.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure if that was an underlying driving need, so I am not sure whether that was even contemplated by Hydro One.

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct, Mr. Keizer.  So I just want to clarify that currently these communities have sufficient supply and so, you know, there is no direct value in terms of potentially deferring an investment or anything like that.

MR. ELSON:  But is there a value in providing these communities with cheaper electricity, because you can use the battery to soak up electricity when it's cheap and then discharge to a certain extent when electricity is expensive?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I think the level of complexity of that question -- I don't believe it's a straightforward question.  I think there's a lot of questions that would have to be answered in order for us to be able to come up with something like that, and I believe that is not straightforward by any means.

MR. ELSON:  That's fair and that's why I am asking you to take it away and think about it.  Is it something that you'd be willing to do?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think it's something we are willing to do, because I am not sure that Hydro One even has the ability to do that from a distribution perspective where they would be in a position to arbitrage, you know, power prices -- that's what you're effectively implying -- and then operate these for a non-distribution basis.

MR. ELSON:  If that's your witness's evidence, Mr. Keizer, then I would prefer to hear it from him instead of you putting words in his mouth.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not putting words in his mouth.  I am raising a legal issue because effectively they are limited by statute as to what they can undertake as a distributor.  If you want us to --


MR. ELSON:  I will move on.  I will move on.

MR. KEIZER:  Perfect, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  I am looking at now -- further on in this interrogatory, there is a reference to a residential storage pilot.  How many of those residential units are going in, in to reference to (e) on ED-18?  You are talking a total cost per home of $29,000.  How many of those residential storage units is Hydro One planning to install?

MR. FALTAOUS:  The pilot is targeting between 50 to 100 customers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  It strikes me that that cost is a lot, $30,000, when the capacity you're getting is 13.5 kilowatt hours.

Did Hydro One consider an alternative plan of incentivising customers with, let's say, half that amount, you know, $15,000 for an electric vehicle that would be attached to a bidirectional charger?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, we did not consider that.  And I think for context, this pilot has been in the works for a couple of years and ultimately the goal here is to improve reliability for customers.  But I do also want to add that we are exploring the potential benefits of Vehicle to Home through another pilot that we are partnering with other entities on, and that is something that we are interested in exploring.

MR. ELSON:  Could you provide, file details on that other project that you're talking about?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, why is it relevant, Mr. Elson?  It's not part of the system plan.  It's a pilot that's not forming part of any investment plans or the rates before this Board.

MR. ELSON:  Is that true?  It's not part of this at all?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So there is information in ED-28 on the Vehicle to Home pilot.  Just give me one minute, please.

MR. ELSON:  Are you paying for that pilot through revenue requirement?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I would have to confirm, but -- I would have to confirm.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, if you could provide more detail on that, that would be appreciated, in addition to what there is in ED-28, such as the decision of the pilot and how much you're spending on it.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I also just want to clarify, Mr. Elson, that the pilot hasn't started yet.  We have an idea of what it is we want to do, and I believe we described that appropriately in ED-28, particularly part (a).  So I don't know that we will have details for you at this point.  I think it's still very early on in the pilot.

MR. ELSON:  With respect to the residential storage solution described in ED-18, your cost per home is $29,000, and so you said there was going to be 50 to 100 customers.  What's the total all-in cost for that residential storage pilot?  I think it's a subset of this ISD and so I am not sure what the specific breakdown of that project is.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So for the pilot specifically?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  It's in the range of 3 to 4 million dollars, depending obviously on customer uptake.

MR. ELSON:  That's 3 to 4 million for the residential storage pilot?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  So that's 3 to 4 million for the 50 to 100 customers?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And where are the rest of those costs coming from in addition to the total cost per -- let me just ask more generally.

Could you provide a breakdown of that 3 to 4 million dollars in terms of where those costs are going?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, a breakdown of the $3 million related to this residential program; is that what you are asking for?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, please.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Give me one minute.

MR. ELSON:  And maybe we could adjust the undertaking to either provide a breakdown or tell us where it is in the evidence.


MR. FALTAOUS:  So the information that you're looking for can be found in -- give me one second.  It is in here.  If you go to Exhibit I, tab 22, Schedule B3, SEC-156, attachment 1, you will see a breakdown of the costs.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can we move to ED -- actually, no, one more question on storage.  Could you undertake to provide an estimate of the cost of a bidirectional EV charger?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, why is that unique to Hydro One?

MR. ELSON:  I am sorry, I don't think it is unique to Hydro One.

MR. KEIZER:  Right, so could you obtain that on your own rather than doing it through Hydro One?

MR. ELSON:  No, I couldn't.  And I am asking Hydro One the question.  It is Hydro One that's seeking recovery for storage projects, and I am just looking at whether those dollars are better directed towards bidirectional chargers.

MR. KEIZER:  And so -- no.  I mean, why we are going and inquiring about what a bidirectional EV charger is when it's not part of our program and not part of --


MR. ELSON:  It is part of your program, sir.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Faltaous, can you clarify?  Are we...

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, to be clear, I mean, we are not acquiring bidirectional chargers ourselves, so this is not something that Hydro One readily has available in terms of information.  So I would say this is, you know, outside of Hydro One information, and I don't see the relevance of us looking up that information.

MR. ELSON:  You're doing it as part ED-28, though.  Wasn't that your answer?  Or if you are saying that you don't know, then that's sufficient for me and I will move on.

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, I just want to clarify that the Vehicle to Home pilot, we are partnering with other entities.  We are not necessarily buying bidirectional chargers as part of it.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay.  Environmental Defence 19(b), there's a description of the total ownership cost and using those for transformers to assess the impact of the cost of losses.

Could you please file sample documentation showing how the total ownership cost is calculated, including all of the underlying figures, such as the cost of avoided losses?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, could you just point to where you're referring to in the IR?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, number (c).

MR. FALTAOUS:  I just want to point you to the fact that we did file a report as an attachment to this IR --


MR. ELSON:  And I will have some questions on that, yeah.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.  But I believe -- I believe the report would provide what you are asking for.

MR. ELSON:  It doesn't provide an example of Hydro One actually using this methodology, and I would just like to confirm exactly what's being done.  And if you could provide sample documentation, that would be appreciated.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, just so that I understand --


MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. FALTAOUS:  -- your question.  So you're specifically asking for a sample of where we used this methodology to determine the procurement specification for a transformer or the total ownership cost of the transformer?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, the total ownership cost.  I don't know exactly what the document would be.  Maybe it would be a business case for a transformer purchase or otherwise where the calculations were done.  I mean, if there's -- if there's specific information that you want to take out because it's for a specific bid, that's fine, but I am just looking for the underlying calculations and example of that actually happening.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I think we can see what's available and then ultimately provide if we have something that would reasonably meet the ask.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.15. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.15:  TO PROVIDE A SAMPLE OF WHERE THE METHODOLOGY IS USED TO DETERMINE THE PROCUREMENT SPECIFICATION FOR A TRANSFORMER OR THE TOTAL OWNERSHIP COST OF THE TRANSFORMER.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  It says here that you account for distribution losses with respect to transformers in part (c).  Do you also consider upsizing conductors whenever they are replaced as part of a system renewal or system service project and whether that would be a cost-effective way to reduce distribution losses?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Just give me one minute, please.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. FALTAOUS:  If I can ask you to go to Exhibit B, Tab 3, Schedule 1, section 3.6, page 10.

MR. ELSON:  3.6, page 10, you said?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Correct.  And you can see in the third paragraph on this page -- I will wait until it comes up.  If you can scroll down to line 20, please.  So you can see here that we do use standard sizes for conductors, so specifically we specify 336 for all of our overhead F class feeders and 556 for M class feeders on the main 3 phase trunk.  So these are larger line conductors that have lower resistance, which does help with losses.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, no, I read that, thank you.  And can you confirm when you are installing a new conductor whether you consider additional upsizing as a cost-effective way to reduce or further reduce distribution losses?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So these conductors would constitute an upsizing relative to our -- a lot of what we would have used historically, and so that is going to contribute to reduced system losses.

MR. ELSON:  Do you do -- do you consider going larger than these, or do you just always use a standard size?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So those standard sizes were selected with losses in mind, and so we are not going larger than those sizes unless we had exceptional circumstances.  But I would say, you know, for the vast majority of the distribution system, 556 is more than sufficient.

MR. ELSON:  So you don't do a case-by-case analysis, you have already looked at it on a system-wide basis and decided that this is the most cost-effective conductor, or do you --


MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct.  No --


MR. ELSON:  -- or do you also do it case by case?

MR. FALTAOUS:  These are our standards, so these are what we apply to any new build across the system.

MR. ELSON:  And do you proactively consider adding voltage regulators to reduce the losses on your system?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We add voltage regulators when they are needed to support voltage.

MR. ELSON:  So you add them to support voltage but not as a means to reduce losses?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Not specifically for that purpose.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And is that something that you've explored?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So we have not looked at that specifically.  But, like I said, I mean we have quite the vast distribution system and so ultimately we basically address the needs on our system, and that is what we have been doing to date.

MR. ELSON:  Are you familiar with the work that Hydro One -- sorry, that they have done in Ottawa and Sault Ste. Marie on the voltage regulators to reduce transmission losses?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, I am not.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  When you are valuing losses as you look at a different processes and different potential avenues for loss reductions, how do you calculate the dollar value?  And I know that I -- and I am going to take you to the Kinetrics study shortly.  But to put a particular point to it, do you count them as HOEP plus GA per kilowatt hour or some other means?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am sorry, your question is with regards to when we are calculating the losses on our system?

MR. ELSON:  When you are considering whether to spend more money on equipment to reduce losses, you have to determine whether it's worth spending those dollars.  And to do that, you have to ascribe a value to the loss reductions, which means you need a dollar per kilowatt hour.

And what is the dollar per kilowatt hour?  Is it the wholesale price, which would be HOEP plus GA?  If you want -- I am not trying to catch you up.  Do you want to take an undertaking, that's fine.

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, I can clarify that we are not using that value to assess losses specifically.

MR. ELSON:  What do you use in terms of dollar per kilowatt hour?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So we are not using a quantitative value of dollars per kilowatt hour.

MR. ELSON:  How do you calculate the total ownership cost, including distribution system losses, without a dollar value?

MR. FALTAOUS:  The Kinectrics report, specifically with regards to total ownership cost for transformation, for transformers, so that refers to -- and I can take you there.  Just one second, please.

MR. ELSON:  It's part of this interrogatory response that is attached to this.

MR. KEIZER:  While the witness is looking at it, can we clarify, Jamie and Mr. Elson?  We are coming up on 3:15, and the witness has been at this for a while.  Can we just clarify your timing and when we are due for a break.

MR. ELSON:  I am happy to take a break any time.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Elson had estimated an hour and three quarters.  We are around an hour and a half.  Mr. Elson, are you -- is it possible to take a break soon?

MR. ELSON:  I take a break now.  I won't be more than 15 minutes for the remaining, so I am happy to take a break now.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  If it would help the panel, let's take the afternoon break now.  We can come back at 3:30 and Mr. Elson can finish off.

MR. ELSON:  That's fine.
--- Recess taken at 3:14 p.m. 
--- On resuming at 3:30 p.m.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  We are back.  Mr. Elson, if you could continue, please.

MR. ELSON:  Sounds good.  So if I understand the answer to part (d) of Interrogatory 19(b), Hydro One does a qualitative analysis with respect to the benefits of reduced losses for planning purposes, but the only time it does a quantitative analysis to determine the value of loss reductions is with respect to transformers when it is calculating the total ownership cost; is that -- do I have that right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  This is Peter Faltaous.  Yes, Mr. Elson, that is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Further down on 19(b) on page 5, there are values here for dollars per megawatt hour.  Can you confirm how those dollars per megawatt hour were calculated?

MR. FALTAOUS:  This would actually be a question for the rates panel.

MR. ELSON:  I don't have any questions for the rates panel.  If you could undertake to provide a breakdown of these costs per megawatt hour, that would save us a lot of time and save me a lot of time and a conflict.  I assume it's something that can be answered by undertaking.  Would you be amenable to doing that, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, let's just make sure that when you say -- sorry, which costs per megawatt hour do you want a breakdown of?

MR. ELSON:  There are figures here for dollars per megawatt hour, which are the second-last row of the tables in part (f) of 19(b).

MR. KEIZER:  So you want to understand the basis of that second-last row of the tables in part (f)?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, we will undertake to do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.16.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.16:  TO CONFIRM THE CALCULATION OF THE COSTS PER MEGAWATT HOUR SHOWN IN THE TABLES AT PART (F) OF IR ED-19B.

MR. ELSON:  Appreciate it.  And that's in this version of the interrogatory.

And if you could turn to Table 4, which is page 12 of the Kinectrics study which is attached to this -- to this interrogatory.  And as it's being pulled up, I can probably ask my question, which is:  Previously Hydro One used to calculate the value of losses also including a demand charge, and it stopped doing that and only uses a charge per kilowatt hours.

Can you explain why that was done?  And if you want to pull up the reference, it would be page 12 of 26 of this document.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Can you please clarify the question, Mr. Elson?  So what are you specifically referring to here?

MR. ELSON:  In the 2006 formula there were demand charges that were included in the cost of losses formula.  And then in the 2016 formula, the value for a kilowatt demand is zero.  And why are demand charges not accounted for in the 2016 formula?  You can take that away.  I assume you need to.  An undertaking will be fine.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, we will have to do that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.17.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.17:  TO ADVISE WHY DEMAND CHARGES ARE NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE 2016 FORMULA.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And if we turn up to page 9 of the Kinectrics study, the energy price that's used in your loss valuation are time-of-use energy charges; is that correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And those include the GA, fair to say?  You can take that away if you want and confirm --


MR. FALTAOUS:  I will have to take that away, yeah.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.18.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.18:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE ENERGY PRICE AT PAGE 9 OF THE KINECTRICS STUDY INCLUDES THE GA.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And can you confirm that the Kinectrics study or the Kinectrics methodology is used, and let me know if there are any aspects of it that are not used or have been adapted as it's applied in practice?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  JT2.19?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, yes, JT2.19.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.19:  TO CONFIRM THAT THE KINECTRICS METHODOLOGY IS USED IN THE COST OF LOSS VALUATION; TO ADVISE IF THERE ARE ANY ASPECTS OF IT THAT ARE NOT USED OR HAVE BEEN ADAPTED AS IT'S APPLIED IN PRACTICE.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could turn to ED-23, and specifically on page 7 there's a reference to Hydro One's 2019 residential equipment survey.  If you turn to the bottom.  Right there.  In the notes, note 1 to Table 1(b) here.  They're responses to Hydro One's 2019 residential equipment survey.  Could you provide a copy of the survey results or explain why you can't if you can't?

MR. KEIZER:  I think this question also relates to the rates panel, I believe.  Sorry, you're saying provide the results or if we can't why we can't?  Is that what you said?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, that's fine.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.21.

MR. ELSON:  Was that 20 or 21?  I didn't quite catch that.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That last one was JT2.21. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.20:  TO PROVIDE A COPY OF THE 2019 RESIDENTIAL EQUIPMENT SURVEY; IF YOU CANNOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY YOU CANNOT.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  In section D-SS-02, page 10 of the DSP there are seven reliability projects described, 
which -- I don't know whether we can pull it up, but I think you're probably familiar with what those seven projects are.

And could you undertake to provide the peak demand for the lines in question for each of these seven project IDs?

MR. KEIZER:  I'm sorry, what's the relevance of that?

MR. ELSON:  I would like the peak demand so that I can look at that figure and assess whether DERs might have been something to consider in a bit more detail.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So just to be clear, Mr. Elson, we are talking about tie lines here.  This is to improve reliability for customers fed off these feeders by putting in new tie lines between two different feeders.

MR. ELSON:  Understood.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.  So within that context --


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  Go ahead, Mr. Faltaous.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yes, so I just wanted to clarify that this is an investment to improve reliability through creating transfer capability between these customers, so I am not really sure what the relevance of peak demand specifically would be within this regard.

MR. ELSON:  If you can provide the reliability by installing a distributed energy resource instead of --


MR. FALTAOUS:  And you would have to install distributed energy resources on both lines, you're saying, because this is a tie line that is now able to back up -- it's enabling you to transfer load for either of the lines.  So you're essentially saying you would go and install a distributed energy resource for both of these lines, which I can tell you will be an expensive proposition.

MR. ELSON:  I am not necessarily saying anything at this point.  What I am saying is, you know, what are the magnitude of the demands on these lines, and are there other ways to address them.

So really the undertaking is can you let us know what the peak demand is on the lines in question.  And I guess I have said that there is one line, but in each case there would be two lines because you are connecting two lines.

But either way, I think you understand what we are looking for.

MR. KEIZER:  But I think the witness has indicated that it's not relevant to the nature of the project to be able to consider the peak demand, because of the nature of what the project is actually doing.  Is that right Mr. Faltaous?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That is correct, Mr. Keizer.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think it's a question of relevance.  I think the question is it's potentially cost-effective because you would need to have two DERs on two different lines, if I understood the response.  And that may well be the case, but I think as intervenors, we should be able to come to that conclusion ourselves.  

So if it's not onerous and you could let us know the peak demands, that would help us kick the tires and we may very well say, yeah, we agree with you 200 percent that it would be cost-ineffective to install something else as an alternative.

But providing the peak demands would give us a little bit more insight into that.  And if it is as you say it is and the actual amount of demand that would need to be served is very, very high, then I think you might as well provide us that information and we can agree with you.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay, we can do that.

MR. KEIZER:  I think we will have to qualify it accordingly, Mr. Elson, as to whether it's legitimate for respect to these projects.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.21 and I should correct myself.  Earlier, the previous undertaking was JT2.20; sorry about that.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.21: TO ADVISE THE PEAK DEMAND FOR THE LINES IN QUESTION OF THE SEVEN PROJECT IDS SHOWN IN DSP SECTION D-SS-02, PAGE 10

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And did Hydro One consider DERs as alternatives to these investments?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, not specifically for these investments.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.  I very much appreciate all the work you are doing to enable DERs and for all your answers today.  Those are all my questions.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thanks, Mr. Elson.  We will move on to the School Energy Coalition.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can the panel hear me and see me?  Thank you very much, panel.  I'd like to start at B3-Energy Probe-36.  And you were asked in part (b) was the decision to select alternative 2 planned replacements or -- sorry, I am reading the wrong one.  My apologies.

"Was the decision to select alternative 3 addressed end of life assets through optimized system planning based on a qualitative assessment such as discounted cash flow or qualitative risk analysis", and it goes on.

Your response essentially says that you used a qualitative risk assessment using the methodology detailed in the evidence, and then you provide the total risk mitigated for each project and the risk spend efficiency.  Do you see that?  Do you see that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yes, yes, I see it.  I do just want to correct one thing.  You indicated qualitative, it does say quantitative here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, that's my reading, my fault.  But I just actually wanted to go back to the evidence at D-SR -- this is D-SR-10 here.  So if we maybe can pull that up, and if we can go to page 10 and 11, where it shows the alternatives.  I just want too make sure I understand and don't confuse different concepts here.

As I understand the purposes of the quantitative risk assessment that we talked about with the risk -- that shows the mitigated risk and the risk spend efficiency, that is for the -- from the discussion that I had with the panel 1 folks, that is for the purposes of determining which projects and the prioritization of those projects.

And I took the alternatives that are listed here to be less about which projects, but more about a strategy for replacing, what is the most -- what is the best strategy.  But it's not a selection of which projects that the quantitative risk assessment looks at.

Am I correct, or can you help clarify that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I will say that it's actually a bit of both, Mr. Rubenstein.  And the reason that I say that is because if you look at alternative 1 here, which is really reactive replacement, so meaning essentially we do nothing and we let the equipment fail.

When we do our risk assessment, which is the quantified risk assessment that we talked about, that really is looking at the risk mitigated, which is essentially if you undertake the investment, how much risk will be mitigated versus if you don't undertake the investment what the potential, you know, baseline risk would be.

And so the baseline risk would sort of represent a reactive replacement strategy, whereas the risk for a post investment, which is your residual risk, would represent sort of the alternative 3 aspect of this.

So really the alternative 1 and alternative 3 are both really accounted for as part of the risk assessment.  You are correct with regards to alternative 2, which is really sort of taking a different approach.  So rather than, you know, rebuilding these sections, it would just be doing individual component replacements, essentially.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So practically speaking, when the investment planning process -- I just want to make sure I understand this -- are you having a discussion before you determine candidate investments for this that may exist for this -- I think this is the line sustaining initiative.  Do you first determine well what is our strategy?  We may look at different things, but what is our strategy for this 
to -- for this type of renewal work?  And then you determine what the various candidate investments may be based on in that strategy?  Or for example, for alternative 2 and alternative 3, are you actually looking at both of those and both of those will be within the candidate investments?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So the manner that we look at this is ultimately from the perspective of identifying what we think would be the best alternative.  And so when we are looking at the needs on our system, we could ultimately replace components, individual components piecemeal, or if there are sections which have a number of components that are all in poor condition and all need to be addressed, address them as an integrated project which is really what we are proposing here as part of these line sustainments.

So it really is an assessment that is done by the planner up front looking at, you know, do we have a section where a lot of the assets are in poor shape and we are going to have to replace them.  We could replace them piecemeal or we could take advantage of the fact that there's a lot of synergies obviously in doing it as an integrated project, and there may be opportunities to relocate those assets if they are off-road for the purposes of addressing access issues and ultimately improving impacts to reliability and so on.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I take it you are actually are doing some planned component replacement work.  They are not in this project, but they can play out in pole refurbishment or some of the other ones, correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct, we do have planned component replacement programs as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can we go back to Energy Probe 36B(iii)(e) Energy Probe 36.

I thought I understood that what risk spend efficiency was was it was risk mitigated per dollar spent.  But when I go through and look at the risk mitigated column and I compare it to the project costs that are contained in Appendix A to that SR-10, clearly that's not the case, because the numbers are nowhere near risk-mitigated divided by the project costs.  So can you help me?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So the AIP tool does the calculation of the risk spend efficiency.  Panel 1 really would have been in the best place to describe how that calculation is done within the tool.  But I believe it has to do with the fact that it is looking at risk over a period of time as opposed to in a single year.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So can I ask you by way of undertaking to provide a detailed explanation of how the calculation works, including all assumptions, and maybe pick out one or two projects on -- or let's say two projects on this list to show as examples and then show those calculations so we can understand this?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, and the detailed calculation, just to be clear on the record, Mr. Rubenstein, detailed calculation of what?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the first part would be a detailed explanation of the risk spend efficiency, including any -- if it's over a period of time, if there are discount rates, et cetera, how the calculation works.  And then taking, let's say two projects, two representative projects, from the list that are included in Energy Probe 36(b) to show the detailed calculations.

MR. KEIZER:  We don't have the benefit of panel 1 here with us to say what is doable or not doable, so we will give that undertaking subject to if, we can do it we will, and if we can't we will explain why.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  So the --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein.  That will be JT2.22.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.22:  TO PROVIDE A DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE CALCULATION OF RISK SPEND EFFICIENCY SHOWN IN ENERGY PROBE 36(B); TO THEN SHOW DETAILED CALCULATIONS OF TWO PROJECTS FROM THE LIST INCLUDED IN THE IR RESPONSE AS REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLES; OR, IF THIS CANNOT BE DONE, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  So you have provided in response to part (b) a list of projects that you're undertaking and the risk mitigated and the risk spend efficiency, but am I correct that when you were -- the first stage of the planning process when you were determining candidate investments, there were more potential projects than this?  Ultimately some didn't make the cut, so to speak; correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So as a general statement that would be correct, in that there would have been more candidate investments identified upfront that ultimately -- versus what ultimately made the final plan.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And would I be correct, then, that the projects that were not selected, so ultimately didn't make the cut, all had a risk spend efficiency below whatever the lowest one here is in the list?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So again, this question would be better suited for panel 1.  I believe -- in an effort to be helpful, I believe in general the risk spend efficiency certainly for the higher projects would be what makes it into the plan.  There may be cases where because of optimization and ultimately maybe there is a threshold for which a higher RSE project cannot make it into the plan, but essentially other projects may make it into that plan as part of the optimization.  But really, that is a question for panel 1.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I apologize; your name was on the interrogatory here, so that's why I left it for this panel.

Well, can I ask you, then, by way of undertaking to provide all projects that were considered that were essentially candidate investments with respect to SR-10, so line-sustaining initiatives, if you can show the similar risk mitigated and risk spend efficiency.  And insofar as there were projects that had -- that are on that list that would have had a higher risk spend efficiency than those that are in -- that you actually are proposing to do, you will provide a short explanation of why that's involved; that is, in the distribution system plan?  Is that something you can do?

MR. KEIZER:  Again, I guess subject to the caveat of if we can, then fine.  If we can't, we will explain why with any appropriate qualifications.

And I guess the question is, I am not sure, though, to be honest with you, the other concern I have, Mr. Rubenstein, is when you say "any candidate investments", it's like, are you talking about you want a list of everything that was considered?  It could be many candidate investments here.  I am trying to understand.  Maybe if we could try to provide some focus around the question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, as I understand, and you can see this, for example, at -- well, as I understand -- let me back up for a second.  And you don't necessarily have to pull this up, but B3-SEC-135 -- no, maybe it is -- we should just quickly pull that up.  And I put a similar table, Mr. Keizer, you will have seen yesterday, to the DSP panel, so you may have seen a table like this.  I think I had it in dollars before in -- B-SEC-136 is dollars, but as I understand the candidate investment development, across all aspects of the distribution system, there was 1,199 projects, so it would be the -- however many of the 1,199 were line sustaining projects, I don't know what that would be.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, I just, I am not sure how I can -- I mean, I guess the point is whether or not it all gets identified at the time that they're candidate investments, that, okay, this is S, you know, this is SR-10, or is it actually how projects get grouped as they kind of move through.  So I guess we will still have to leave it with the qualification that, you know, to the extent that it actually is helpful to you because you could just get -- you know, how it's described going into the process may not necessarily be the way it's actually described, you know, in the ISD, for example, right, or wherever else.  So anyway, I guess I just provide those caveats.

The other is whether or not it's -- when you're at the investment candidate level, is that really the right place to be, because the other issue is really the prioritization and optimization, not the candidate investment.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I mean --


MR. KEIZER:  The candidate investment is where everything is possible and then you narrow it down, right, so...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so, no, but that's exactly -- I mean, for sure we know the projects listed in B3-Energy Probe-36, that's the -- that came -- we know that cart left the candidate investment gate, because it moved down essentially the process.  So I --


MR. KEIZER:  Well, I guess if that's an output of the process, though, right, the risk spend efficiency and what you are looking at in that Energy Probe 36, not the input of the process.  And so when you're focused on the candidate investment, I think you are focused on the input but not the output.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, my understanding is the input would include, from what I have understood the evidence, is the input would include the risk mitigated and whatever inputs determine what the risk spend efficiency, because that essentially, as I -- I understood the panel 1 testimony, with the exception of the question about flags, mandatory flags, it essentially orders all candidate investments based on risk spend efficiency.  And then the company at the prioritization optimization took a sort 
Of picked -- I don't mean "picked" at all in the pejorative sense -- sort of made a cut-off and said at that stage this is -- everything above we are doing, everything below we are not doing, and then there were some adjustments in the remaining customer engagement, enterprise engagement final plan, final plan filed -- but all those things should exist.

MR. KEIZER:  And your point is, is there something in the prioritization and optimization part of this that actually had a higher risk spend efficiency than appears in Energy Probe 36?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.  And it was ultimately not chosen, and the witness provided some reasons why that may be the case, and I take it, and that's consistent with some of the evidence we heard.  I just -- and then the idea would be you would provide a brief summary of what was the driver of that.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, so again, back to my -- I don't want to drag this out -- getting back to the point, it's not so much the candidates going in, it's the question of how they got evaluated, the risk spend efficiency that resulted from that process of evaluation, and whether anything that appeared below the line, so to speak, actually, you know, has a higher risk spend efficiency than something else.  So you're not looking for all the candidates, you want to basically understand the ranking of any of those candidates that are line sustainment that have been prioritized -- or, sorry, have gone through the prioritization process but may have an RSE that is greater than what's in the list.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But -- but to demonstrate that and to understand that I actually would like to see all -- understanding the caveats that you mentioned, Mr. Keizer, all the candidate investments that are with respect to SR-10 projects.

MR. KEIZER:  Whether they are higher or lower, it doesn't matter; you want to see them all?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  And then for those that are higher that were not chosen, there would be some explanation, a brief explanation why.

MR. KEIZER:  All right.  Well, we don't have the benefit of panel 1 here to be able to describe this.  So I think again it will have to be whether or not that is something which can be done, or whether or how onerous a task that is, I have no idea.  So it would have to be, you know, subject to those caveats, I think.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Of course.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I would also like to clarify, Mr. Keizer, and I don't know this off the top of my head, but it would also depend on whether there were more candidate investments for SR-10 specifically that were input.

Clearly we can see that based on the number of system renewal investments versus a final plan, there a difference.  But whether or not any of those were specifically related to SR-10, I am not certain.  But we can certainly review it and if that is the case, then we will work with members of panel 1 to provide what's appropriate.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I would just add if there isn't, you can just provide some more detail.  I am not asking you to do this.  There is a bunch of similar interrogatories and I am not going to ask you to do it for every single one.  I am hoping that this is a representative one.  So if it isn't, please provide some details and more information such as you were discussing about when there would be situations where you would pick another project, et cetera.

MR. KEIZER:  Understood.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That being said, all of that will be undertaking JT2.23.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.23:  TO PROVIE A LIST OF CANDIDATE INVESTMENTS THAT FORM PART OF SR-10; IF NOT REPRESENTATIVE, TO EXPLAIN WHY, AND TO PROVIDE MORE INFORMATION ABOUT WHEN THERE WOULD BE SITUATIONS WHERE YOU WOULD PICK ANOTHER PROJECT, ETC.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you now to turn to B3-SEC-145.  So we had asked you to provide similar information for 2018, 2021 and 2022 based on some tables that is in the evidence.  And you forecast us to A-SEC-002, which is not what we were seeking.

So maybe if we can just quickly go to evidence here, and look at DSP section 3.9, attachment 2, tables 5 and 7.  B-3-1, DSP section 3.9.

This is -- and Mr. Keizer will recall I had asked, maybe we can go to the -- go to, let's say, table 5 first.  That's at page 17.

And so we had asked you to provide similar tables for 2018, for '21 and 2022, and for -- so I understand the interrogatory is 2018, because the DRO timing it doesn't really exist.  For 2021 and 2022, we asked you to provide this information on a forecast basis.

And I asked a similar question to the transmission panel for the transmission versions of these tables.  So to short circuit it, I am wondering if you could -- on a best-efforts basis and under the same caveats as provided in JT1.12 for the transmission -- attempt to complete these tables on a forecast basis.

MR. KEIZER:  On the same basis as 1.12, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I believe that is -- yes.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.24.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.24:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS AND UNDER THE SAME CAVEATS AS PROVIDED IN JT1.12 FOR THE TRANSMISSION, TO COMPLETE THE TABLES ON A FORECAST BASIS.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I had a discussion -- with respect to transmission yesterday, I had a discussion with Mr. Reinmuller yesterday about B2-Staff-20, and you don't need to pull it up, where he told me with respect to transmission system, system access and system service were non-discretionary projects in terms of their -- and as I understand and would get a mandatory flag.

With respect to system service, is that the same for distribution?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Just give me one minute, please.   So if I can take you to Exhibit B3-1, section 3.6 and specifically if I can take you to page 4 of that exhibit -- actually let's go to page 7, please.

So in here we have described non-discretionary investments on the distribution system, including specific to system service.  So there are some investments within system service that are non-discretionary, but then there are others that are discretionary.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So outside of the ones that you are listing, I guess, in 3.6.3.2.3, they are discretionary?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and is it all the work within each of these investments that are non-discretionary, or is it only a sub-component?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It would be all the work within these investments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, thank you very much.  Can I ask you now to turn to B3-SEC-124.  I have a number of questions here and I -- this is with respect to the Guidehouse First Quartile Consulting Distribution Poles and Substation Benchmarking Report.  So you may have to answer a number of these by undertaking as you didn't prepare the report.

So the first -- we asked in part (a) to provide all the underlying data used in this report in Excel format, and that was provided in -- Attachment 1 was provided.  And maybe it was just the question was not clear or was not fully understood.

We were looking for all the underlying data.  What was provided in the Excel spreadsheet was essentially the underlying data for each figure in the evidence.  So essentially they're a bunch of graphs and tables and just the Excel numbers that allows you to create the figures and the graphs and whatnot, but not the actual underlying data.

So can you ask Guidehouse and First Quartile to please provide that information.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you want all the raw data?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, so you provided a version of that with respect to Hydro One in response to, I believe -- I am not sure if there's a better way that First Quartile has it sort of in a more comprehensive fashion in one document, but at the very least, you did provide Hydro One's response to the questionnaire in attachment 3.  But I assume there is one file that has all of it.  And again, as I noted in the interrogatory, we are -- the mass -- all other utilities don't need to be identified.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I guess two things.  I guess one, I am not quite sure what all of the raw data is going to do.  I mean, I am a bit confused by that, given the fact that the data was used, put into a benchmarking.  Are you intending to go and redo the benchmarking study?  Is that why you want all the raw data?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Potentially.  We would look to do some analysis on that information, yes.

MR. KEIZER:  So create your own benchmarking study and use Guidehouse's data to do that?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I am not going to do my own benchmarking, but it's going to look at the data and better understand it.  As I walk through, I have some concerns with some of the Hydro One data alone.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, so -- anyway, I think that the point being is, one, I can't speak for Guidehouse in terms of whatever restrictions or confidentiality or any kind of data restrictions would have in terms of being able to provide it on a raw basis, and whether or not that's an interpretive tool, they require interpretation of the data as opposed to just simply giving you a whole pile of data in an Excel spreadsheet for you to manipulate on your own.

So I think, you know, if we are going to look at it, we would have to indicate that it would be only if to the extent that it was appropriate to do so and, you know, and it would have to be caveated on that basis, and obviously if we felt it wasn't appropriate to do so we would advise in the undertaking as to why.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  I think it's self-explanatory that this information be provided, but I leave it to you to have discussions.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, just giving, you know, over an entire database for which somebody has actually, you 
know -- and then saying, here you go, here is the raw data, go manipulate it as you will.  I guess I have a hard time doing that, especially if the individual's been put forward as an expert on the basis of the data that they have gathered.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I think we have the right to test that information.  I am not saying -- you could seek confidentiality, as has been done for Clearspring and other experts who have provided data.

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, to other experts.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, all other parties have had access to the, for example, the Clearspring, and I assume when PEG files its information would have access to the working papers.

MR. KEIZER:  Anyway, we will take it on that basis as to whether we perceive it to be appropriate to do so, and if not we will articulate why it is not, and we obviously have to consult with Guidehouse in that regard anyway.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you now to go to part (g).

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry to interrupt.  We will make that --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Oh, sorry.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  -- Undertaking JT2.25.  Sorry to interrupt.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No problem.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.25:  TO PROVIDE THE UNDERLYING RAW DATA FOR THE REPORT ENTITLED "GUIDEHOUSE AND FIRST QUARTILE DISTRIBUTION POLES REPLACEMENT PROGRAM BENCHMARKING REPORT 2020"


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So we had asked:

"Please explain why Hydro One's pole replacement costs were determined on a three-year average, 2018 to 2020, but comparative costs were only on one year, 2019.  Please provide Hydro One's individual data for each year."

And if we can go to the response, and specifically the part where -- at the beginning where it says:

"Please see interrogatory B3-Staff-144, part (j) for the 2018 to 2020 unit cost actuals."

So maybe we can go to that response.

And so I presume the -- what you're pointing to is then the pole replacement gross unit -- gross cost per unit provided in DSP section 3.5, page 35, which is the scorecard; do I have that right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Give me one minute, please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, that's where that information takes it, and there is a pole replacement gross cost per unit in dollars.

MR. FALTAOUS:  That would be correct.  I just wanted to make sure that we had the right page reference, but I do know that the unit cost is within that scorecard.  So if it is pointing to the right page, then the answer is yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  And in that scorecard there are unit costs for 2018, 2019, and 2020.  But when I look at attachment 3, the Excel file, so attachment -- sorry, attachment 3 is a response to -- in B-SEC-124.  It's essentially, as I understand, Hydro One's response.  The numbers, or at least the calculation of the unit cost, do not match, either the average of 2018 to 2020 or just 2019, and I guess my question is if you could -- you can reconcile the numbers.

MR. FALTAOUS:  We can take a look and make sure that we either reconcile the numbers or provide an appropriate explanation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, and just for the -- just -- just because you'll be going to Guidehouse and First Quartile with this, as I understand, the calculation for unit costs in the Excel file is the sum of rows 144 to 150 and then divided by row 137.  So just so that's on the record if you're trying to understand why I can't get the numbers to match.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Mr. Rubenstein, I wonder if it has to do with conversion of dollars, and I believe in the Guidehouse report they did indicate that they looked at normalization, including currency conversion, so I wonder whether or not that may be the case.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I can -- sure, but my understanding, that was taking American dollars and putting into Canadian.  I just can't match Hydro One's dollars.  And they are not -- not far enough off that it would seem that that would be the answer.

MR. FALTAOUS:  We can confirm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.26.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.26:  TO RECONCILE THE NUMBERS IN THE RESPONSE TO B-SEC-124, ATTACHMENT 3, THE EXCEL FILE, OR TO PROVIDE AN APPROPRIATE EXPLANATION.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, in -- maybe we can pull up that Excel spreadsheet.  So first, in addition in part (j) you provide the quantity of poles that you're replacing for 2018 to 2020 in this response.  Do you see that?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I do, yeah.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in the Guidehouse spreadsheet, if you go down to -- I just want to make sure I have the right -- row 136.  As I read, it says, "Number of poles replace programmatic, 4053", and that doesn't match the 2019 numbers or the average of 2018, 2019, 2020 numbers in B3, in the Staff interrogatory, part (j).  So I was wondering if you could help me understand what the discrepancy is.  And I would expect by undertaking.  Can you do that for me?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, can you go back to the spreadsheet for a second, please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay.  We can take that away.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.27:  TO EXPLAIN THE DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE GUIDEHOUSE SPREADSHEET AT ROW 136 AND THE NUMBERS IN THE BOARD STAFF INTERROGATORY, PART (J).

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so on a planned basis, outside of the pole sustaining program, am I correct you're replacing poles in some other programs; correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, your question -- can you please clarify your question?  I am not sure I understand it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  On a planned basis, outside -- in addition to the pole sustaining -- sustainment program -- this is about pole replacements -- am I correct that you are replacing poles in other programs, for example the distribution line sustaining initiatives, that is a planned program and within it there are some pole replacements?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So that is correct.  Now, I'd also like to clarify, though, that the vast majority of pole replacements under other projects or programs are not driven by condition.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  But just to be clear --


MR. FALTAOUS:  So for example, so for example, if we have a joint-use partner that wants to connect and in order to enable their connection there are some poles that have to be replaced, those poles that got replaced were not necessarily poor condition poles, that may have just had different requirements from a standards perspective in order to support that additional weight.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, but they are replacing poles on a planned basis.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I would really say that that's demand-driven, joint use specifically.  But, yes, we do have poles that get replaced in other types of work outside of the pole replacement program, and again, as I indicated, the vast majority of that is not targeting poor condition poles.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  For those that we could call that they're being done on a plan basis, so for example the distribution line-sustaining initiative where you know you are going to do a line and there will be some replacement of poles, am I correct that that information and that is not included in the benchmarking study, those poles and the cost of those poles?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Just give me one minute, please.  I'd have to go back and confirm, Mr. Rubenstein, but I believe all poles -- the numbers, I believe, do represent all pole replacements, although I'd have to go back and confirm.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you do so?  And if it doesn't, can you let me know how many poles you replaced in each of 2018, 2019, 2020 on a planned basis outside of those that would be included in the study?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So I'd actually just like to clarify, Mr. Rubenstein.  We don't have that data.  We don't track the data in terms of number of poles replaced under these other programs that are not solely for the purpose of addressing pole condition.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So then they couldn't be included in this study if you didn't have the data to do it, right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I believe we did this at a system level, so I think we looked at all poles that were addressed in those years but not at a -- we are not able to actually have a program  project-level visibility.

So system-wide, we can basically indicate, you know -- it's really, it's based on procurement records, how many poles across the entire system.  But we don't have that visibility at an individual project or program basis, with the exception of the pole replacement program.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Right.  So I am going to ask you to check by way of undertaking if planned pole replacements outside of the pole replacement program were included in the study, if so, based on your comments, it is not clear to me how that would be possible if you don't have the full costing for the labour, et cetera.

And if they're not, they weren't included in the study, if you could tell me for each year 2018, 2019, 2020, in 2020 how many were replaced.  And if the data doesn't exist, you'll tell me that as well.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Could you give me one minute, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Okay, we will do it by way of undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can I --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, JT2.28.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.28:  TO ADVISE IF PLANNED POLE REPLACEMENTS OUTSIDE OF THE POLE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM WERE INCLUDED IN THE STUDY; IF NOT, TO ADVISE HOW MANY WERE REPLACED FOR 2018, 2019, 2020; OR, IF THE DATA DOESN'T EXIST, TO ADVISE OF THAT.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you now to turn to B1-AMPCO-14?  In discussion in this interrogatory and then some discussion that happened with panel 1, as I understand it these are project-level and portfolio-level metrics for the transmission system.

Is there similar project-level and portfolio-level metrics, or a scorecard, or some tracking that exists at the distribution level?

MR. NG:  Mr. Rubenstein, this is CK Ng from Hydro One Speaking.  Can you hear me?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I can.

MR. NG:  First things first.  The nature of projects in transmissions and distribution are different.  Transmission tend to be bigger projects that last multi years; in distribution, it's smaller projects, higher volume.

We do have a set of project metric we use to monitor the health of the portfolio, but they are not identical to transmission's.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Oh, I understand that they are not identical.  But there is some project-level or portfolio-level metrics that exist at the distribution level, correct?

MR. NG:  Yes, absolutely.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide a copy of those for year end 2018, 2019 and 2020 and the last available one, I guess Q3 for -- or if you have later, for 2021?

MR. NG:  I am not a hundred percent sure if you can go back to 2018 to now, but for sure we can try to do something for 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you on a best efforts basis to take the undertaking to go back to 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021.  And insofar as there were changes in the metrics, you'll provide whatever metrics were available at that time.

MR. KEIZER:  How is that comparable, though, if there's changes in the metrics?  I mean, you want to see the metrics or you want to see the progress of the metrics?  Is that what you're looking for?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I guess both.  As I take it, it's not even clear from the answer what exactly existed in the past.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess the question is, you know, in -- anyway.  Ultimately, what you did in AMPCO was ask for -- the ask for AMPCO was they provided Q3 as of Q3 2021.  You want to go back all the way to --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To be clear, an undertaking was given yesterday when I asked a similar question for 2019 and 2020, which were the years -- sort of bridge year and test year of the last plan for transmission, and essentially I am asking for the same time period for distribution, which the 0049 was the last plan.

MR. KEIZER:  Was that whatever with any necessary qualifications we need to make it clear.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay, I understand, understand.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much. Could I ask you to turn to B3 --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Rubenstein, that was an undertaking then, correct?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, it was.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.29. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.29:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE PROJECT-LEVEL AND PORTFOLIO-LEVEL METRICS OR A SCORECARD TO SOME TRACKING THAT EXISTS AT THE DISTRIBUTION LEVEL FOR 2018, 2019, 2020 TO Q3 OF 2021, SIMILAR TO WHAT WAS PROVIDED FOR THE TRANSMISSION SYSTEM IN B1-AMPCO-14;


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  At some point, I will remember to not jump ahead.

Can I ask you to turn to B3-SEC-150 (d)?   So just to orient ourselves here, this is with respect to the -- let me get the right one here.  I apologize, just give me a moment here.

We had asked with respect to SR-05 for each of 2018 to 2021 for each category of spending activities, to provide the detailed number and type of asset replacement.  As I understand, this is with respect to the demand program.  And you say under part (d) for emergency -- well, first you say Hydro One does not internally report on specific number of assets replaced.  Reporting is focussed on objectives of the capital program.  The table below outlines a portion of the program and the unit reported.

So I take it that with the exception of these reporting units, you don't have -- that's the only thing that you do report.  For the others, as you mentioned, you focus on the objectives of the program.  Is that how I should read it?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And for emergency pole and equipment replacement, it says reporting unit pole/equipment replaced.  I just want to understand what that means.

Is that poles replaced, poles with equipment, poles and/or equipment?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It's a combination of both, Mr. Rubenstein.  So it could be a pole or it could be a regulator; it's a combination of both.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And it is equipment related to poles?

MR. FALTAOUS:  It would be equipment on the lines because this investment is specifically for lines trouble.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Would it be conductors?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, it wouldn't be conductors.  So it would be equipment that is addressed through capital replacement because this is a capital program specifically.  So it could be a pole, it could be a regulator, it could be a line reclosure, it could be a line switch.  It would be those types of assets specifically.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  But you don't track the number of poles, just poles that you would replace on an emergency demand basis?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So certainly across all of these different categories we do not.  I would have to confirm whether or not that visibility exists for this specific line item.  But certainly for storm damage response, which obviously would entail, you know, pole replacements as part of storms, we do not track that.  And then also for some of the other items as well, we would not have -- for damage claims, for example, we would not have that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, at B3-SEC-124, attachment 3, that Excel spreadsheet that we talked about, you do provide a number of poles replaced -- it says "number of poles replaced -- emergency replacement" -- you provide a number.  So just, it was a bit unclear to me after I read this response, why you were able -- how you provided it to First Quartile Guidehouse but you didn't provide it or you were unable to provide it or you don't track it.

So can you just provide a little clarification there?  You can see this here on the screen at row 138.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, I can see it.  I think I will have to circle back by way of undertaking to confirm, but I can tell you that we do not track -- we don't actually have a specific reporting unit that actually tracks poles across all of these different programs specifically.  But I will take it back and just confirm that apparent discrepancy.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And I guess by "take it back", the information I am asking is essentially I guess to confirm that you don't track it and if that is confirmed how -- or in addition how did you determine the number for -- that you provided to First Quartile and Guidehouse with respect to poles replaced emergency replacement.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I will take that back, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

Can I now ask -- oh.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That is J -- sorry, it's me again.  That'll be JT2.20. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.30:  TO CLARIFY THE TRACKING OF EMERGENCY POLE REPLACEMENT


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  On panel 4 I will remember, Jamie.  Can I ask you to turn to B3-SEC-156, and I just have a couple questions with respect to the energy storage solutions program.

And with respect to the residential program, am I correct that this is not restricted or the plan is not restricted to residential customers on First Nations communities, as opposed to, as I understand, the grid-scale storage component of the SS-04 is with respect to First Nations communities?

MR. FALTAOUS:  You're correct that the behind-the-meter residential storage is not restricted to First Nations communities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And as I understand, with respect to the residential program, the eligibility would be customers who have 50 hours of outages per year?

MR. FALTAOUS:  50 hours or greater; that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Have you done any analysis or is there a forecast once these facilities, once the storage, the batteries are in place, what -- how many number of hours of outages they should expect?  What are we bringing the reliability up to?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We have done that, and if you can just give me one minute, please.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  While the panelist's looking for that, I'm just going to step in.  I misspoke there.  That last undertaking is JT2.30, not 2.20.

MR. FALTAOUS:  If I can take you to exhibit -- sorry, the ISD, D-SS-04, and specifically on page 7, and maybe while that's coming up, we did indicate that we expect a 60 percent improvement as a result of the installation of these behind-the-meter storage units.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask you what the basis of that is?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yes, so as part of the pilot that is currently in progress, we would have done an analysis, looking at for residential customers what their -- based on their average energy usage what we would expect in terms of mitigation of their outages if they had the behind-the-meter storage installed.  And so it is based on the calculations that were done for the pilot and the expected results there that we believe we will be able to achieve this result.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So then for -- if the cut-off is 50 hours, that customer would then go to 20 hours.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Or my math's wrong.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Right.  Yeah, so based on a 60 percent improvement your math would be correct.  If, you know, they were experiencing 50 hours, we would expect they'd be down around 20 hours.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And how does that compare to the average customer?  Or the average rural customer, I think is how you make your distinction.

MR. FALTAOUS:  So, I mean, I think it's still going to be a little bit above the average, but it is a significant improvement from the reliability that they are experiencing today.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And when you say above you mean they -- the reliability will still be -- it will remain a little worse.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Yeah, I do want to clarify.  Like, I think 60 percent -- ultimately, you know, we believe 60 percent is a conservative assumption.  The reality is it actually may be more than that, but we believe 60 percent is certainly achievable.  So in reality they may actually get, you know, more improvement than that.

The other aspect is, you know, customers, when they are on backup power, so if there an outage and they are on backup power, they can choose to ultimately not -- not, you know, draw peak demand, so essentially they can choose to sort of conserve during that time, and the batteries could last even longer.

So based on, you know, the behaviour of the customers, you could potentially get significantly more than 60 percent, and like I said, we do believe the 60 percent is a conservative number, but we believe it's certainly achievable.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are you aware of any other utilities that are offering a similar behind-the-meter residential-level storage?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am aware that Nova Scotia Power has had something similar, although I can't say that I am familiar with the details of their offering.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But you're not -- and did -- are you aware of anywhere else when you were designing this or considering this or continually looking at this, any other utilities where the utility is providing this service?

MR. FALTAOUS:  I am not aware.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  And I -- there was a bit of -- I am a bit confused with some -- maybe a bit of the nomenclature about the trial, because I believe the evidence talks about how there's a trial and that you expect to be done in -- or at least the installations in Q2 2022, I believe I read in the evidence, but yet you were planning to spend about 12 -- at least $12 million each year of the plan.  So can you help me?  Is it -- which component is the trial, and is the proposal sort of a broader rollout?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So really, the pilot is for us to take lessons learned.  So we are confident in the technology.  The technology is not new, and we know that the technology works.  So the pilot is really for us to take learnings from our own implementation of it and ultimately build that into the execution of the plan for 2023 onwards.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so since you haven't completed the pilot, is there a point where you will have to make a decision to go forward with the spending in the DSP period with the expansion of the project -- with the program?  Or is it you've already made that decision?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Well, as I mentioned, you know, the technology is proven, so we know that it is going to provide the benefit.  I think really what we are looking for here is learnings, in terms of our own deployments and anything that we need to consider in terms of a broader rollout.

So we are planning to move ahead with these deployments, but the pilot is going to give us lessons learned in the implementation of the broader rollout.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, with respect to the grid-scale, as I understand in your response to B3-SEC-157, you don't have business cases yet, and you've done some -- and you have a list of 24 communities that are candidates.  In response to, I believe it's B3-Environmental Defence-18(d), you provide those communities, you provide the -- I guess I understood it as very sort of preliminary costs for each of those potential projects, and the size of the battery.

Do I have that right?  That's where you are with respect to the grid-scale component of this investment?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So that's correct.  We have done some up-front preliminary analysis to determine the approximate size of the units for these communities.  But ultimately we will be doing detailed studies for every community in order to finalize exactly what the peak power rating as well as energy rating of each unit would be.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  As I understand from the spending pattern that's set out in the evidence in the investment summary document, it's about 22.2 million of that and it sort of essentially increases, as I read it, roughly at inflation each year until 2027.

Is that -- do I take it then that those costs are not -- you have a total program cost, but you haven't determined when any of these projects are, and the way you budgeted for this purpose is essentially just kind of flat spending throughout the term?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So we're planning to deploy for a number of communities each year on the order of approximately four or five communities per year, which is really in line with the plan that we've put forward.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, there are different costings for each, for each -- as I look at the information you provided in ED-18, there's different costs for each community as the size of the battery.  So is it that you plan to do four or five per year, or are you planning to spend the amount of money that you're seeking in this application and that will determine which -- how many projects you do and what -- and what the mix is?  What's driving the -- which takes paramount for the purposes of spending in this period?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So we are planning to target 24 communities.  In reality, the funding may be sufficient for 20 of those 24.  We have 24 candidates and we believe that we will be able to achieve deployment for 20 of the communities.  So that is our plan; it is 20 communities over the course of the five years and the dollars will essentially enable deployment for approximately 20 of those 24 candidate communities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  But in other initiatives you will lay out, we are going to do this line sustaining project or this transformer, and it's in this year and that's how you determine it.

But in other programs, say pole sustainment, you say we are spending this much money, we can't tell you which poles, but we are doing X amount of poles per year. This one sort of fits somewhere in between, and I am trying to understand.

You have essentially flat spending and you have a list of potential projects, but to my understanding, you don't know when in which year you are going to do any of them within any year, specifically within 2023 to 2027.  Am I correct?

MR. FALTAOUS:  We know that we are targeting multiple communities per year.  But then in terms of specifically which of those communities, we obviously have to go through a process of consulting with the communities, getting their buy-in, as well as assessing a number of other factors and doing detailed designs before we can actually proceed with the specific deployments.

So we are targeting approximately four or five communities per year.  It will certainly depend on the cost, but ultimately the goal over the five years is deployments for 20 communities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So at the end of 2027 when we are judging the success, or at least the financial part of the success, we should be looking at the total amount of money you spent and how many communities you've done?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So that is correct in that we are going to deploy for 20 communities --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  We shouldn't be then judging it on any --


MR. FALTAOUS:  I am sorry, you broke up there.  Can you please repeat the question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I didn't say anything.

MR. FALTAOUS:  Oh, apologies, I got a little bit of static.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the last thing on this issue, I take -- I mean I think the evidence talks about this.  This is primarily about reliability improvement.  That's the focus of the grid-scale project, right?

MR. FALTAOUS:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Am I correct you provided it with respect to the airline project, you provided some reliability information and Mr. Elson walked you through all through what is loss of supply, et cetera.

Am I correct that it's -- is it primarily focused on solving loss of supply issues?

MR. FALTAOUS:  No, that's not correct.  It's focussed on addressing reliability improvement directly for the community, irrespective of the cause of the outage.  So the benefit of the battery system is it's located very close to the community and so ultimately, regardless of what is causing the outage upstream, whether it's an outage on the distribution feeder, whether it's an outage on the distribution station, whether it's an outage on the distribution M class feeder or the transmission station, or if it's a transmission-level outage, ultimately the battery can mitigate the reliability impact and provide backup power to the community.  So it's not just for loss of supply; it's for any outage causes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But would it be primarily loss of supply?  And I say this -- I don't know the demarcation in some of these remote communities, obviously the demarcation of some of those lines being transmission, or -- that feed essentially the community being distribution or transmission lines.

So do you have a sense, because if it's primarily transmission, it will be loss of supply that will be mitigated as opposed to outages because of weather affecting distribution lines?  Or do we not know?

MR. FALTAOUS:  So what I can clarify is it is not just for loss of supply.  It's for all outages and many of these communities are supplied by long distribution feeders as well.  So it's not just a transmission issue.  

In some cases, you know, it can be a significant distribution issue or transmission issue and ultimately these batteries will mitigate reliability impacts regardless of what is causing the outage, and the end goal here is to significantly improve reliability for these communities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask you to turn to B3-Staff-128?  And if we can go down to part (c), so just to -- this relates to the clear path optimal cycle protocol report, you were asked some questions from Staff and in part (c) you were asked to provide some information, some forecast information and you provide it in part (c).  So maybe we can go down to the response. 


I just want to clarify what something means here.  Do you see the column that says 2021 year end forecast in December 2020?

MS. FRENCH:  Hi, Mr. Rubenstein.  This is Teri French here for Hydro One.  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to clarify.  Is that the forecast that you are making in December -- sorry, is that the forecast that you are making in December 2020 for 2021?

MS. FRENCH:  So hang on one moment, I am just going to find the reference here because there was one that I wanted to flag.  Just bear with me one second here.

So this actually, the 2021 year end, that forecast should actually state "as budget".  So it would be the 2021 Q3 actuals, cycles 1 and 2 for the 3689, and then the 2021 budget, 4548.  That was a typo.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, so first I am going to ask you -- well, I would ask Hydro One, not you specifically, to refile the interrogatory at some point correcting this.

So just to be clear, that is essentially the -- that's a budgeted amount as of Q3?  Did I catch that correctly?

MS. FRENCH:  That is budgeted amount at the end of September, Q3, correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  For the entire year?  So would it include -- you will see in the column, the column, the previous column where it says 2021 Q3 actual, cycle 1 and 2, so this would include the information that got you to the unit cost at that point, and then essentially for your forecasting that in addition to the Q4 budget.

MS. FRENCH:  So the 4548, just so I am following the question, is the budget; so that is the year end forecast for the budget -- sorry, the budget.  The 3689 is the actual trending at the end of September for 2021.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I guess just my question is, the 4548 include the information, the actuals information, up to Q3, and then it is a Q3 actuals plus a budget amount gets you to the 4548?

MR. FALTAOUS:  Can we go to breakout room, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If you want to do this by way of undertaking, I'm okay with that as well.

MR. FALTAOUS:  I think we just need a minute, please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MS. SANASIE:  Breakout rooms are open.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MS. FRENCH:  Hi, Teri French here again.  Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, I just want to correct something that I perhaps might have said that wasn't completely accurate.  And just so that we are clear, because there was that typo in the chart that you referenced for the information.  I just want to make sure that we are clear.

So for the chart that is the 2021 Q3 actuals for cycle 1 and 2, that is the actuals, so 3689 at the end of September 30th, 2001.  The 4548 number is the 2021 yearly budget for the year.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So it's set at the beginning of the year?


MS. FRENCH:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  That --


MS. FRENCH:  Sorry about the confusion.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, that's fine there.

MS. FRENCH:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It confused me as well.  Can I ask you to go to B4-SEC-162.  So I'm a bit confused by Hydro One or the response to here.  So first, in part (a) we ask you to provide a list of the peer companies, and in the response Gartner refused, as I understand that.

MR. MARCOTTE:  Hi, this is Kevin Marcotte from Hydro One, and, yes, that's correct.  That is the response from Gartner you are seeing there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I am going to ask one more time if Hydro One can provide that information.  We are not asking for the -- I am not even asking for the data, I am just simply asking for who is the peer in those two groupings, what is the peer companies that were even -- what is the universe of people Hydro One is being compared to, who are they specifically.  Can I ask you to provide that information?

MR. KEIZER:  It's the information that's in control of Gartner, but the most we can do is go back and ask Gartner once again if they would disclose the information and be able to advise as to the circumstance.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can we do that, please.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.31. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.31:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE RESPONSE TO IR B4-SEC-162 PART (A), TO ASK GARTNER TO PROVIDE A LIST OF HYDRO ONE'S PEER COMPANIES.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then in part (c) -- if we go back to the question, sorry -- we asked you to please provide the number of each of the peer group and IT KMD companies into the following categories, and you see a number of listed categories.  And then if you go to the response, Gartner doesn't provide the response.  And if you go under that sort of the graphic, Gartner notes that it was, you know, important feature/value, that this was a specific comparison against the peer group, and in this regard -- if you go down again -- considerable given the effort, further refinement or recategorization of the information, essentially, as I read it would not be -- would not be better.

I am not asking you to retouch the information into those groups, it was simply to tell us of the peer groups in those two categories, how many fall into each of those categories.  Not asking you to redo the report.  We weren't asking Gartner to redo the report and provide a breakdown of each of the metrics into those various categories, so -- and maybe there was a misunderstanding.  So I was wondering if you could ask Gartner to please respond to the question as requested or -- and clarified.

MR. KEIZER:  We can ask Gartner the question and then provide the response that would be provided by Gartner and to whatever qualifications they may impose on it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.32. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.32:  TO RESPOND TO IR B4-SEC-162 PART (C).

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then lastly, in part (d) we asked:

"Please discuss any statistically different results that would be expected based on the type of the company identified above."

And essentially they point you to part -- in the response essentially reference part (c).  And then Hydro One provides some comments as well about, we don't want to essentially do another study.

I was wondering if you could ask Gartner without -- maybe take out the word "statistical" from the question -- essentially, based on their expert judgment, if they could -- in their experience if they could provide a response to the question.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, could we look at the question again, sorry?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, which one was it, Mr. Rubenstein?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Part (d).  Part (d).

MR. KEIZER:  "Discuss any different results that would 
have been expected based on the type of company identified."

I am not sure what I -- can you clarify even that question --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, so if you'll see, it's --


MR. KEIZER:  -- what do you mean by different results?  The results are the results based on what they --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, if you -- yeah, well, so if you see in part (c) we had asked you to break down, so just for -- to break -- we had asked in part (c), we had 
different -- there were different categories.  You can be a distribution-only utility, a transmission-only utility, a distribution- and transmission-only utility, generation, different combinations.  And so we are trying to understand, based on Gartner's experience, would we expect to see differences based on the type of utility?  

And so I take their response and Hydro One's comments as, well, we don't want to rerun all the numbers based on that.  I am not asking you to do that, but based on their general expertise and knowledge would they expect any difference?  And if they can't, without running the numbers -- and I am not asking them to do that -- then they could say so.

MR. KEIZER:  So we would take it back, ask them the question, and to the extent that they can, fine, if they can't, then they would explain why they can't, without having to redo any studies.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.  Yeah.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  JT2.33.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.33:  TO RESPOND TO IR B4-SEC-162 PART (D).

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I think that takes us to five o'clock.

MR. KEIZER:  If you do only have 15 minutes -- and I guess subject to the availability of the court reporter, if you'd be done today, then we could -- if you really only had 15 minutes left.  Not to put you on the spot, but -- and obviously the court reporter.  It is important that she is able to do this.

[Off-the-record discussion]

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Can we go to B4 Staff 162?  In this response, it talks about a number of leases ending, renewing, terminating, and you have a number of leases that you will be ending.

It's a two-part question.  First, do you capitalize your leases?

MR. BERARDI:  Good afternoon, Mr. Rubenstein, it's Rob Berardi, Hydro One.

It depends.  We do have capital leases and we do have operating leases.  So depending on the accounting treatment on each one of them, in some cases we do capitalize leasehold improvements.  But generally speaking, our leases are operating leases.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So for those that are ending in the terms that are outside of 2023, those would be included in the 2023 OM&A if they are OM&A leases, correct?

MR. BERARDI:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so they are operating costs?

MR. BERARDI:  Yes, they are.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I ask you to turn to D4-SEC-172?  So you were asked in part (c) -- sorry, I just want to make sure I have the right answer here.  Just bear with me for a moment, please.

Yes.  With respect to part (b), you say that this is for the Orillia operation centre, and we asked if it will be added to rate base during the planned term and how is that appropriate, considering the deferred rebasing related to the approved purchase of OPDC by Hydro One.  And you say you do plan to put it in service in 2024, and the Orillia OC will provide benefits to all distribution customers.

Is it also providing services to those in the OPDC territory?

MR. BERARDI:  No, it's primarily used for networks and it will be to drive efficiencies in that area.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So it's not going to be providing -- or let me say, any material won't be serving those in the OPDC territory?  I mean, you say networks, but they are even sort of -- in the real world, they are network customers now, so just to be clear.

MR. BERARDI:  Let me clarify, Mr. Rubenstein.  There will be some synergies with those customers as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  But yet you're going to be recovering the full amount of that facility from distribution customers, correct?

MR. BERARDI:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I ask you to turn to B4-Staff-167?  In part (b), you were asked what are you going to do essentially with some of the existing Peterborough area facilities.  And you say -- you go down to part (b) and you mention this that bullet point:

"For the Hydro One owned sites, Peterborough OC existing and Lindsay service centre, these properties will be marketed for sale." 

Do you see that?

MR. BERARDI:  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Are the proceeds of sale included in this application as a revenue offset to ratepayers?

MR. BERARDI:  In the development of the business case, we will have an offset and that offset should benefit ratepayers.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sorry, is there -- are you budgeting an amount because of the sale of those facilities?  And is that -- where would I find that as an offset to ratepayers in the application?

MR. BERARDI:  We are in the needs assessment process right now.  That would be in the business case, once the business case is developed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  But is there a part of the revenue offset component of the application, so that customers are being credited some forecast amount of that sale in the revenue requirement in the application?

MR. BERARDI:  Not at this point in time, and that will happen during the full business case approval process.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In my understanding that the sale is expected to occur, will this occur between -- by the end of 2027?

MR. BERARDI:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Well, can I ask you to ask for the sale amounts for these facilities.

MR. BERARDI:  We wouldn't have the sale amounts until we go to market.  Until --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Or forecast.

MR. BERARDI:  We could provide an estimate.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you please do that.  And maybe before we take an undertaking, are there any other facilities that you plan to sell between 2023 and 2027 besides these two?  And if so, can you also provide the forecast and note if there are amounts built into the application as a revenue offset?

We can do that all by one undertaking.

MR. BERARDI:  Yes, we can.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That will be JT2.34. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.34:  RE: B4-STAFF-167 PART (B): (A) TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE FOR THE SALE AMOUNTS REALIZED ON THE SALE OF PETERBOROUGH AND LINDSAY FACILITIES; (B) TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE ARE OTHER FACILITIES PLANNED FOR SALE BETWEEN 2023 AND 20207; (C) TO PROVIDE THE FORECAST AND NOTE WHETHER THERE ARE AMOUNTS BUILT INTO THE APPLICATION AS A REVENUE OFFSET 


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  My colleague, Mr. Zheng, has a couple questions and then that is it.
Examination by Mr. Zheng:


MR. ZHENG:  Good evening, panel.  Can you see me and hear me?  Perfect.

My question is for Mr. Marcotte.  Can we please go to SEC-189.  While the page is loading, this set of questions is for me to understand how does the JSOC program impact the expenditures in cyber security in 2022 and 2023.

So in your response to this question you provided a total estimate of the project.  Our understanding is that most, if not all, of this amount is spent in 2022.  Is that correct?

MR. MARCOTTE:  Hi, this is Kevin Marcotte.  We do have most of the spend in '22, but I believe there was some in 2021 as well.

MR. ZHENG:  Yeah, okay, some in 2021.  In that case, my understanding is that -- so in 2023 Hydro One planned to spend more with regard to JSOC, but those spendings are related to trainings and hirings; is that correct?

MR. MARCOTTE:  In a way, just to help clarify, Table 1, that was provided here, and the cost for the project at establishing the core JSOC within the ISOC itself, these capital costs are provided, so this 2.5 million would be capital.  The costs you're referring to starting in 2023, we -- you know, you referred to training as an example -- that would be taken as an expense item as part of the overall staffing within the JSOC for Hydro One.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.  The next questions are regarding -- if we can go to E-Staff-238.  Staff asked questions regarding the breakdowns of cyber-security spendings.  If fact, actually, if we can go to the evidence, that would be more relevant.  It would be Exhibit 4, Exhibit 4-4 -- Exhibit 4, tab 4, and page 8.  Exhibit 4 -- sorry, Exhibit E, tab 4, Schedule 4, page 8.

Yeah, thank you.  So this list of bullet points you see there is your explanation to the increase in your third-party contract cost, which is part of your IT sustainment costs.  I would just like you to explain a little bit to me what some of these categories really mean. For example, can you give me example of what's the new technologies planned for implementation in this period and just sort of what does this category consist of?

MR. MARCOTTE:  So for the top bullet, as you indicated, where we -- we clarify future forecast adjustments to account for new technologies planned during the implementation period, an example would be any of the technologies that are outlined as part of some of our implementation within many of our ISDs.  Those technologies that ultimately get implemented, we wanted to make sure we had accurate reflections based on the information we have available today as to what potentially could be their ongoing maintenance and support and license costs that would fall into this category.

So any new technology we are planning out within the rate filing period we [audio dropout]


MR. ZHENG:  Sorry, is this on my end, or?  Because I think I -- I think Mr. Marcotte disconnected.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  I have lost him too.

[Off-the-record discussion]


MR. FALTAOUS:  Sorry, Mr. Zheng, Mr. Marcotte has lost audio connection.  Can we just give him -- he is going to try to rejoin, so if you can just give him a minute, please.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay, sure, sure.

MR. MARCOTTE:  Hello, testing.  Okay.  Sorry about that.  My system froze, so it automatically rejoined me here.

So I apologize, Mr. Zheng.  I am not sure how far I got, but in essence, just to restate, it's new technologies that we have in our implementation plan from '23 to '27 is outlined through the various ISDs.  The information we know now is to any best guess or knowledge that we have around what those maintenance licensing costs may be for the software, we would include them here.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  The third bullet point, certain third-party contract costs that were originally being funded through other Hydro One line of business were moved to capture within this IT OM&A sub-program.  Could you explain that to me just a little bit more.  What does, you know, what does other line of business really mean and how come this shift has caused an increase in spending?

MR. MARCOTTE:  So if I can bring us to E-Staff-244, please.  It will help me explain with examples.  So part (b), I believe, asked a very similar if not the same question, and if we go down into the response.  There's a paragraph right below as well.  If we can bring that up.  Perfect.

So this table here helps highlight for you the systems that were originally being funded when they were established by other lines of business.  In the past this may have been identified -- sorry, there was -- someone thought they had lost me.

Sorry, just to continue then, so this table here, it is examples.  It is the list of software that we actually moved from being accounted for by lines of business into our ISD common, you know, third-party contracts category.  And you'll see the description there from row 14 to 19, effectively realizing that some of these original costs that were undertaken first were assumed to be really line-of-business specific, and it was -- been come to light that most of the costs that we have been handling for these are really an IT contract for particular maintenance or licences, I suggest.

So that's why in the purpose of us being able to aggregate all of the proper IT third-party costs and really being able to manage that overall bucket level we have moved them accordingly into ISDs, information solution third party.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Last bit.  So would your additional spending in JSOC be part of, you know, this third-party contract spending?  Because I am assuming there will be training and procurement done with third parties.


MR. MARCOTTE:  So specifically maintenance or licence costs that are third-party specifically for JSOC, we wouldn't capture under this specific category of third party.  We actually have separate investments within OM&A, within section 844, that I can help point to, but it would capture those ongoing costs that would be needed in order to run whatever, you know, software and licences associated with the JSOC operation.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Thank you, those are my questions.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, panel.  Thanks for the reporter.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you very much, everybody.  We will be starting -- we will be starting tomorrow morning with Energy Probe, scheduled for 65 minutes, followed by VECC, and possibly some of AMPCO that will take us to the morning break tomorrow.  So thank you, everybody.  Thanks for our reporter.  And we will see you --


MR. GARNER:  Sorry, Jamie, can you --


MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  -- just confirm we are starting at 9:30 tomorrow?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  No, I'm sorry, we are starting at 9:05 for the rest of the week.

MR. GARNER:  Same as today.  Thank you.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  That's right.

THE REPORTER:  Can I just say, I've made alternative arrangements for the morning, so we can start at 9:00.  Like, I don't need the extra five minutes any more.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay.  9:05 let me grab my coffee, but that's okay.

MR. GARNER:  We'll take every minute we can get.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  So let's say nine o'clock tomorrow and through Friday as well, so we will see you at 9:00 tomorrow morning.  Thanks, everybody.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:21 p.m.
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